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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Gambling is a large and growing industry, both internationally and in 
Ireland, in part because of the expansion of online gambling. The 
majority of adults in Ireland gamble, at least occasionally and, in many 
cases, often. Previous research has estimated that 1 in 30 adults in 
Ireland has problem gambling, with many more describing some level 
of harm associated with their gambling. 

In this context, the present study sought to understand more about the 
day-to-day realities of how adults in Ireland gamble. An online survey 
was fielded to a sample of 1,000 people. The sample was designed to 
be representative of gamblers in Ireland. The criterion for inclusion in 
the study was that the individual had gambled at least once in the past 
year, excluding those who had only completed in-person purchases of 
lottery tickets or scratchcards. The survey explored each individual’s 
gambling behaviour in detail, including both online and in-person 
gambling. Questions included: the opening and number of accounts; 
receipt of notifications; prompts for gambling sessions; contexts in 
which gambling takes place; experience of gambling; and attempts to 
reduce gambling. The overall aim was to provide the most detailed 
understanding of gambling behaviour in Ireland to date. 

Online accounts are now common, with 80% of gamblers having at 
least one account and the majority of these (53%) having more than 
one. Some 44% of gamblers place bets both online and in person. The 
most common motivations for opening an online account are to bet on 
horses or sports matches, or to play lotteries. However, of those who 
initially open an account to bet on horses or sport, almost four in ten 
begin betting on more immediate forms of gambling, such as online 
casinos, slot machines, bingo or scratchcards. 

There are asymmetries between how easy people find it to open an 
online account and to deposit money relative to how easy they find it to 
close an account and withdraw winnings. Significant minorities of 
online customers report experiencing difficulty when attempting to 
close accounts or withdraw winnings. 
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The large majority of online account holders receive communications 
from operators every week, via email, text or in-app notifications. 
Around one-quarter receive communications every day. 

Most online gambling sessions begin with an external prompt, such as 
a reminder of an event, watching sport, or a communication of some 
kind (notification, advertisement). Around one in five sessions interrupt 
some other kind of activity, such as family or work time, while one in six 
sessions are prompted by boredom or stress. Just 6% of online 
sessions and 16% of in-person sessions are prompted by joining in 
with others; gambling seems to be more of a solitary than social 
activity. 

Gamblers report more positive than negative emotions while gambling. 
However, for 26% of online sessions, they report losing ‘a lot’ of 
money. 

Approximately one in four gamblers are either trying to cut down how 
much they gamble or plan to do so. The most common strategies for 
cutting back are using willpower and monitoring account history. A 
minority of those trying to cut back set limits, close accounts or delete 
apps, while fewer than 1 in 10 use self-exclusion. 

Overall, the present study suggests that, in addition to those with 
problem gambling, there is a substantive minority of gamblers who 
experience conflict between their short-term behaviour and long-term 
goals; they express a desire to gamble less, but continue to bet as 
before. This and other evidence contained in this study, including the 
holding of multiple accounts, expansion into different gambling 
activities after opening an online account, the prompting of gambling 
sessions by adverts and communications, and asymmetries in ease of 
withdrawal/deposits and account opening/closing, may warrant 
regulatory attention.  

Following the enactment of the Gambling Regulation Act 2024 and the 
establishment of the Gambling Regulatory Authority of Ireland (GRAI), a 
new regulatory regime for gambling in Ireland is developing. As can be 
expected with a relatively new piece of regulatory legislation, the Act is 
only partially commenced at the time of writing. The evidence provided 
here can help to inform the further roll out of its provisions. 
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In this context, the current research highlights some specific issues. 
Firstly, to ensure that consumers can make active and informed 
choices about notifications, it would be instructive to examine the 
precise method for obtaining consent to receive notifications from 
gambling operators, including the type and frequency, as well as the 
method for stopping them. Secondly, future research needs to assess 
whether the expansion of gambling activities once accounts are 
opened is linked to harm. The Act contains a provision that could limit 
online accounts to specific gambling activities, requiring a different 
account for a different activity. Thirdly, future regulation could also 
ensure that accounts can be easily closed and that withdrawal 
functions are as salient and seamless as deposit functions. Lastly, the 
widespread holding of multiple accounts provides a clear rationale for 
a centralised self-exclusion system that applies across operators, as 
required under the Act. Awareness of the register and ease of signing 
up are likely to be important to its success. 

