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Main Points

» This study aimed to test the reliability and validity of the South Oaks Gambling Screen-Revised for Adoles-
cents (SOGS-RA; Winters, Stinchfield, & Fulkerson, 1993) in Turkish among high school students.

o The Cronbach’s alpha value was satisfactory (¢x=0.88).

» Confirmatory factor analysis supported the unifactorial structure of the scale.

» Positive and significant correlations of the SOGS-RA scores with gambling motives, gambling-related faulty
cognitions, and gambling frequency supported the concurrent validity of the scale.

» Lack of re-test reliability data and convenience sampling are the major limitations of the present study that
can be taken into consideration in future studies.

Abstract

This study was conducted to test the validity and reliability of the Turkish version of the South Oaks Gam-
bling Screen-Revised for Adolescents (SOGS-RA). The study included a sample of 356 Turkish high school
students who reported that they had gambled at least once in the previous year (26.4% females, 73.6%
males; mean age=17.09; SD=1.33; range 14-19). In addition to the SOGS-RA gambling motives, gambling
related faulty cognitions, and gambling frequency of the participants were also utilized for the relevant
analyses. The internal consistency analysis revealed a satisfactory value (¢=0.88) for the Turkish version of
the SOGS-RA. Confirmatory factor analysis supported the unifactorial structure of the scale. Positive and
significant correlations of the SOGS-RA scores with gambling motives, gambling-related faulty cognitions,
and gambling frequency supported the validity of the scale. The results suggested that the Turkish version of
the SOGS-RA was a valid and reliable instrument to assess gambling problems among Turkish adolescents.
Keywords: Problem gambling, SOGS-RA, Turkish adolescents, validity, reliability

pect positive outcomes, it may cause them serious
harm (Neal, Delfabbro, & O’Neil, 2005), which can

emerge in many different areas of the gambler’s

Introduction

From the past to present day, gambling has be-
come a widespread and socially acceptable activity
(McComb & Sabiston, 2010). Gambling is defined

as risking something worthwhile in order to win

life. Financial problems represent one of the most
prominent harms related to gambling (Downs &
Woolrych, 2010; Stuhldreher, Stuhldreher, & For-

something more valuable (Wilber & Potenza, 2006).
Gambling is usually associated with motives such
as avoidance, entertainment, monetary gains, so-
cialization, and excitement (Lee et al., 2007). Al-

though the individuals who engage in gambling ex-

rest, 2007). Gambling may also lead to workplace
problems such as wasting time on gambling instead
of performing work responsibilities, reduced work
performance, increased absenteeism, and termina-

tion of employment (Binde, 2016; Downs & Wool-
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rych, 2010; Griffiths, 2009). In addition, gambling may cause
interpersonal problems. Social isolation (Holdsworth, Hing, &
Breen, 2012; King, Delfabbro, & Griffiths, 2010), conflicts with
family and friends (Downs & Woolrych, 2010; Raisamo, Halme,
Murto, & Lintonen, 2013), and neglecting the family (Downs &
Woolrych, 2010) are some examples of those problems.

Traditionally, gambling has been considered as an adult activity
(Derevensky, Sklar, Gupta, & Messerlian, 2010). In the related
literature, gambling problems have usually been investigated
with adult samples. However, empirical evidence indicates that
adolescents are also quite interested in gambling activities. Re-
searchers have noted that problem gambling among adolescents
is quite prevalent (Griffiths, 2011), especially among high school
adolescents (Canale et al., 2016). Minimum legal gambling age
is 18 years old in many countries such as Italy (Canale et al.,
2016), United Kingdom (Gambling Act; The National Archives,
2005), Iceland (Olason et al., 2011), some American states (Wel-
te, Barnes, Tidwell, & Hoff man, 2009), or Turkey (Milli Piyango
Idaresi Genel Mudurlugu Bilet Satis, Cekilis ve Ikramiye Yonet-
meligi; Resmi Gazete 2006) in order to avoid the potential harm;
however, it is suggested that the younger generation is at risk for
gambling problems (Derevensky, 2012; Volberg, Gupta, Griffiths,
Olason, & Delfabbro, 2010). According to the results of various
studies, problem gambling rates among adolescents range be-
tween 1.3% (Kristiansen & Jensen, 2014) and 11% (Canale, Sca-
cchi, & Griffiths, 2016). Some researchers estimate that problem
gambling rates among adolescents are 2 to 3 times higher than
the rates among adults (Burge, Pietrzak, &Petry, 2006; Poten-
za, Kosten, & Rounsaville, 2001). These high prevalence rates
demonstrate that most gambling activities are easily accessed by
adolescents in spite of the legal age limit of 18 years for gambling
activities in many societies (Derevensky & Gilbeau, 2015).

