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e Masters degree in Statistics from University of Vienna
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e > 20 publications on player tracking and personalized feedback
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e Frequent speaker at conferences

10/09/2018 2



OVERVIEW OF TALK

e Social responsibility in gambling

eWhere does responsibility for
gambling behaviour lie?

e Types of online RG tools
e The rise of behavioural tracking

e Briefly outline some RG studies using
tracking data

e Implications of tracking for
identifying problem gambling
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WHERE DOES RESPONSIBILITY LIE?
INFLUENCES ON GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR

(Griffiths & Delfabbro, 2001)
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TYPES OF ONLINE RG TOOLS

eBreaks in play

e Limit setting

e Messaging (static vs dynamic)

e POp-up messaging

e Personalized messaging

e Behavioural tracking tools
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REVIEW PAPER

A Critical Review of the Harm-Minimisation Tools
Available for Electronic Gambling

Andrew Harris! * Mark D. Griffiths

© The Author(s) 2016. This article is published with open access at Springerlink.com

Abstract The increasing sophistication of gambling products afforded by electronic tech-
nologies facilitates increased accessibility to gambling, as well as encouraging rapid and
continuous play. This poses several challenges from a responsible gambling perspective, in
terms of facilitating player self-awareness and self-control. The same technological
advancements in gambling that may facilitate a loss of control may also be used to provide
responsible gambling tools and solutions to reduce gambling-related harm. Indeed, several
harm-minimisation strategies have been devised that aim to facilitate self-awareness and self-
control within a gambling session. Such strategies include the use of breaks in play, ‘pop-up’
messaging, limit setting, and behavioural tracking. The present paper reviews the theoretical
argument underpinning the application of specific harm-minimisation tools, as well as pro-
viding one of the first critical reviews of the empirical research assessing their efficacy, in
terms of influencing gambling cognitions and behaviour.



WHAT IS BIG DATA?
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BIG DATA

e\We need data to apply
algorithms

e Card based gambling

e Online gambling
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THEORETICAL LOSS IN GAMBLING

(Auer & Griffiths, 2014; 2015)
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the amount of money that players
are putting at risk when playing.

eThis might be considered easy to
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do (e.g., by using ‘amount staked’
or ‘bet size’), but the element of
chance is rarely accounted for,
especially when a random win
OCCurs.
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eFor instance, two gamblers putting

- e o
the same amount of money at risk 5
might end up with different @ﬂﬁ@ﬂﬁi@]ﬂﬁﬁ@@ﬁ
wins/losses at the end of similar - .
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chance.

eFor this reason, we use a measure
that is completely independent of
random events and takes into account
the true amount of money that
players are prepared to risk (bet size
multiplied by house advantage).

‘Betcha | recover before you do.”
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THEORETICAL LOSS SIMULATION STUDY

(Auer, Schneeberger & Griffiths, 2012)

e Simulation study of 300,000 online
gamblers over 13 game types

eBet size explained 56% of the
variance leaving 44% unexplained

eNumber of games played explained
32% of the variance leaving 68%
unexplained

e Next study replicated this using real
online gambler behavioural tracking
data.
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Articles

Theoretical Loss and Gambling Intensity:
A Simulation Study

Michael Auer, Andreas Schneeberger, and Mark D. Griffiths

MANY RECENT STUDIES OF INTERNET GAM-
BLING—particularly those that have analysed
behavioral tracking data—have used variables such
“bet size” and “number of games played” as proxy
measures for “gambling intensity.”' However, nei-
ther bet size nor the number of games played
takes into account the house advantage of a game.
Players are risking less when they play games
with low house advantages. A low house advantage,
therefore, corresponds to a high payout. Further-
more, data presented from these studies have typi-
cally been presented by game type (e.g., data are
only presented from online sports bettors or online
poker players). However, using a concise simulation
analysis of online gamblers playing a variety of
games, this short article argues that bet size cannot
be reliably used across games and/or game types as
a measure of gambling intensity.

Griffiths and Auer’ outlined the many advan-
tages and disadvantages of using behavioral track-
ing data in the gambling studies field. The main
advantages of behavioral tracking data are that it
(a) provides a totally objective record of an indi-
vidual’s gambling behavior on a particular online
gambling Web site; (b) provides a record of events
and can be revisited after the event itself has fin-
ished; and (c) usually comprises very large sample
sizes. These are the main reasons that such data
will be used here.

In this article, we describe what we believe is the
best and most stable measure for “gambling intensi-
ty.” This measure is the “theoretical loss.” In the

Michael Auer is Business Unit Manager Predictive Analytics at
a2mlab in London. Andreas Schneeberger is CEO of a2mlab.
Mark D. Griffiths is Professor of Gambling Studies in the

long run, outcomes in games of chance are always
dependent on the house advantage: games with a
big house advantage lead to higher losses for the
gambler, while games with a lesser house advantage
lead to lower losses. For instance, lottery games typ-
ically have relatively high house advantages (e.g.,
50%), whereas casino games typically have rela-
tively low house advantages: roulette games with
a single “zero (0)” on their wheels, for example,
have a house advantage of 2.7%.

