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ABSTRACT 

Internet gambling is undergoing a massive worldwide expansion. The relationship between 

the convenience, anonymity, and the 24-hour availability of Internet gambling and problem 

gambling in young people presents a serious concern.  Students who have gambled on the 

Internet have greater risk-taking motivation than students who have not gambled online, 

and those classified as problem gamblers have greater risk-taking motivation than non-

gamblers. Gambling on the Internet may be harmful for some individuals; young males, 

those with high risk-approach motivation, and, most certainly, those already exhibiting 

problem gambling behaviors. The term Internet gambling is often used interchangeably 

with online gambling and refers to all forms of gambling on chance events for money 

(including wagering and betting on skilled games) via the Internet. This includes gambling 

using computers, mobile phones, or wireless devices connected to the Internet. Internet 

gambling has grown tremendously over the years, and currently represents around 8% of 

the global gambling market. In this review article, we look at the effect of gambling and 

possible preventive measures. 

Keywords: Internet gambling, Problem gambling, Pathological gambling, Online gambling, 

Students. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Since governments began to relax 

gambling legislation in the 1980s, many 

young people today have lived their 

entire lives within the context of 

commercialized gambling [1] [2]. As such, 

they have grown up in an era where 

gambling is not only normalized, it is 

marketed as a form of recreation and 

entertainment. In North America, youth 

can begin gambling legally as early as 18 

years old, depending on the type of 

gambling activity and jurisdiction (in 

some jurisdictions the legal age is 21). 

Age 18 to 25 has been proposed as a 

unique period of development, distinct 

from both adolescence and adulthood, 

referred to as emerging adulthood [3]. 

Some researchers report that this period 

represents a stage where youth, as a 

group, exhibit a disproportional amount 

of reckless behavior, sensation seeking, 

and risk taking [4]. Most studies of risk 

and college students involve sexual 

behavior, driving, and alcohol and/or 

drug abuse despite its normalization, 

gambling can be considered a high-risk 

activity.  

Reported prevalence rates of gambling 

among college students vary 

considerably. While some researchers 

suggest college and university students 

may be at heightened risk for developing 

gambling problems [5], others report no 

increase in gambling behavior [6]. 

Nonetheless, by all indications a 

significant number of college students 

report gambling; 67%–76% of college 

students have gambled in their lifetime 

[7]; [8]; [9]; [10] and from 42%–92% of 

students report gambling during the past 

year. Rates for problem gambling among 

college students range from 2–9% for at-

risk to 1–5% for probable pathological 

gamblers, with rates up to 15% for 

student athletes and 11% for students in 

Las Vegas. [11] meta-analysis suggested 

that the percentage of disordered 

gamblers (i.e., endorsing 5 or more items 

on the South Oaks Gambling Screen) [12] 

among college students in North America 

was 7.89%.  

To date, research on the impact of 

Internet gambling on the development 

and maintenance of problem gambling, in 
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either adults or youth, is in its infancy. 

Early studies of online gambling among 

college students reported varying 

prevalence rates from 2%–4%, with 

prevalence as high as 10% among college 

student athletes. [13] [14] reported, 

respectively, that 22% of students (ages 

18–52) and 23% of college undergraduates 

had gambled on the Internet at least once 

in their lifetime. Results from the second 

British Gambling Prevalence Survey 

(2006–2007) revealed that 6% of the 

sample (N = 9,003, ages 16 and older) had 

gambled on Internet, and that prevalence 

of Internet gambling was the highest 

among the 16 to 24 and 24 to 34 age 

groups and more recently evidence by 

[15] (in press) has shown a shifting 

pattern of gambling behavior, reporting a 

significant rise in Internet wagering 

among college students. While this 

research contributes to our understanding 

of online gambling, some limitations of 

the previous studies include using self-

selecting samples [16] or samples that 

may not be representative of college 

students in general [17]; [18], use of 

lifetime problem gambling scores which 

may or may not represent current 

problems [19]; [20], or including one 

question about gambling in a study of 

Internet use in general [21]. 

Although current evidence suggests that 

only a very small percentage of Internet 

gamblers gamble purely online [22], 

research focusing on Internet gambling 

hints that the Internet may be a medium 

particularly favored by those with serious 

gambling problems [23]; [24]; [25]; [26]; 

[27]. In one report of student online poker 

players, 18% were identified as problem 

gamblers, with another 30% being at-risk 

for developing gambling problems [28]. 

These studies are correlational in nature 

and it is not known if the gambling online 

is responsible for the development of 

gambling problems, or if problem 

gamblers use the Internet as one of many 

gambling venues. At this point it is also 

unclear whether problem gamblers 

actually prefer online to offline gambling 

or whether the Internet is a convenient 

tool for their “addiction”, though there is 

some evidence indicating that those who 

have gambled on the Internet have 

engaged in more forms of gambling than 

have offline gamblers [29] and the 

Internet may simply be a part of their 

gambling repertoire.  