Adolescent gambling patterns are considered a reliable predictor
of adulthood gambling problems (Rahman et al., 2012). It has
been shown in various studies that gambling onset in early age
predicts gambling problems in the following years (Australian
Productivity Commission, 1999; Carbonneau, Vitaro, Brendgen,
& Tremblay, 2015; Rahman et al., 2012). Thus, examination of
adolescent gambling is important for exploring the risk factors
and developing preventive programs for problem gambling.

Appropriate measurement tools ate required to understand
problem gambling among adolescents. The South Oaks Gam-
bling Screen (SOGS), originally developed by Lesieur and Blume
(1987) for assessment of gambling severity among adults, was
revised by Winters, Stinchfield, and Fulkerson (1993) for adoles-
cents as the South Oaks Gambling Screen-Revised for Adoles-
cents (SOGS-RA). This revision study of the scale was conducted
with participants who were between the ages of 15 to 18 years
in order to test if symptoms of problem gambling were relevant
to adolescents and if they were similar to the symptoms includ-
ed in adult measures of problem gambling, and it was concluded
that the adolescent version of the scale showed promising results
(Winters et al., 1993). SOGS-RA is a commonly used scale that
measures gambling problems in adolescents. The screen includes
items about lifetime and previous year participation in various
gambling activities, gambling expenditure, parental gambling
involvement, and gambling-related problems to assess gambling
severity. SOGS-RA has been adapted to diff erent languages such
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as Italian (Colasante et al., 2014), Lithuanian (Skokauskas, Bur-
ba, & Freedman, 2009), and Swedish (Volberg, Abbott, Ronnberg,
& Munck, 2001). Those studies reveal that SOGS-RA was a valid
and reliable instrument for measuring problem gambling sever-
ity among adolescents in diff erent societies. Duvarct and Varan
(2001) have previously adapted the adult version of the SOGS
to the Turkish language, and their findings revealed that the
Turkish form of the scale was reliable and valid for measuring
gambling problems among adults with minor revisions, such as
replacing three original items with two culturally relevant items
and changing the cutoff score as 8 instead of 5 in order to identify
probable pathological gamblers.

Problem gambling during adolescence has often been the sub-
ject of Western studies. However, recent studies conducted in
non-Western countries revealed that problem gambling was also
remarkably prevalent among adolescents who were living in
developing countries such as India (Jaisoorya et al., 2017) and
Romania (Lupu & Todirita, 2013). To our knowledge, no study
has been conducted about gambling problems in adolescents in
Turkey. Motreover, there is no reliable and valid measurement
instrument to assess gambling problems of Turkish adolescents.
Thus, the goal of the current study was to investigate whether
the Turkish translated version of the SOGS-RA shows promising
psychometric properties for screening problem gambling among
Turkish adolescents. The present study also tested the evidence if
the SOGS-RA measures a common construct of gambling severi-
ty among adolescents above and beyond cultural diversities. Law
prohibits gambling and betting for individuals who are under the
age of 18 in Turkey as most of the other Western countries exem-
plified above such as Italy (Canale et al., 2016), United Kingdom
(Gambling Act; The National Archives, 2005) or Iceland (Olason
et al., 2011). Thus, legal attitude towards gambling of adolescents
is consistent across cultures. However, distinct from Western
countries, Turkey is a predominantly Muslim country and gam-
bling is not approved according to the Islamic faith. Sin was re-
ported as a major reason not to gamble according to the results
of a study of a nationally representative sample conducted by the
Government Inspection Board, a foundation of the Presidency
of the Republic of Turkey (2009). On the other hand, although
relevant Turkish literature lacks prevalence studies which are
conducted in representative samples to assess gambling prob-
lems, limited number of scale adaptation studies reveal hints
of the presence of problem gambling in Turkish society among
adults (Arcan & Karanci, 2015; Duvarct & Varan, 2001). Adap-
tation or development of gambling related scales in Turkish for
adolescents is required to improve the relevant literature. Thus,
to have a gambling severity measurement instrument in Turkish
for adolescents and to contribute to the relevant literature from
a non-Western society were the primary reasons for conducting
the present study.