The “loss/win” variable—often referred to as the
gross gaming revenue (GGR)—is the difference be-
tween “total bet” and “total win.” However, as a
measure of a player’s gambling intensity, it is not
suitable, as it is typically distorted by the occasional
winning occurrences by gamblers, particularly in
the short-term. In the very long run, GGR is a

'A. Broda, D.A. LaPlante, S.E. Nelson, R.A. LaBrie, L.B. Bos-
worth, and H.J. Shaffer, Virtual harm reduction efforts for In-
ternet gambling: effects of deposit limits on actual Internet
sports gambling behaviour, 5 HARM REDUCTION JOURNAL
27 (2008); R.A. LaBrie, S. Kaplan, D.A. LaPlante
and H.J. Shaffer, Inside the virtual casino: A prospective longi-
tudinal study of Internet casino gambling, 18(4) Eur. J. Pus.
Heavt 410-416 (2008); D.A. LaPlante, J.H. Kleschinsky,
R.A. LaBrie, S.E. Nelson, and H.J. Shaffer, Sitting at the virtual
poker table: A prospective epidemiological study of actual In-
ternet poker gambling behavior, 25 ComPUTERS IN HUMAN
Benav. 711-717 (2009); D.A. LaPlante, A. Schumann, R.A.
LaBrie, and H.J. Shaffer, Population trends in Internet sports
gambling, 24 Computers IN HumAN BEenav. 2399-2414
son, D.A. LaPlante, AJ. Peller, A. Schumann,
R.A. LaBrie, and H.J. Shaffer, Real limits in the virtual world:
Self-limiting behavior of Internet gamblers, 24 J. GAMBLING
Stup. 463-477 (2008); S. Dragicevic, G. Tsogas, and A.
Kudic, Analysis of casino online gambling data in relation to
behavioural risk markers for high-risk gambling and player
protection, 11 INT'L GAMBLING STUD. 377-391 (2011).

2M.D. Griffiths and M. Auer, Online versus offline gambling:

International Gaming Research Unit, Psychology Division, at
Nottingham Trent University in Nottingham.

Meth al considerations in empirical gambling re-
search, 7(3) CASINO & GAMING INT'L 45-48 (2011).
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THEORETICAL LOSS EMPIRICAL STUDY

(Auer & Griffiths, 2014; 2015)

e Empirical study of 100,000 online gamblers
over eight game types on win2day site

eBet size explained 72% of the variance

leaving 28% unexplained

eDifference because house advantages are
not as different as assumed in previous
simulation study.

eThis lack of accuracy is even more
pronounced for gamblers who play a variety
of games.
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ORIGINAL PAPER

Theoretical Loss and Gambling Intensity (Revisited):
A Response to Braverman et al. (2013)

Michael Auer * Mark D. Griffiths

Published online: 24 April 2014
© Springer Science+Business Media New York 2014

Abstract In this paper, we provide a brief response to Braverman et al. (J Gambl Stud.
doi:10.1007/s10899-013-9428-z, 2013b) critique of our ‘Theoretical Loss’ metric as a
measure of monetary gambling intensity (Auer and Griffiths in J Gambl Stud. doi:10.1007/
$10899-013-9376-7, 2013a; Auer et al. in Gaming Law Rev Econ 16:269-273, 2012). We
argue that ‘gambling intensity’ and ‘gambling involvement’ are essentially the same
construct as descriptors of monetary gambling activity. Additionally, we acknowledge that
playing duration (i.e., the amount of time—as opposed to money—actually spent gam-
bling) is clearly another important indicator of gambling involvement—something that we
have consistently noted in our previous studies including our empirical studies on gam-
bling using behavioural tracking data. Braverman and colleagues claim that the concept of
Theoretical Loss is nullified when statistical analysis focuses solely on one game type as
the house edge is constant across all games. In fact, they state, the correlation between total
amount wagered and Theoretical Loss is perfect. Unfortunately, this is incorrect. To dis-
prove the claim made, we demonstrate that in sports betting (i.c., a single game type), the
amount wagered does not reflect monetary gambling involvement using actual payout
percentage data (based on 52,500 independent bets provided to us by an online European
bookmaker). After reviewing the arguments presented by Braverman and colleagues, we
are still of the view that when it comes to purely monetary measures of ‘gambling
intensity’, the Theoretical Loss metric is a more robust and accurate measure than other
financial proxy measures such as ‘amount wagered’ (i.e., bet size) as a measure of what
players are prepared to financially risk while gambling.
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LIMIT SETTING

ePlay limit — This is the maximum amount of money (or time) that
a gambler can play with (or for) at any given time.

e Deposit limit — This is the maximum amount of money that a
gambler can deposit into their playing account at any given time.

eBet limit — This is the maximum amount of money that a gambler
can bet on a single game (or concurrent games).

el oss limit — This is the maximum amount of money that a
gambler can lose in any one session or sessions.