More research is needed into how gamblers are influenced by the 
designs of apps and websites, advertising and other forms of 
marketing. A particular priority is to determine whether specific 
elements of marketing activity are linked to harm. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

Gambling is a multi-billion euro industry participated in by the majority 
of the population in Ireland. Most adults in Ireland engage in gambling 
of some form every year, from an occasional bet or lottery play to more 
frequent and intensive gambling activities (Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2023). 
Opportunities for gambling are more widespread than ever with the rise 
of online platforms and smartphone-based access. Growth in the 
industry has been global. In the UK, gross gambling yield (i.e. the total 
of all bets less winnings due) from online accounts is rising year-on-
year, from over 13 million monthly active accounts (UK Gambling 
Commission, 2026). 

Although most people gamble without major risk, some experience 
significant harm from gambling. ‘Problem gambling’ is the term used to 
describe gambling behaviour that causes harm or damaging disruption 
to someone’s life in areas such as their health, social relationships or 
financial situation. Recent evidence from Ireland indicates that 1 in 30 
adults has problem gambling with a further 1 in 5 showing at least 
some evidence of it (Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2023). This figure is nearly ten 
times larger than previously thought (Mongan et al., 2022). Similar 
levels have been replicated independently in the UK by the Gambling 
Commission, which found that an estimated 2.7% of the population 
had problem gambling (UK Gambling Commission, 2025). The most 
likely reason for the discrepancy compared to earlier figures is that 
previous estimates were based on face-to-face surveys, in which 
participants are more reticent to make disclosures about gambling 
activity (Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2023; Sturgis et al., 2025; UK Gambling 
Commission, 2025). Whether these new estimates also reflect a 
genuine increase in problem gambling, as well as improved 
measurement, is not known for certain, but higher rates among the 
under forties suggest there may also be a cohort effect, which would 
signify that rates of problem gambling could intensify over time (Ó 
Ceallaigh et al., 2023). 

The harms associated with gambling, especially in the digital era, are 
becoming an internationally recognised problem. In recent years, The 
Lancet Public Health Commission on Gambling convened a 
multidisciplinary group of experts in gambling studies, public health, 
global health policy, risk control and regulatory policy to examine the 
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issue and to make recommendations. The commission concluded that 
harm from gambling was ‘more substantial than previously 
understood, extending beyond gambling disorder to include a wide 
range of gambling harms, which affect many people in addition to 
individuals who gamble’ and that governments needed to recognise 
gambling as a public health issue to be prioritised (Wardle et al., 2024). 
In the same year, the World Health Organization concluded that there 
is evidence for multiple gambling harms that extend beyond the 
individual gambler: relationship breakdown, family violence, financial 
distress, stigma, income-generating crimes (theft, fraud), neglect of 
children and erosion of civil institutions via corruption and corporate 
political activity (WHO, 2024). 

The Gambling Regulation Act 2024 has, for the first time, introduced an 
extensive regulatory regime for gambling in Ireland. The Act led to the 
establishment of the Gambling Regulatory Authority of Ireland (GRAI), 
which commissioned this research. All gambling operators will be 
licensed by the GRAI and subject to statutory restrictions on their 
activities, with multiple provisions for policymakers to introduce 
additional regulations. Areas covered include, among others, 
advertising, inducements, electronic communications with 
consumers, provision of multiple gambling activities, warnings, self-
exclusion (including a centralised national register), monetary limits 
and mechanisms for opening and closing accounts. 