Methods

Study Group

The population of the present study was high school students in
Istanbul, and the sample composed of 356 high school students
selected through convenience sampling in Istanbul, Turkey. The
sample size that was needed for the present study was computed
as 355 (surveysystem.com) with a confidence interval of 5.2 in the
95% confidence level considering the population density of Istan-
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Table 1.
Demographics of the Participants
Total Answer n % M SD Range
Age 356 17.09 1.33 14-19
14 2 0.6
15 47 13.2
16 87 244
17 62 174
18 98 27.5
19 60 16.9
Grade 356
9th 64 18.0
10 84 23.6
11® 68 19.1
12 140 39.3
GPA 336 0-100
0 - 44 (Failure) 5 1.5
45 - 54 (Marginal) 51 15.2
55 - 69 (Satisfactory) 97 28.9
70 - 84 (Superior) 119 35.4
85 - 100 (Excellent) 64 19.0
Grade Retention 355
Yes 276 77.7
No 79 22.3
Maternal Education Status 354
Illiterate 12 34
Literate 17 4.8
Primary School 71 20.1
Secondary School 51 14.4
High School 107 30.2
Undergraduate 77 21.8
Graduate 19 5.3
Paternal Education Status 355
Illiterate 4 1.1
Literate 19 5.4
Primary School 37 10.4
Secondary School 48 13.5
High School 126 35.5
Undergraduate 104 29.3
Graduate 17 4.8

M: mean; SD: standard deviation; GPA: grade point average

bul (cnnturk.com) and population size of Turkey for adolescents
who were between the ages of 14 and 19 years (www.nufusu.com)
according to the 2018 estimates. Moreover given that a ratio of
10 participants per item was sufficient for factor analysis (Ta-
bachnick & Fidell, 2007), the sample size in the present study met
the requirement since the SOGS-RA has only 12 items. Partici-
pants signed a written informed consent form including the infor-
mation that participation was voluntary and withdrawal at any
time of the study was possible. The ethical approval of the study
was confirmed by the Ethical Committee of Maltepe University
(Protocol No: 63316977/100-1141). Involvement in a gambling
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activity at least once in the previous year was the inclusion cri-
terion for the participants of the study since responding items of
the SOGS-RA necessitated gambling participation in the last 12
months. Of the participants, 26.4% were females and 73.6% were
males. The mean age of the participants was 17.09 (SD=1.33, 14-
19 age range). Eighteen percent of the participants were students
of the 9" grade (n=64), 23.6% were of the 10" grade (n=84), 19.1%
were of the 11" grade (n=68), and 39.3% were of the 12" grade
(n=140). The participants were students of both private and gov-
ernment high schools. The demographics of the participants have

been presented in Table 1.



Erdogdu and Arcan. South Oaks Gambling Screen for Turkish Adolescents

Materials

Personal Information Form
The personal information form consisted of demographic infor-
mation such as gender, age, grade, grade point average (GPA),

and educational status of the participants’ parents.

Gambling-Related Faulty Cognitions

Gambling-related faulty cognitions were assessed by two state-
ments from the Canadian Problem Gambling Index (Ferris & Wyn-
ne, 2001): “I could win more if I use a certain system or strategy’
and “After losing many times in a row, I am more likely to win.”
The participants rated these statements on a 3-point Likert scale
(1=did not agree, 3=agreed). Internal consistency coefficient of
these two items that measured gambling-related faulty cognitions
was found to be 0.58 for this study. This relatively low value was
probably related to the assessment of faulty cognitions by only two
items. Small number of items in a scale has been remarked as the
possible reason of a low Cronbach’s alpha value (Pallant, 2010).

South Oaks Gambling Screen-Revised for Adolescents (SOGS-RA)
SOGS, which is used for assessing gambling problems in adult
populations, was developed by Lesieur and Blume (1987). SOGS
was adapted for adolescents by Winters and his colleagues
(1993), and this version was named as the South Oaks Gambling
Screen-Revised for Adolescents (SOGS-RA).

First question of the SOGS-RA enquired if the participants had
ever participated in various types of gambling such as cards,
sports games, or horse races in their lifetime and in the last 12
months, including information regarding the frequency of their
participation (“Never,” “Less than monthly,” “Monthly,” “Week-

» «

ly,” “Daily”). For the Turkish adaptation, “okey” and “national
lottery” which are culturally available gambling activities were
added to the scale. Gambling activities listed in the SOGS-RA
that are not available in Turkey, such as jai-alai, pull tabs, casino,

and bolita were removed from list (Appendix 1).