10/09/2018 13



LIMIT SETTING EMPIRICAL STUDY

(Auer & Griffiths, 2013)

eData collected from a representative random
sample of 100,000 players who gambled on
the win2day gambling website

eDuring a three-month period, all voluntary
time and/or money limit setting behaviour by
a subsample of online gamblers (n=5000)
within this mandatory framework was tracked
and recorded for subsequent data analysis.

eFrom the 5,000 gamblers, the 10% most
intense players (as measured by theoretical
loss) were further investigated.

10/09/2018
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ORIGINAL PAPER

Voluntary Limit Setting and Player Choice in Most
Intense Online Gamblers: An Empirical Study
of Gambling Behaviour

Michael Auer * Mark D. Griffiths

© Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2012

Abstract Social responsibility in gambling has become a major issue for the gaming
industry. The possibility for online gamblers to set voluntary time and money limits are a
social responsibility practice that is now widespread among online gaming operators. The
main issue concerns whether the voluntary setting of such limits has any positive impact on
subsequent gambling behaviour and whether such measures are of help to problem gam-
blers. In this paper, this issue is examined through data collected from a representative
random sample of 100,000 players who gambled on the win2day gambling website. When
opening an account at the win2day site, there is a mandatory requirement for all players to
set time and cash-in limits (that cannot exceed 800 € per week). During a 3-month period,
all voluntary time and/or money limit setting behaviour by a subsample of online gamblers
(n = 5,000) within this mandatory framework was tracked and recorded for subsequent
data analysis. From the 5,000 gamblers, the 10 % most intense players (as measured by
theoretical loss) were further investigated. Voluntary spending limits had the highest
significant effect on subsequent monetary spending among casino and lottery gamblers.
Monetary spending among poker players significantly decreased after setting a voluntary
time limit. The highest significant decrease in playing duration was among poker players
after setting a voluntary playing duration limit. The results of the study demonstrated that
voluntary limit setting had a specific and significant effect on the studied gamblers.
Therefore, voluntary limits appear to show an appropriate effect in the desired target group
(i.e., the most gaming intense players).

Keywords Online gambling - Responsible gambling - Social responsibility in gambling -
Limit setting - Online lotteries - Online poker - Online casinos
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e\Voluntary spending limits had the highest

significant effect on subsequent monetary
spending among casino and lottery
gamblers.

e Monetary spending among poker players
significantly decreased after setting a
voluntary time limit.

eThe highest significant decrease in playing
duration was among poker players after
setting a voluntary playing duration limit.

10/09/2018
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eThe results of the study demonstrated

that voluntary Ilimit setting had a
specific and significant effect on the
studied gamblers.

eTherefore, voluntary limits appear to
show voluntary limit setting had an
appropriate effect in the desired target
group (i.e., the most gaming intense
players).
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SLOTS POP-UP EMPIRICAL STUDY 1

(Auer, Malischnig & Griffiths, 2014)

eThis study investigated the effects of a slot
machine pop-up message in a real gambling
environment

eCompared the behavioural tracking data of
two representative random samples of
400,000 gambling sessions before and after
the pop-up message was introduced

ePop-up appeared after 1000 consecutive

plays

10/09/2018

Journal of Gambling Issues
Issue 29, Month 2014

http://igi.camh.net/doi/pdf/10.4309/jgi.2014.29.3
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.4309)jgi.2014.29.3

Is “pop-up” messaging in online slot machine gambling
effective as a responsible gambling strategy?

Michael Auer,' Doris Malischnig,2 & Mark Griffiths?

'r}eccton, Vienna, Austria
2Osterreichische Lotterien GmbH, Vienna, Austria
3Nottingham Trent University, Nottingham, UK

Abstract

Certain gambling operators now provide social responsibility tools to help players
gamble more responsibly. One such innovation is the use of pop-up messages that
aim to give feedback to the players about the time and money they have thus far
spent gambling. Most studies of this innovation have been conducted in laboratory
settings, and although controlled studies are indeed more reliable than real-world
studies, the non-ecological validity of laboratory studies is still an issue. This study
investigated the effects of a slot machine pop-up message in a real gambling
environment by comparing the behavioural tracking data of two representative
random samples of 400,000 gambling sessions before and after the pop-up message
was introduced. The study comprised approximately 200,000 gamblers. The results
indicated that, following the viewing of a pop-up message after 1000 consecutive
gambles on an online slot machine game, nine times more gamblers ceased their
gambling session than did those gamblers who had not viewed the message. The
data suggest that pop-up messages can influence a small number of gamblers to
cease their playing session, and that pop-ups appear to be another potentially
helpful social responsibility tool in reducing excessive play within session.
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o (Comprising around 50,000
gamblers in total; approx 10,000
sessions reached 1,000
consecutive plays)

eThe  results indicated  that
demonstrably more gamblers
ceased their gambling session R ——
following the viewing of a pop-up T T e
message after 1000 consecutive e before pop D sfter pOD U
gambles on an online slot

machine game compared to those

who had not viewed a pop-up

message.
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SLOTS POP-UP EMPIRICAL STUDY 2