Gambling industry regulators tasked with designing fair and effective 
regulation to protect consumers rely on understanding the ecosystem 
in which gamblers are operating. The rapid evolution of digital products 
for gambling makes this more difficult as gambling activity can take 
place anywhere and at any time. Digital products can also be 
personalised to individual consumers, meaning different people may 
receive different numbers and types of prompts and offers (Newall, 
2025; Zhu et al., 2025). Industry datasets could, in theory, illuminate 
parts of the ecosystem, but such data are not publicly available. Even if 
they were, they would only reflect the activity of a single or small 
number of operators’ platforms. Evidence from the UK shows that 
gamblers transact with an average of two gambling operators, with 
heavier gamblers transacting with an average of six (Ghaharian et al., 
2025; The Behavioural Insights Team, 2021). This means operator-level 
data can inevitably provide only a partial and fragmented picture. 
Some researchers have tried to overcome this by using open banking 
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data, available in the UK but not in Ireland, which offer reliable, verified 
information on spending and frequency of gambling transactions. 
These are aggregated data, across bank accounts, that individuals 
have consented to sharing. Researchers have used these data to 
analyse the spend and frequency of gambling with different operators 
in the UK (Ghaharian et al., 2025). A limitation of these data is that 
there are likely to be selection effects, as participants opt in to allow 
their data to be used for research; people who gamble a lot may be 
more or less likely to be willing to share their data. Open banking data 
are also limited to records of online financial transactions, and do not 
provide insight into the gambling experience. For example, regulation 
could be informed by data on the different forms of gambling people 
are engaging in, the influence of notifications and promotions on 
gambling, and how well protective procedures for reducing problem 
gambling are working. 

This study explores the gambling environment of a nationally 
representative sample of gamblers in Ireland using an anonymous 
online survey.1 The use of online panels for surveys has received some 
discussion in the international literature. Some raise concerns that 
those who subscribe to online panels may differ in meaningful ways 
from the general population (Baker et al., 2010; Fan and Yan, 2010). For 
gambling studies specifically, there are concerns that online panels 
may overrepresent people who are more likely to gamble online and to 
gamble frequently (Sturgis and Kuha, 2022). However, the most recent 
work in this area used experiments to determine the causal effects of 
survey mode on participant responses. The experiments randomly 
selected participants to take part in gambling surveys online or by 
telephone. It found that the survey mode did not affect estimates of 
gambling participation, but that the telephone surveys led to 
significant under-reporting of problem gambling behaviours due to 
social desirability bias (Sturgis et al., 2025). Anonymous self-
completion methods are thus more likely to contain true estimates of 
behaviour. As a result, the Gambling Commission of the UK now use 
probability sampling with a push-to-web method that strongly 
 

 
 

1  Gamblers in Ireland here excludes people whose only gambling activity involved 
purchasing lottery or scratch cards in person. As explained in the methods 
section, this approach was designed to ensure that the study captured a large 
enough number of gamblers with online accounts. It does not imply that there is 
no potential link between these forms of gambling and forms of gambling harm 
(see Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2023).  
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encourages users to self-complete online (Gambling Commission, 
2024). 

While online surveys lead to more accurate reporting, the sampling 
frame for online surveys can either be probability or non-probability 
based. In this report, we use an existing online panel rather than 
recruiting a probability-based sample. Although there may be selection 
effects into online panels, there are also selection effects into 
probability-based samples, meaning that it is not possible to 
determine which method leads to less bias (Pickering and 
Blaszczynski, 2021; Russell et al., 2022). For this reason, this study 
employed an online panel recruited from a market research agency 
that uses probability sampling as one of the methods to populate its 
panel. It is an established Irish market provider that is used for regular 
opinion polling for national outlets and other types of research, and 
whose political polling using online panels has been validated against 
voting results. Panellists are personally invited to take part and are 
sent on average only 1.5 to 2 surveys per month, meaning that survey 
completion is not a reliable or significant source of income. Previous 
research that has used this panel for gambling research in Ireland has 
found rates of problem gambling that are consistent with both indirect 
measures and the estimates of the Gambling Commission in the UK, 
which used the probability sampling approach; this suggests that the 
difference in the two types of online panels may not be significant (Ó 
Ceallaigh et al., 2023). 