There is a naming variation in Turkish for gambling. For instance
national lottery, betting on sports or horse races may be called
luck or fortune games in Turkey. Public perception and legal status
(prohibition) of those games may vary as compated to the other
types of gambling. However, there is no such distinction in the re-
search of gambling. Consensus in the relevant researches to accept
luck or fortune games as gambling can be followed both in the in-
ternational studies (e.g. Boudreau & Poulin, 2007; Colasante et al.,
2014; Derevensky & Gilbeau, 2015; Lesieur & Blume, 1987; Olason
et al., 2006; Winters et al., 1993) and also in the limited number
of Turkish studies (e.g. Arcan & Karanci, 2014; Arcan & Karanci,
2015). Moreovet, examples of judicial decisions accepting betting
and luck games as gambling according to the Turkish Criminal
Law have been cited in the Government Inspection Board’s (2009)
report which was referred in the introduction section. Finally,
definition of gambling as risking something worthwhile in order
to win something more valuable (Wilber & Potenza, 2006) already
contains luck games as monetary dealing accompany those games.
Taking these reasons into consideration, games which are recog-
nized as luck or fortune games in Turkey were also included in the
gambling list of the present study. In order to prevent any confu-
sion or misunderstanding, participation in the gambling activities

was limited to those where money could be won. For instance play-
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ing cards or okey and their frequency was marked by the partici-
pants if they participated in those games to win money.

The first four items of the scale that are about gambling partic-
ipation, maximum gambling expenditure, and parents’ gambling
participation of the adolescents are not scored. The rest of the
items (except item 5) are answered either “yes” or “no”. Positive
and negative responses starting with item 5 are scored as 1 or 0
respectively. The total problem gambling scores range between
0 and 12. Those participants who gambled in the last 12 months
can be classified in “non-problematic gambling” (total score 0-1),
“at-risk gambling participation” (total score 2-3), or “problemat-
ic gambling” (total score 4 or higher) groups. The internal con-
sistency value of the SOGS-RA was reported 0.80 in the original
study (Winters et al., 1993).

Gambling Motives Scale

The five-factor gambling motives scale (GMS) was developed by
Lee and his colleagues (2007) and adapted to the Turkish language
by Arcan and Karanci (2014). Socialization, amusement, avoid-
ance, excitement, and monetary motives were established for gam-
bling in the original version of the scale, which was composed of
36 items (Lee et al., 2007). Confirmatoty factor analyses showed
better fit indices when excitement and amusement motives were
combined in a single factor, according to the results of the Turkish
adaptation study. The Turkish version of the GMS consisted of
four motives of gambling: socialization, amusement and excite-
ment, avoidance, and monetary (Arcan & Karanci, 2014). A shorter
version of the GMS composed of 12 items was utilized for the pres-
ent study. Three highly loaded items were selected for each motive
considering the results of the study by Arcan and Karanci (2014).
The participants rated the items on a 3-point Likert scale (1=I do
not agree, 2=I partially agree, 3=1I agree). The internal consistency
coefficients were found as 0.80, 0.79, 0.89, and 0.90 respectively for
the motives of amusement and excitement, avoidance, socializa-

tion, and monetary gains in the present study.

Procedure

Translation and back translation methods were conducted during
the adaptation of the Turkish version of the SOGS-RA. Transla-
tion of the original form into Turkish by the researchers of the
present study was followed by the evaluation of the translated
items by two independent judges in respect to comprehensibility.
Before back translation of the Turkish items into English by two
other independent judges, the Turkish form was evaluated with
respect to grammatical and semantic suitability by a Turkish lan-
guage teacher. The final version of the form was decided upon by
the researchers of the present study.