(Auer & Griffiths, 2015)

} frontiers ORIGINAL RESEARCH

1IN Psychology

e Self-appraisal feedback, normative
.y . . Testing normative and self-appraisal
feed ba Ck, an d COg N |tlve be I |ef feedbgck in an online slot-mgghine

pop-up in a real-world setting

feedback, have never been empirically

neccton Itd., London, UK, * Gaming Research Unit, Psychology Division, Nottingham Trent University, Nottingharm, UK

- [] [ Over the last few years, there have been an increasing number of gaming operators that
e X a m I n e d I n a n re a I — W O rI d O n I I n e have incorporated on-screen pop-up messages while gamblers play on slot machines
and/or online as one of a range of tools to help encourage responsible gambling. Coupled
with this, there has also been an increase in empirical research into whether such pop-up
M ™ messages are effective, particularly in laboratory settings. However, very few studies have
m b I I n e tt I n been conducted on the utility of pop-up messages in real-world gambling settings. The
g a g S g n present study investigated the effects of normative and self-appraisal feedback in a slot
machine pop-up message compared to a simple (non-enhanced) pop-up message. The
study was conducted in a real-world gambling environment by comparing the behavioral
Edredby:  tracking data of two representative random samples of 800,000 gambling sessions
- ™ Stefan Kopp, (i.e., 1.6 million sessions in total) across two conditions (i.e., simple pop-up message
. A 2 n d S t u d I n V e St I a t e d t h e e ffe Ct S O f Blotofol University, Germany——arsus an enhanced pop-up message). The results indicated that the additional normative
y " Z:,V,:(mxﬁ and self-appraisal content doubled the number of gamblers who stopped playing after
Unwersity of Florida, UsA  they received the enhanced pop-up message (1.39%) compared to the simple pop-up
- - Michael D. Coovert,  magsage (0.67%). The data suggest that pop-up messages influence only a small number

Unhversity of South Florida, USA
a n O r m a t I V e a n d S e I f_ a p p ra I S a I p O p — u p Osromsondircst of gamblers to cease long playing sessions and that enhanced messages are slightly more
Michael M. Auer, effective in helping gamblers to stop playing in-session.

neccton Itd,, Davidgasse 5,
7052 Muellendorf, Austria

OPEN ACCESS

Keywords: online gambling, responsible gambling, online slot machines, pop-up messaging, normative feedback,
validity, tracking, health

m ccton.com

message among online slot machine ——

This article was submited INtroduction
to Human-Media Interaction,

asection of the jounal  The increasingly advanced technological of online g now allow
‘bl

- - - Frontiers in Psychology for sophisticated ways of p ing resp play among gamblers (Griffiths et al., 2009; Auer
a e rS O I l a re a O I l I I l e a I I I I I I S I e Received: 29 January 2015 and Griffiths, 2013). The use of pop-up messages that appear on-screen while an individual is
Paper pending published: gambling on a slot machine and/or online is one way of informing players about how much time

27 February 2015 they have been playing and/or how much money they have spent. Pop-up messages are one of a

Accepted: 10 March 2015 range of tools that have been increasingly used by gaming operators to help encourage responsible
Published: 23 March 2015

- ” gambling (Griffiths, 2012). Providing specific information in the form of messages to players while
Citation:  gambling is one way of intervening and helping gamblers that play excessively. It is believed that
] n ’ Auer MM and Griffiths MD (2015)

information that is given to people to enable behavioral change should encourage reflection as
Testing normative and self-appraisal

P research has shown that self-monitoring changes behavior in the desired direction (e.g., Gilberts

feedback in an online slot-machine 2 3 .
Ppop-up in a real-world setting et al., 2001; Hardeman et al., 2002; Schwedes et 2002). However, it remains to be determined
Front. Psychol. 6:339. whether these pop-up interventions deliver the desired effects among the players that receive such

doi: 10.3389/1psyg.2015.00339
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eIn September 2013, the content of the win2day pop-up message was
changed and

eNew pop-up addressed self-appraisal, provided normative feedback, and
addressed cognitive beliefs commonly found among gamblers.

eThe new pop-up message (translated from German, the native language
used on the Austrian site) reads:

e “We would like to inform you, that you have just played 1,000 slot
games. Only a few people play more than 1,000 slot games. The chance
of winning does not increase with the duration of the session. Taking a
break often helps, and you can choose the duration of the break”

eThe reasoning behind the messaging is as follows:

10/09/2018 20



e The reasoning behind the messaging is as follows:

e "We would like to inform you, that you have just
played 1,000 slot games”: This objectively informs
players about the behavior they engaged in.

e"Only a few people play more than 1,000 slot
games”: This provides normative feedback. Only 1.5% of
playing sessions exceeds 1,000 consecutive slot games

e "The chance of winning does not increase with the
duration of the session”: This addresses a common
misbelief among gamblers (i.e., the gamblers’ fallacy).