Given the above, there is a significant gap in our knowledge and 
understanding of how people are gambling in Ireland across accounts, 
platforms and contexts. To address this, this study attempts to capture 
a holistic portrait of gambling behaviour, encompassing account use, 
patterns of engagements, exposure to notifications and gamblers’ 
ability to control gambling. This study contributes new evidence on the 
‘world’ in which gamblers operate, allowing insights into where there 
are opportunities for risk and regulation. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Methods 

This study received approval from the ESRI Research Ethics Committee 
on 11 April 2025. The design and analysis were pre-registered on the 
Open Science Framework.2 It was programmed in Gorilla Experiment 
Builder and delivered online (Anwyl-Irvine et al., 2020). Participants 
could take part using a laptop, desktop, smartphone or tablet. 

2.1 Sample and weighting 

We recruited 1,000 adults from the online panel of a market research 
company in Ireland. The panel uses a combination of probability 
sampling (e.g. random digit dialling), offline advertisements and 
recommendations from existing panellists to recruit. For an extensive 
overview of the representativeness of using these online panels, see Ó 
Ceallaigh et al. (2023). Participants were paid €4 to participate. We 
included only residents of Ireland who were over 18 and who had spent 
money gambling in the past year. We excluded participants who had 
only gambled with a lottery ticket or scratch card that was purchased 
in person, as this is a common subgroup in Ireland. Had we included 
them, a large proportion of the sample would not have been in a 
position to answer questions about online gambling, one of the core 
topics of this report. 

We used quota targets for age, gender, region of residence and social 
grade to ensure a representative sample of gamblers in Ireland. We 
used data from a previous nationally representative sample of the 
population to calculate quota targets that would be representative of 
gamblers (Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2023). The raking sample weighting 
method was employed to reweight the sample on age, gender, region 
of residence and social grade. The sociodemographic characteristics 
of the full sample are shown in Table 2.1. 

 

 
 

2  See https://osf.io/946kf/. 

https://osf.io/946kf/
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Table 2.1  Weighted sample sociodemographic characteristics 

 Weighted percentage 
Age  
 <40 years  37% 
 40–59 years  40% 
 60+ years  23% 
Gender  
 Male/Other/PNS  59% 
  Female  41% 
Social grade  
 ABC1  51% 
 C2DEF  49% 
Region  
Leinster (inc. Dublin)  69% 
 Munster  23% 
Connacht and Ulster  8% 
Income  
 <€47,000  38% 
 €47,000–€75,000,000  31% 
 >€75,000  31% 

Notes:  PNS = prefer not to say. Weights are based on population of gamblers from Ó 
Ceallaigh et al. (2023). ABC1 refers to higher, intermediate, or junior managerial, 
professional and administrative occupations. C2DE refers to skilled, semi-skilled, 
or unskilled manual workers, casual workers, the unemployed and full-time 
carers. 

 

2.2  Materials and design 

The questionnaire had five sections: 1) gambling behaviour; 2) last 
gambling session; 3) gambling in last year; 4) individual background 
characteristics; and 5) gambling harms. The last section will not be 
discussed in this report as the purpose of this paper is to provide a 
picture of gambling behaviour within the market in Ireland; a separate 
paper will focus on that fifth measure (gambling harms). With the 
exception of this measure and the questions capturing background 
characteristics, most of the survey instruments deployed were 
designed by the research team for this specific study. We could not 
find previous international research that sought to measure 
consumption patterns as we do here, with branching to explore activity 
on individual accounts and a recent session. Consequently, this 
section outlines the construction of the survey in detail. 
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2.2.1 Gambling behaviour 

2.2.1.1 Current accounts 
We showed participants a list of 15 online gambling providers that 
make up the large bulk of the market in Ireland. We asked them to 
select which, if any, they have an online account with. They were asked 
to select the account even if they rarely or never used it. This allowed 
us to tailor subsequent questions to the participant’s individual 
gambling world. Participants could also select ‘other’ or ‘I don’t have 
any online gambling accounts’. 

For each account they selected, we asked them when they had last 
gambled on the account (response options: today, yesterday, in the 
past week, in the past month, in the past six months, in the past year or 
over a year ago). We also asked how long they had had the account for 
(response options: less than 6 months, less than 1 year, 1–5 years, 6–
10 years, more than 10 years). 