Results

Gambling Involvement of the Participants

National lottery (67.5%), betting on sports (57.5%), other lottery
activities (41.8%), and playing okey (30.5%) were the most pop-
ular gambling activities among the sample of the present study,
considering the participants’ previous year participation. Similar-
ly, the most popular games were national lottery (74.2%), betting
on sports (61.8%), other lottery activities (47.5%), and playing
okey (37.6%) in lifetime participation. The details of gambling
participation frequency in tespect to gambling types have been
presented in Table 2.
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Table 2.
Gambling Involvement of the Participants (n=356)
Previous year Lifetime
Total Less than Total Total
Gambling Type answer Never monthly Monthly Weekly Daily Participation  Participation
n n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Cards 356 258 725 45 12.6 22 62 21 59 10 2.8 98 27.5 133 37.4
Okey 354 246 69.5 55 15.5 28 7.9 18 51 7 2.0 108 30.5 134 37.6
Coin Flipping 352 271 77.0 45 12.7 19 5.4 8 2.3 9 2.6 81 23.0 116 32.7
Betting on Games
of Personal Skill 354 251 70.9 54 15.3 32 9.0 10 28 7 2.0 103 29.1 125 35.1
Betting on Sports
Teams 356 151 425 53 14.8 39 109 65 183 48 135 205 57.5 220 61.8
Betting on
Horse Races 354 273 771 29 8.2 18 5.1 18 51 16 45 81 22.9 355 25.6
Dice games 354 313 884 20 5.6 13 3.7 4 1.1 4 1.1 41 11.6 52 14.6
National Lottery 354 115 325 183 517 39 11.0 8 2.3 9 2.5 239 67.5 264 74.2
Other Lottery 354 206 58.2 86 24.3 28 7.9 24 68 10 28 148 41.8 169 47.5
Stratch Tabs 353 261 73.9 53 15.0 24 6.8 12 34 3 0.8 92 26.1 112 31.5
Bingo 354 264 74.6 61 17.2 16 4.5 8 2.3 5 1.4 90 254 117 32.9
Online Gambling 346 264 743 28 8.1 19 5.5 15 43 20 5.8 82 23.7 86 24.2
Other 337 287 852 23 6.8 8 2.4 4 12 15 45 50 14.8 56 16.6
Table 3. Table 4.
SOGS-RA Reliability Analyses Fit Indices for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of SOGS-RA
Cronbach’s alpha if  Item-total ¥ DF pvalue GFI NFI NNFI CFI RMSEA
M1SD item deleted r §9.54 48  0.000329 0960 0975 0984 0988 0.0494
Item 5 O33i047 0.86 0.64 Xz: Chi-square; DF: degrees of freedom; GFI: goodness-of-fit index; NFI: normed
Ttem 6 0.37+0.48 0.87 0.55 fit index; NNFI: non-normed fit index; CFL: comparative fit index; RMSEA: root
T i . mean square error of approximation
Ttem 7 0.26+0.44 0.86 0.64
Ttem 8 0.40+0.49 0.86 0.66 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Ttem 9 0.30+0.46 0.86 0.67 To test the structural validity of the SOGS-RA, confirmatory fac-
Ltem 10 0214041 0.88 030 tor analysis (CFA) was conducted via LISREL 8.71 program. The
aim was to test if the unifactorial structure of the SOGS-RA (Bou-
Ttem 11 025+0.43 0.87 0.50 dreau & Poulin, 2007; Colasante et al., 2014; Olason, Sigurdardot-
Ttem 12 0.28+0.45 0.87 0.55 tir, &Smari, 2006; Winters et al., 1993) would be supported in the
Ttem 13 0.23-+0.42 0.86 0.60 Turkish sample. According to the results of the CFA, the fit indices
Ttem 14 0.14-+0.35 0.87 0.55 were satisfactory. Chi-squared (x?), Goodness of Fit Index (GFI),
— Normed Fit Index (NFI), Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI), Compat-
Item 15 0.2140.41 0.86 0.57 . . . .
ative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approxima-
Ttem 16 0.20+0.40 0.86 0.62

Cronbach’s alpha=0.88. M: mean; SD: standard deviation.

Reliability

According to the results of the reliability analysis, the Cronbach’s
alpha value was computed as 0.88 for the Turkish version of the
SOGS-RA. Corrected item-total correlation coefficients were .30
and above. Mean and standard deviation values of the items,
Cronbach’s alpha values if item deleted, and item-total correla-
tion coefficients have been detailed in Table 3. The first four items

of the scale are not scored and hence not included in Table 3.
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tion (RMSEA) values were computed as shown in Table 4.