e "Taking a break often helps, and you can choose
the duration of the break”: This provides advice and
leaves the decision up to the player and is in line with the
techniques of motivational interviewing (Millner &
Rollnick, 1991)

10/09/2018
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e Accessed two representative random " ignABAETH
Reproduction mm

samples of 800,000 sessions before and
after the pop-up message was changed.

eThe total dataset comprised 1,600,000
game sessions that contained at least
one slot game (70,000 gamblers).

eWe hypothesized that the changed
message content would lead to an
increase in gamblers terminating their
gambling session after playing 1,000
consecutive slot games compared to the
previous message (i.e., Auer et al,
2014).
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e Of the 11,232 sessions that lasted at
least 1,000 games prior to the pop-
up message change, 75 sessions
immediately terminated after the
simple pop-up message was shown
(0.67%).

e After the new pop-up was
introduced, 169 sessions (of 11,878)
immediately terminated when the
pop-up message was shown at 1,000
consecutive slot games (1.39%).
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Number of sessions ended between 990 and 1,010 slot games
comparing simple pop-up message (pre-condition) and enhanced pop-up
message (post-condition)
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eStudy evaluated the effectiveness of

PERSONALISED FEEDBACK STUDY 1

(Auer & Griffiths, 2015)

mentor (a responsible gambling tool)

among 1,015 online gamblers at a

European online gambling site

e Compared their behavior with matched

controls (n=15,216) on the basis of

age,

theoretical loss.
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The use of personalized behavioral
feedback for online gamblers: an
empirical study

Michael M. Auer'* and Mark D. Griffiths?

" neccton Itd., Lienz, Austria, ? Department of Psychology, Nottingham Trent University, Nottingham, UK

Over the last few years, online gambling has become a more common leisure
time activity. However, for a small minority, the activity can become problematic.
Consequently, the gambling industry has started to acknowledge their role in player
protection and harm minimization and some gambling companies have introduced
responsible gambling tools as a way of helping players stay in control. The present
study evaluated the effectiveness of mentor (a responsible gambling tool that provides
personalized feedback to players) among 1,015 online gamblers at a European online
gambling site, and compared their behavior with matched controls (n = 15,216) on
the basis of age, gender, playing duration, and theoretical loss (i.e., the amount of
money wagered multiplied by the payout percentage of a specific game played). The
results showed that online gamblers receiving personalized feedback spent significantly
less time and money gambling compared to controls that did not receive personalized
feedback. The results suggest that responsible gambling tools providing personalized
feedback may help the clientele of gambling companies gamble more responsibly, and
may be of help those who gamble excessively to stay within their personal time and
money spending limits.

Keywords: responsible gambling, player tracking, problem ing, harm minimization, player p

Introduction

In recent years, online gambling has become a more common leisure time activity. Data from 2010
British Gambling Prevalence Survey reports that 14% of the population gambled on the internet in
the past year (Wardle et al., 2011a). According to Griffiths (2003), there are a number of situational
and structural characteristics that make online gambling potentially risky for susceptible and
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eThe results showed that online
gamblers receiving personalized
feedback spent significantly less time
and money compared to controls.

eThe results suggest that responsible
gambling tools providing personalized
feedback may help the clientele of
gambling companies gamble more
responsibly

eMay be of help those who gamble
excessively to stay within their personal
time and money spending limits.

10/09/2018

S0 MUCH FOR THE WHEEL -

NOW TO INVENT THE CASINO!
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PERSONALISED FEEDBACK STUDY 2

(Auer & Griffiths, 2016)

eStudy evaluated the effectiveness of
different types of feedback

e Personal information, normative
information and/or a recommendation

e17,552 Norsk Tipping online gamblers
randomly distributed to six groups

eFinal sample comprised 5,528 online
gamblers accessed personalised
messages

10/09/2018
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ORIGINAL RESEARCH

Personalized Behavioral Feedback
for Online Gamblers: A Real World
Empirical Study

Michael M. Auer'2* and Mark D. Griffiths'2

neccton Ltd, Lienz, Austria, ? Psychology, Nottingham Trent University, Nottingham, UK

Responsible gambling tools (e.g., limit-setting tools, pop-up messages, and
personalized feedback) have become increasingly popular as a way of facilitating players
to gamble in a more responsible manner. However, relatively few studies have evaluated
whether such tools actually work. The present study examined whether the use of
three types of information (i.e., personalized feedback, normative feedback, and/or
a recommendation) could enable players to gamble more responsibly as assessed
using three measures of gambling behavior, i.e., theoretical loss (TL), amount of money
wagered, and gross gaming revenue (GGR) (i.e., net win/loss). By manipulating the
three forms of information, data from six different groups of players were analyzed.
The participant sample drawn from the population were those that had played at least
one game for money on the Norsk Tipping online platform (Instaspill) during April 2015.
A total of 17,452 players were randomly selected from 69,631 players that fulfiled
the selection criteria. Of these, 5,528 players participated in the experiment. Gambling
activity among the control group (who received no personalized feedback, normative
feedback or no recommendation) was also compared with the other five groups
that received information of some kind (personalized feedback, normative feedback
and/or a recommendation). Compared to the control group, all groups that received
some kind of messaging significantly reduced their gambling behavior as assessed
by TL, amount of money wagered, and GGR. The results support the hypothesis
that personalized behavioral feedback can enable behavioral change in gambling but
that normative feedback does not appear change behavior significantly more than
personalized feedback.