We showed them the list of providers again and asked if they had ever 
had an account with any of them that they had since closed. For each 
one they selected (if any), they were asked how long ago they had 
closed the account (response options: in the past week, in the past 
month, in the past six months, in the past year, in the past two years, 
over two years ago). We also asked if they had ever closed an account 
and then re-opened it. 

Participants were then asked for more detail about their individual 
accounts (up to a maximum of three based on which they had used 
most recently). For each, they were asked if they had the app on their 
phone or tablet, what types of notifications they received from the 
account, and how many of such notifications they received per week. 
We then asked them what types of gambling they engaged in with that 
account and how often they gambled or placed bets per week 
(response options: less than 1 per week, 1–5 per week, 6–10 per week, 
11–20 per week, 21–50 per week, more than 50 per week). We then 
asked if they tended to win, lose or break even when gambling on that 
account.  

2.2.1.2  Account history 
Respondents were shown a list of the accounts they had said they 
held, and were asked to select the first account they had opened, 
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followed by the second. They could select ‘other’ if it was not an 
account they still held. 

For the account they said they had opened first, we asked them why 
they opened it. In their response, they could select all that applied 
from a list that included: (perceptions of) good odds offered; good 
deals for account holders; pleasing advertising; offered gambling on 
the things the participant was interested in; an easy sign-up process; 
familiarity from visiting an in-store branch; and desire to gamble where 
and when the participant wanted by gambling online. They could also 
select ‘other’ and explain. We then asked what type of gambling they 
started doing on the account when they first opened it and if, after 
opening the account, they tried any other types. 

For the account they said they had opened second, we asked them 
why they opened it, using the same response options as for the first 
account, alongside an additional two that allowed them to indicate if 
they had closed the first one or self-excluded from it. If they said that 
they had opened the second account because they offered gambling 
on different things to the first account, we asked them what those 
were. 

If participants said they had ever closed an account, we asked them 
why. They could select all that applied from a list, which included: self-
exclusion; the company putting limits on it; lack of interest in what was 
being offered; application for a mortgage or loan; lack of use; overuse; 
number of notifications; and dislike of customer service. We then 
asked them to rate, on a scale of one to seven, how easy or difficult it 
was to close the account. If they said they had self-excluded, we also 
asked them to rate (again on a scale of one to seven) how easy or 
difficult it was to do so. 

2.2.1.3  In-person gambling 
Respondents were asked if they had ever spent money on any form of 
in-person gambling. From a list, they could select all that applied, 
including an option for ‘other’. We excluded lottery tickets and scratch 
cards from the list as we asked about these separately later. For each 
type selected, participants were asked when they last made an in-
person gamble. 
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Participants were then asked for more detail about the forms of 
gambling they had selected (up to a maximum of three most recent 
forms). For each, we asked how many bets they placed in person on 
that type per week, and whether they tended to win, lose or break even 
in this type of gambling. 

We then asked participants when they had last bought a lottery or 
scratch card and how many they bought. 

2.2.2  Last gambling session 

2.2.2.1  Last online session 
Questions on the respondent’s last online session referred to the 
online gambling account they said they had most recently used to 
gamble. After reminding them that answers to the survey were 
anonymous and could not be linked back to them, we asked them to 
think about the last time they had gambled with that particular 
account. Follow-on questions asked what kind of gambling they had 
engaged in, the time of day (in two-hour blocks), how long they had 
gambled for and where they were when they were gambling. For each 
type of gambling they selected, we asked them how much they staked, 
without deducting any winnings. Participants first selected from these 
categories – less than €10; €10–€20; €21–€50; €51–€100; and more 
than €100. They were then asked to specify the exact amount within 
the category they had chosen, using a slider scale. We asked them if 
they had won, lost or broken even during that gambling session. 