As seen in Table 4, although the x*> value was significant, the x?/
DF ratio (89.54/48) had a smaller value than 2, which indicated
a good fit for the model. The GFI, CFI, NFI, and NNFI values
were higher than 0.90, and the RMSEA value was smaller than
0.05, revealing acceptable fit for the data. The results of the CFA
suggested that the one-factor model had an acceptable fit for the
Turkish data. The loadings of the items were 0.53 and above, ex-
cept item 10, as shown in in Figure 1 and Appendix 2. T-values of
factor loadings ranged from 5.70 to 15.22, indicating that all of

them were statistically significant at p=0.01.
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Table 5.
Correlations of SOGS-RA with Gambling-Related Variables

Correlation
coefficient with

Gambling frequency (during last year) 0.59*
Gambling-related faulty cognitions 0.45%
GMS- amusement/excitement 0.49%*
GMS- avoidance 0.38*
GMS- socialization 0.53*
GMS- monetary 0.48*

SOGS-RA: South Oaks Gambling Screen — Revised for Adolescents, GMS:
gambling motives scale.
*p<0.001, N=356.

Validity

In order to analyze concurrent validity, the correlations of the
SOGS-RA with the Gambling Motives Scale (GMS), gambling
frequency, and the items measuring gambling-related faulty cog-
nitions were analyzed. As shown in Table 5, the SOGS-RA scores
were positively and significantly correlated with amusement/ex-
citement (r=0.49, p<0.001), avoidance (r=0.38, p<0.001), socializa-
tion (r=0.53, p<0.001), and monetary (r=0.48, p<0.001) motives as
well as gambling frequency of the participants (r=0.59, p<0.001).
Most frequently participated gambling type in the previous year
was taken into consideration for the gambling frequency variable
in the analysis. In addition, positive and significant correlation was
found between gambling-related faulty cognitions and the SOGS-
RA scores (r=0.45, p<0.001). These findings supported the concur-
rent validity of the SOGS-RA for the Turkish sample.

0.71 >

0.59

0.71

0.68

0.31

ZINN

0.66

0.58

0.61

Item 5. In the past 12 months, how often have
you gone back another day to try to win back money
you lost?

Item 6. In the past 12 months when you were
betting, have you ever told others you were winning
when you really weren’t winning?

Item 7. Has your betting money, in the past 12
months, ever caused any problems for you such as
arguments with family and friends, or problems at
school or at work?

Item 8. In the past 12 months, have you ever
gambled more than you had planned to?

Item 9. In the past 12 months, has anyone
criticized your betting or told you that you had a
gambling problem, regardless of whether you thought
it was true or not?

Item 10. In the past 12 months, have you ever
felt bad about the amount you bet, or about what
happens when you bet money?

Item 11. Have you ever felt, in the past 12
months, that you would like to stop betting money
but didn’t think you could?

Item 12. In the past 12 months, have you ever
hidden from family or friends any betting slips,
I0Us, lottery tickets, money that you’ve won, or
other signs of gambling?

Item 13. In the past 12 months, have you had
money arguments with family or friends that centered
on gambling?

Item 14. In the past 12 months, have you
borrowed money to bet and not paid it back?

Item 15. In the past 12 months, have you ever
skipped or been absent from school or work due to
betting activities?

Item 16. Have you borrowed money or stolen
something in order to bet or to cover gambling debts
in the last 12 months?

Figure 1. The confirmatory factor analysis diagram of SOGS-RA
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Discussion

According to the results of the present study, the Turkish version of
the SOGS-RA showed promising psychometric properties to be used
in future research in order to assess gambling problems of adolescents
in Turkey. The results of the CFA supported the unifactorial struc-
ture of the scale in line with the original study (Winters et al., 1993)
and the adaptation studies (Boudreau & Poulin, 2007; Colasante et
al., 2014; Olason et al., 2006). The loadings of the items were satisfac-
tory. On the otherhand, relevant analyses supported the reliability of
the Turkish version of the SOGS-RA. The internal consistency val-
ue was compatible with the values reported for the original version
(Winters et al., 1993) and the adapted versions in Italian (Colasante et
al., 2014), Lithuanian (Skokauskas et al., 2009), and Swedish (Volberg
et al., 2001). Additionally, corrected item-total correlation coefficients
supported the reliability of the Turkish version of the SOGS-RA. The
exception was item 10 (Have you ever felt bad about the amount of
money you bet, or about what happens when you bet money?). It had
relatively lower item-total correlation coefficient and loading value as
compared to the other items of the scale. Factor loadings greater than
[0.30] are minimally acceptable and values greater than |0.50| are
necessary for practical significance (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson,
2014). However, item-total correlation coefficient and loading value of
the item 10 were statistically satisfactory, and deletion of that item did
not further improve the internal consistency of the scale. Moteover,
sample size of the present study (n=356) was adequate for statistical
significance when minimum sample size required for statistical signifi-
cance of .30 factor loading (n =350; Hair et al., 2014) was considered.
Relations of the scale were also examined with well-established gam-
bling-related variables according to the results of the previous studies
in order to check the validity of the Turkish version of the SOGS-RA.
The SOGS-RA scores of the participants were positively and signifi-
cantly correlated with their gambling motives, gambling-related faulty
cognitions, and gambling frequency as expected in the beginning of
the study.