Effect of Gambling 

Early gambling patterns may lay the 

foundation for future problems for some 

individuals [30]. A significant finding in 

the current study is that among Internet 

gamblers, 16% were classified as problem 

gamblers. This is nearly four times the 

rate found in the entire sample, and six 

times the rate found among those who 

have not gambled on the Internet. These 

inflated rates are consistent with other 

reports of an overrepresentation of 

problem gamblers on the Internet [5]. 

Whether or not the Internet is addicting in 

itself, or simply a medium through which 

to channel an existing addiction remains 

unknown. Nonetheless, the convenience 

of gambling to be had at one‟s fingertips – 

24 hours a day – may be attractive, yet 

particularly difficult for those who are 

already experiencing problems with 

gambling. This necessitates consideration 

of how more effective measures can be 

introduced to protect these vulnerable 

individuals [9]. As gambling involves 

risking something of value with the 

expectation of winning something of 

value in return, one might speculate that 

gambling inherently attracts risk-seeking 

individuals. There is some evidence that 

individuals who gamble, or have positive 

attitudes toward gambling, tend toward 

taking risks [11]. While researchers have 

established a link between land-based 

gambling and risk-taking [3]; [4]; [5]; [6], 

to date no studies have examined the 

relationship between risk-taking and 

Internet gambling.  

Some studies suggest that students who 

had gambled on the Internet had greater 

risk-taking scores than students who had 

not, and those classified as problem 

gamblers had greater risk-taking scores 

than non-gamblers. Results also suggest 

both higher risk-taking scores and 

classification as a high risk-taker predict 

online gambling. While statistically 

significant and therefore indicating the 

results are greater than chance, the odds 
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ratios are low. Although these small ratios 

are most likely due to the small sample of 

Internet gamblers, further research 

examining risk-taking and Internet 

gambling is warranted. If high risk-takers 

are attracted to Internet gambling, 

intervention strategies could include 

teaching more adaptive methods to 

satisfy risk-seeking behavior.  

Impacting Student Life 

Gaming and gambling are prevalent in 

universities. Insight gained from students 

through studies show they report benefits 

from gambling and gaming, especially in 

reducing stress and social interaction. 

However, gambling and gaming are also 

linked with students seeking to escape 

the pressures brought on by being at 

university, and with poor well-being. 

These moments of stress appear to be 

coupled with greater feelings of 

uncertainty for students and they may 

turn to gambling as they feel more „in 

control‟ of what they are doing. The 

negative impact of gambling on student 

wellbeing, academic performance and 

social interaction becomes clear 

particularly for moderate risk and 

problem gamblers and those who game 

regularly. 

Prevention and Intervention 

Schools can implement an independent 

prevention program or include problem 

gambling awareness and prevention in 

existing drug and alcohol abuse 

prevention programs. Life skill classes 

can be an effective means to raise 

awareness, perhaps during a discussion 

of money management. Discussions of 

probability and the role of skill and luck 

can occur in math classes. Simply adding 

the topic of gambling to information 

about addictions for students and parents 

improves their understanding that 

gambling can be harmful behavior. 

Whether incorporated or independently 

implemented, effective prevention models 

should include (1) Activities or 

information that increase knowledge 

among students, staff members, and 

parents about youth gambling problems. 

(2) Experiences that help modify and 

change the attitude that gambling is 

always a harmless behavior. (3) 

Discussions to help change faulty beliefs 

concerning the role of skill and luck and 

the illusion of control during gambling (4) 

Demonstrations and hands-on exercises 

to gain an understanding of statistical 

probability and superstition. (5) 

Opportunities for students to learn 

successful coping and adaptive skills that 

prevent becoming a problem gambler 

[27]. 

CONCLUSION 

Developing a solid understanding of the 

relationship between Internet gambling, 

risk taking and problem gambling is 

important for developing regulation 

initiatives. While some might argue the 

number of students actually gambling on 

the Internet is not sufficiently large 

enough to warrant concern, or even 

government intervention, there are some 

clear indications that it is not the number 

of people engaging in this type of 

behavior, rather the characteristics of 

those who do so which demand attention. 

It is apparent that gambling on the 

Internet may be dangerous for some 

individuals; males, those with high risk-

approach motivation, and, most certainly, 

those already exhibiting problem 

gambling behaviors. Awareness, 

prevention, and responsible social 

policies should be at the forefront of 

university initiatives. Universities would 

be best advised to initiate campus-wide 

prevention programs, similar to drug and 

alcohol campaigns, providing guidelines 

for responsible gambling and warning 

signs for problem gambling.  
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