online i i bling, problem ling, h

INTRODUCTION

Gambling is a popular activity in many cultures. Surveys have reported that most people gamble but
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PERSONALISED FEEDBACK STUDY 2

(Auer & Griffiths, 2016)

A fully balanced experimental design was set up with online players from Norsk
Tipping

iti Personalized Normative
— Three conditions : i Recommendation
Personal information about wins/losses last six | information feedback
months, Question: In line with, more or less than you
expected Group 1 YES NO NO
Group 2 YES YES NO
Content |_ Normative information: Information about the
of the average players loss Group 3 YES YES YES
7
messages | Group 4 YES NO YES
Recommendation: Tools and Resources to control
your gambling/spending Group 5 NO YES NO
7
- Group 6 NO NO NO
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THE EFFECTS OF RG MESSAGING

Do the different groups change differently in the week after the message was read?

-30%

« Group 2's expenditure

-32%

3% decreased by 45%
e o - Group 5‘s expenditure
N
g decreased by 40%
§—40%
? -40% « The control group’s
-42% 429,
-42% -42%

expenditure decreased
45% by 36%

Group 2 Group 1 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Control Group

-44%

-46%
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SUBJECTIVE VS. OBJECTIVE DATA

(Auer & Griffiths, 2017)

e Players underestimate their losses

eCasino players under-estimate their
losses more than lottery players

eInvolved, young and recent casino
players say they have lost more than
expected

eLow involved female scratchcard players
say they have lost more than expected

oA group of high spending casino players
say they have lost as much as expected

10/09/2018

J Gambl Stud @ CrossMark
DOI 10.1007/510899-016-9648-0

ORIGINAL PAPER

Self-Reported Losses Versus Actual Losses in Online
Gambling: An Empirical Study

Michael Auer! + Mark D. Griffiths®

© The Author(s) 2016. This article is published with open access at Springerlink.com

Abstract Many research findings in the gambling studies field rely on self-report data. A
very small body of empirical research also suggests that when using self-report, players
report their gambling losses inaccurately. The aim of the present study was to evaluate the
differences between objective and subjective gambling spent data by comparing gambler’s
actual behavioral tracking data with their self-report data over a 1-month period. A total of
17,742 Norwegian online gamblers were asked to participate in an online survey. Of those
surveyed, 1335 gamblers answered questions relating to gambling expenditure that could
be compared with their actual gambling behavior. The study found that the estimated loss
self-reported by gamblers was correlated with the actual objective loss and that players
with higher losses tended to have more difficulty estimating their gambling expenditure
(i.e., players who spent more money gambling also appeared to have more trouble esti-
mating their expenses accurately). Overall, the findings demonstrate that caution is war-
ranted when using self-report data relating to amount of money spent gambling in any
studies that are totally reliant on self-report data.

Keywords Responsible gambling - Behavioral tracking - Gambling expenditure -
Pre-commitment
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COGNITIVE DISSONANCE

International Journal of Mental Health and Addiction
June 2018, Volume 16, |ssue 3, pp 631-641 | Cite as

ePlayers change if feedback can trigger
cognitive dissonance

Cognitive Dissonance, Personalized Feedback, and Online
Gambling Behavior: An Exploratory Study Using
Objective Tracking Data and Subjective Self-Report

Authors Authors and affiliations

Michael Auer, Mark D. Griffiths

COGNITIVE DISSONANCE Open Access | Brlef Report 2) () (1

First Online: 20 September 2017

Shares Downloads Citatiens

CHANGE
SELIEF BEHAVIOUR Abstract
Providing personalized feedback about the amount of money that gamblers have actually spent
CB'-EI:TJE?:E . may—in some cases—result in cognitive dissonance due to the mismatch between what
INCREASE / x REDUCED gamblers actually spent and what they thought they had spent. In the present study, the
articipant sample (N = 11,829) was drawn from a Norwegian population that had played at
INCONSISTENCY ——> DISSONANCE DISSONANCE perticpant sample (- 11529) was fann Tom s Tormegian pop ation hatac o
(DISCOMFORT) \ /% (DISCOMFORT) east one game for money in the past six months on the Nersk Tipping online gambling
ADD website. Players were told that they could retrieve personalized information about the amount
BELIEF of money they had lost over the previous 6-month period. Out of the 11,829 players, 4045
players accessed information about their personal gambling expenditure and were asked
BEHAVIOUR IGNORE whether they thought the amount they lost was (i) more than expected, (ii) about as much as
CONFLICT expected, or (iii) less than expected. It was hypothesized that players who claimed that the

amount of money lost gambling was more than they had expected were more likely to