In conclusion, the findings of the present study indicate that the
SOGS-RA can be used to assess gambling problems among Turk-
ish adolescents. However, the study has several limitations that
should be consideted. First, the lack of re-test reliability and the
cross-sectional nature of the data must be noted as major limita-
tions of the study. Moteover, the participants in the study were
high school students. Future research including adolescent partic-
ipants who have dropped out of school will be required to improve
the generalizability of the findings of the present study. In relation
to the generalizability of the findings, the convenience sampling
method of the present study is another limitation to be considered.
Legal prohibition of gambling under age 18 in Turkey might have
caused some adolescents to refuse to participate in the study al-
though they had gambled previously. Besides, under-reporting of
gambling behavior and problems by some of the participants may
be possible as gambling is a socially undesirable behavior and is
legally prohibited under the age of 18 years in Turkey. Thus, re-
liance on the self-reports of participants about their gambling
involvement and related problems may be considered as another
limitation of the study. Finally, validity of the categories defined
as non-problematic, at-risk, and problematic gambling according
to the SOGS-RA scores (Winters et al., 1993) is not examined in
the present study. Examination of the validity of those categories

in future research considering gambling involvement patterns or
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gambling related negative outcomes will be necessary to confirm

the power of the scale to discriminate risk groups.

As noted in the introduction section, SOGS was adapted to the Turk-
ish sample eatlier to screen adult gambling problems, and the adult
version of the scale showed promising results to be used in Turkish
culture (Duvarct & Varan, 2001). Although limited in number, the
scale was used in several studies to examine gambling related vari-
ables among Turkish adults (Arcan & Karanci, 2014; Arcan&Karanci,
2015; Cakici, 2012; Cakict, Cakict, & Karaaziz, 2016). However, there
was no available scale to assess gambling problems among Turkish
adolescents. Thus the aim of the present study was to test the psycho-
metric properties of the SOGS-RA in the Turkish language among
Turkish adolescents. This aim was considered important to examine
the psychometric properties of the scale in a distinctive society, es-
pecially with respect to the low acceptability of gambling in Turkey
due to the predominance of the Islamic faith. Promising results of the
present study revealed that gambling-related problems among adoles-
cents might have commonalities in spite of the presence of the cultural
diversities, including religious constraints. These results are considered
encouraging to enlarge the research of adolescent gambling problems
in non-Western countries and to promote a deeper understanding of
the nature and extent of those problems.
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Appendix 1

SOUTH OAKS KUMAR TARAMA TESTI - GOZDEN GEGIRILMIS ERGEN FORMU

1. Asagidaki kumar tirlerini PARASINA oynama sikliginizi tim yasaminiz ve son 12 ayiniz i¢in ayri ayrt belirtin.

YASAM-BOYU SON 12 AY
Higbir En azindan  Higbir Ayda Hemen
zaman 1 kere zaman 1'denaz Aydal Haftadal her giin
Parasina kagit oyunlart oynamak () () ) ) ¢ ) ) (G
Parasina okey oynamak ¢ ) () ) ) () ) )
Parasina yazi tura atmak () () ) ) ¢ ) ) (D)
Bilardo, bowling gibi kisisel beceri isteyen
oyunlara bahis oynamak () () (G (G () ) (D)
“Iddaa” ya da spor takimlarina diger bahis
oyunlar1 oynamak () ) ¢ ) ¢ ) () ¢ ) ¢ )
At yarislarina bahis oynamak () () (G ) () ¢ ) (D)
Barbut gibi parasina zar oyunlar: oynamak () () ) ) () ) )
On numara, sayisal loto, stper loto, sans topu
bileti almak ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ¢ )
Hemen kazan oynamak () () ) ) ¢ ) (G (D)
Parasina tombala oynamak () () ) () () ) )
Milli Piyango bileti almak () ¢ ) ) ) () ) (G
Internette kumar oynamak (Liitfen oyun
LN DELLEIN cvevrerrerrerrenmenmenmeneanns 2 () () () () () ) )
Burada belirtilmeyen kumar gesitleri
(LUtFen yaziniz: <« ocereeeeemeeeiani. ) () () () () () ) )
2.Son 12 ayda, kumar oynadiginiz en fazla miktar ne kadardie? ««--veeveeeeeiiiin. . lira