PLANT BASED BRIDE
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ONLINE BEHAVIOURAL TRACKING FOR PG SCREENING
CRITERIA: IMPLICATIONS

] . . © Original Arti
eVarious members of the online gambling Online Raproduction ights o AANEARom
. . 7 www. CartoonStock.com
industry have claimed that problem Poker Night

gambling can be identified online. —

o If this is true, it has implications for current
problem gambling screening instruments.

e A brief analysis of the extent to which each
DSM-5 criterion of problem gambling can be
identified online shows that only a few
behaviours can be identified

10/09/2018
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DSM-5 CRITERIA FOR GAMBLING DISORDER

Is preoccupied with gambling (e.g. reliving past experiences, planning next venture,
thinking of ways to get money)

Needs to gamble with increasing amounts of money in order to achieve the desired
excitement

Repeated unsuccessful efforts to control, cut back, or stop gambling
Is restless or irritable when trying to cut down or stop gambling

Gambles as a way of escaping from problems or of relieving a dysphoric mood (e.g.
helplessness, guilt, anxiety, depression

After losing money gambling, often returns another day to get even (“chasing” one’s
losses)

Lies to family members, therapist, or others to conceal extent of involvement with
gambling

Has jeopardised or lost a significant relationship, job, or educational or career
opportunity because of gambling

Relies on others to provide money to relieve a desperate financial situation caused by
gambling

34
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CAN BIG DATA ONLINE TRACKING
BE IDENTIFIED USING DSM-5 CRITERIA?

e Salience/Preoccupation

e Tolerance

e Relapse

o Withdrawal

e Escape from reality

e Chasing losses

e Conceal Involvement

e Unsociable Behaviour

e Ruin a Relationship/Opportunity
e Bail-out

10/09/2018

(good possibility)
(possibly)

(possibly)
(unlikely)

(unlikely)
(definitely)
(unlikely)
(unlikely)
(unlikely)

(slight possibility)
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PROBLEM GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR
ONLINE USING BIG DATA

» Chasing losses © Original At
. _ . Reproduction rights obtainable fram

e Total preoccupation with gambling ww CartoonStock.com

e Increase of gambling behaviour (time & money) over time

e Playing a variety of stakes

e Playing a variety of games

e Player ‘reload’ within gambling session

e Not collecting winnings

e Frequent payment method changes

e [Verbal aggression in chat rooms]

e [Constant complaints to customer services]

“[ bet you £10 there's a gambling advert on
e Most importantly it is change in usual behaviour next.”




SELF-EXCLUDERS AS A PROXY FOR PG

(Griffiths & Auer, 2016)

»Temporary self-exclusions are about
RG not PG

»Permanent self-excluders are not PGs

PGs are not permanent self-excluders

Players exclude for various reasons

10/09/2018

i MedCrave

tep into the World of Research

MOJ Addiction Medicine & Therapy

Should Voluntary Self Exclusion by Gamblers be used as a
Proxy Measure for Problem Gambling?

Abstract

This brief paper critically addresses a recent approach by researchers that use

Volume 2 Issue 2 - 2016

voluntary self-exclusion (VSE) by gamblers as a proxy measure for problem
gambling. By using tracking data from online gamblers or data from player cards, Mark D Griffiths'* and Michael Au

such research derives typical behavioral patterns of past voluntary self-excluders
and uses their data to predict and identify problem gamblers. We argue that

'Neccton Itd, UK
‘Nottingham Trent University, UK

this approach is flawed and is unlikely to help in developing harm-minimization

measures. We argue that using personalized feedback is a much better approach *Correspondin
to the prevention of problem gambling than using data from those that self-

exclude from gambling

Voluntary Self Exclusion

Self-exclusion practices typically refer to the possibility
for gamblers to voluntarily ban themselves from playing all (a
selection of) games over a predetermined period. The period
of exclusion can typically be chosen by the gambler although
some operators have non-negotiable self-exclusion periods. Self-
exclusion in both online sites and offline venues has become an
important responsible gambling practice that is widely used
by socially responsible operators [1]. Briefly overviewed self-
exclusion practices in both online and land-based environments.
They argued that empirical research on the effectiveness of VSE
in online gambling is rare [2], investigated a sample of 256 online
gamblers who self-excluded who were then surveyed six & twelve
months later. They found that VSE can have favourable psycho-
social effects for the gambler. For instance, players showed a
marked decrease in the willingness to gamble online shortly after
they self-excluded [3], tried to predict future self-exclusion by
analyzing written player correspondence with a gaming company
from 150 self-excluders (compared to 150 controls). They were
able to correctly predict 76.6% of future self-exclusions based on
written communications. Important indicators extracted from
customer emails were increasing amount of interaction with
customer services over a six-month period prior to self-exclusion,
doubts about the results of games, and issues concerning account
administration and financial transactions. Self-excluders were
also different from controls with respect to the tonality of the
email (i.e, they used threats and were more abusive in written
communications). Based in previous empirical research [4],
claimed that VSE programs are under-utilized by problem
gamblers. In general, it is known that individuals do not seek help
for problem gambling until they reach serious crisis [5].