3. Ebeveynlerinizden herhangi biri parasina sans oyunu oynar mr?

() Evet () Hayr () Bilmiyorum
Yanitiniz evet ise () Sadece annem () Sadece babam () Hem annem hem
hangisi babam

4. Ebeveynlerinizden herhangi birinin ¢ok fazla kumar oynadigini distiiniiyor musunuz?

() Evet () Hayir () Bilmiyorum
Yanitiniz evet ise () Sadece annem () Sadece babam () Hem annem hem
hangisi babam

Son 12 ayda sans/bahis oyunlari ve kumar oynamadiysaniz bundan sonraki sorular: bos birakin.

5.Son 12 ayda, ne siklikla kumarda kaybettiginiz paray: geri kazanmayt denemek icin bir baska giin tekrar kumar oynadiniz?

() Her zaman () Cogu zaman () Bazen () Higbir zaman

6. Son 12 ayda, bahis oynarken gercekte kazanmadiginiz halde hi¢ baskalarina kazandiginizi séylediniz mi?

() Evet () Hayr

7.Son 12 ayda, parasina bahis oynamaniz aile ve arkadaslarla tartisma ya da okul veya iste problem gibi herhangi bir soruna yol
actt mi1?

() Evet () Hayr

8. Son 12 ayda, hi¢ planladiginizdan daha fazla kumar oynadiniz mi?

() Evet () Hayir

9. Son 12 ayda, siz dogru bulsaniz da bulmasaniz da herhangi biri bahis oynamanizi elestirdi mi veya kumar probleminiz oldugunu
soyledi mi?

() Evet () Hayir
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10. Son 12 ayda, hi¢ bahis oynadiginiz para miktar: veya bahis oynamaya para yatirdiginizda olanlar hakkinda kendinizi kot
hissettiniz mi?

() Evet () Hayr

11. Son 12 ayda, hi¢ bahis oynamay: birakmay: istediginizi ama bunu yapamayacaginizs dusunduguntzi hissettiginiz oldu mu?

() Evet () Hayr

12. Son 12 ayda, hi¢ ailenizden ya da arkadaslarinizdan bahis kuponlarini, piyango biletlerini, kazandiginiz parayt ya da kumatrla
ilgili benzer seyleri sakladiniz mr?

() Evet () Hayir

13. Son 12 ayda, aileniz ya da arkadaslarinizla kumar oynama Gzerine yogunlasan para tartismalariniz oldu mu?

() Evet () Hayr

14. Son 12 ayda, hi¢ bahis oynamak i¢in bor¢ para aldiginiz ve geri 6demediginiz oldu mu?

() Evet ( )qulr

15. Son 12 ayda, hi¢ bahis ile ilgili ugraslariniz ytiziinden okuldan ya da isten kagtiginiz veya okula ya da ise gitmediginiz oldu mu?

() Evet () Hayr

16. Son 12 ayda, bahis oynamak ya da kumar bor¢larini kapatmak i¢in bor¢ aldiginiz ya da bir sey caldiginiz oldu mu?

() Evet () Hayir

Yanitiniz evet ise kimden oldugunu ya da paray: veya esyalart nereden buldugunuzu isaretleyin.

() Ebeveynler () Kardes(ler) () Diger akrabalar () Arkadaslar

() Tefeciler () Sahsi ya da aileye () Karsiliksiz cek () Birilerinden
ait bir seyler satma yazmak calmak
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0.49— = SOKTS5
0.65 == SOKT6
0.50 == SOKT7
0.54 = SOKTS8
0.47 = SOKT9
0.90— === SOKT10
.72 SOKTI11
0.64— = SOKTI12
0.57 == SOKT13
0.66 == SOKTI14
0.68 = SOKT15
0.63— = SOKT16

0.71

W4

Appendix 2. The Original LISREL Output of the CFA