Why do Players Self Exclude and who are they?

Reasons for players to self-exclude are manifold. In a study by

Mark D Griffiths, Professor of
Gambling Studies, International Gaming Research Unit,
Psychology Division, Nottingham Trent University, Burton
Street, Nottingham, NG1 4BU, UK, Email

Received: September 04, 2016 | Published: December 05,
2016

(2], players frequently reported excluding as a preventive measure
and annoyance with the operator as reasons for VSE. Furthermore,
about one-fifth of self-excluders reported to be problem gamblers
(21.2%). Using the DSM-IV criteria for pathological gambling
[6,7), reported that in a study of three Swiss Casinos, 29% of
self-excluders were pathological gamblers, 33% were problem
gamblers, and 38% were recreational gamblers. Given that many
voluntary self-excluders do not exclude themselves for gambling-
related problems [7), concluded that self-exclusion is not a good
indicator of gambling-related problems. In line with these results
(8], compared self-excluders with other online players and
reported no differences in the (i) mean number of gambling hours
per month or (ii) minutes per gambling session. Similar to [2], who
report self-exclusion to be rather spontaneous [8], reported that
25% of players self-excluded within one day of their registration
with the online operator. This could also be due to the fact that
online players can self-exclude with just a few mouse-clicks.

Self Exclusion as a Predictor of Problem Gambling

The aforementioned studies report that the majority of
voluntary self-excluders tend to be non-problem gamblers.
Additionally [9], reported 15,000 active voluntary self-exclusions
from 2002 to 2009 and that this represented only 10-20% of the
population of problem gamblers. This means that in addition
to most self-excluders being non-problem gamblers, that most
problem gamblers are not self-excluders. This leads to the
conclusion that there is little overlap between problem gambling
and self-excluding.

Over the decade, analytical approaches to harm minimization
have become popular. This has led to the development of various
tracking tools such as Play Scan (developed by Svenska Spel),
Observer (developed by 888.com), and mentor (developed by
neccton). Furthermore, regulators are increasingly recognizing
the importance of early risk detection via behavioral tracking

37


http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjv8PfH_ZndAhXJwAIHHYEPDJcQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.problemgambling.net.au%2Fselfexclusion.html&psig=AOvVaw0ZkrbhTIgNPpOFkLwEVQTb&ust=1535897313452849
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjv8PfH_ZndAhXJwAIHHYEPDJcQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.problemgambling.net.au%2Fselfexclusion.html&psig=AOvVaw0ZkrbhTIgNPpOFkLwEVQTb&ust=1535897313452849

Griffiths and Auer (2011; 2015) note
that behavioural tracking data:

‘Always come from unrepresentative
samples (i.e., the players that use
one particular internet gambling site

Does not tell us anything about a
gambler’'s overall gambling (as
gamblers are rarely loyal to one site

Does not account for the fact that
more than one person can use a
particular account

10/09/2018
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e "Tell us nothing” about why people ———
. : Is he going
t .
gamble or develop problem golng ona T to Tibet?
e Cannot be used for comparing online A e
. ] | course, why else
and offline gambling as data are only | _ll would he go!
collected on one group of people (i.e., ||
- !
online gamblers)

e Are less likely to provide insights into
the relationships between gambling
and other co-morbid behaviours

e Cannot examine problem gambling
using current diagnostic criteria.
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FACIAL RECOGNITION
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News » Live Casinos » New Al Identifies Problem Gamblers Through Facial Recognition Technology

New Al Identifies Problem Gamblers Through Facial

s Facial recognition software used to bar problem Recognition Technology

v gamblers

in Lk © Juns 2018 | Stachen ashen JANUARY 23, 2018 BY KATIE BARLOWE

| o N o Casino security may have just moved into a brave new world, or a creepy Orwellian nightmare,

CATEGORIES  Biometrics News | Facial Recognition | Surveillance depending on your point of view

New Zealand casinos are expanding the use of facial recognition technology to prevent self-identitfied
problem gamblers from entering certain venues, reports Gaming Today.

The system monitors people entering casinos and checks their face against a voluntary photo database
of problem gamblers who have requested to be barred from specific venues. Staff are alerted to check
the person's ID when the system finds a match.

According to Gaming Today 15 venues are currently using the facial recognition
marter B> X technology and six others are scheduled to deploy the system soon. The report

uthentication says the system costs about the same as a new gaming machine, approximately
High

S
A
A

$13,500 to $20,000 U.S.

Previously reported, Japan’s government is looking at implementing biometric
identification technology for lacals wanting to enter proposed casino resorts.
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