Respondents were then asked for more detail about that particular 
gambling session: if they had been with anyone and, if so, who; what 
else they had been doing at the time; and if there was anything they 
were meant to be doing instead, during the time they had been 
gambling. We then asked whether they had planned to gamble at that 
time and, if not, what had prompted them to do so. Response options 
included: getting an email or notification; feeling bored or stressed; 
being with others who were gambling; trying to win back a previous 
loss; watching sport; being reminded of an upcoming event; seeing a 
gambling advert; habitual gambling at that time; and other. If they said 
they had started gambling on the spur of the moment, we asked if they 
had tried to stop themselves. We then asked if they gambled more or 
less than intended, if they found it difficult to stop, and if it was a 
typical gambling session for them. 
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Further questions asked about positive and negative emotions, while 
gambling and afterwards. Previous research using retrospective 
surveys has found relationships between reported feelings and 
gambling harms (Xu et al., 2026). Respondents were asked to rate how 
strongly they felt each of the listed emotions on a one-to-seven point 
scale. They did this first for how they felt while gambling, and then for 
how they felt directly after gambling. The emotions included interest, 
guilt, excitement, shame, pride, sadness, happiness, stress, relaxation 
and boredom. There was also a ‘prefer not to say’ option for each. 

2.2.2.2  Last in-person session 
Using their previous response (see Section 2.1.1.3), we reminded 
participants of the most recent type of in-person gambling they had 
reported. We reminded them again that all answers were anonymous 
and asked where they were when they last gambled in person, what 
time of day it was, how long they gambled for, whether they had 
gambled on more than one type at a time, and whether they had also 
been gambling online at the same time. We then asked how many bets 
they made, how much they spent and whether they won, lost or broke 
even. 

We asked them who they were with, if anyone, what else they were 
doing at the time and if they had meant to do anything else at the time. 
We asked if they planned the gambling in advance or if it had been spur 
of the moment. We then asked what prompted them using the same 
response options as for online gambling, with the removal of the email 
or notification prompt. If they said it was spur of the moment, we asked 
if they had tried to stop themselves. We asked if they spent more or 
less than intended, if they found it difficult to stop once they had 
started gambling and if the gambling session was typical for them. 

We asked the same questions about emotions during and after the 
gambling session as we had for the last online session. 

2.2.3  Gambling in past year 

2.2.3.1  Deposits and withdrawals 
Respondents were asked if they had added any money to their online 
accounts in the past 12 months. If they had, they were asked how easy 
or difficult it was to do so, on a scale of one to seven. They were then 
asked if they had withdrawn any money in the same period and, if so, 
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how easy or difficult that had been – on the same seven-point scale. If 
someone had tried but was unsuccessful, we asked them if that was 
because they were not able to find out how to do it, the money never 
went through, there was a technical problem or they gambled the 
money before withdrawing or other. We then asked if they usually 
withdraw winnings or use them to gamble again on a scale of one 
(always withdraw them) to seven (always use them to gamble again). 

2.2.3.2 Efforts to reduce gambling 
We asked people to think about how much they were gambling this 
time last year and rate whether they were now gambling more, or less, 
on a scale of one (much less than a year ago) to seven (much more 
than a year ago). 

We then asked if they were trying to cut down on gambling (response 
options: yes, no, planning to, prefer not to say), and whether they had 
tried to cut down in the past, using the same response options. 

If a participant said they had tried to or planned to cut down on online 
gambling, they were asked to identify the strategies they had used to 
do so in the past 12 months. The list they could choose from included: 
keeping an eye on transaction history; having the gambling provider 
block their account or access to a particular product; setting spend 
limits; setting reminders; applying limits or time-outs; using blocking 
software to stop themselves from accessing gambling; asking their 
bank to block payments; deleting gambling apps; closing gambling 
accounts; using their own willpower; other; and none of the above. If a 
participant said they had tried to, or planned to, cut down on in-person 
gambling, we also asked them to select which strategies they had used 
in the past 12 months; this list included having a gambling premises 
ban them, changing travel routes, using own willpower, other and none 
of the above. 

2.2.4  Individual characteristics 

Respondents were asked to share their employment status, age, 
location (urban or rural), ethnicity, marital status, highest level of 
educational attainment, number of people in the household, children 
in the household and income. We also asked them if they considered 
themselves a sports fan (on a scale from one to seven) and if they 
participated in team sports. They were asked if they played video 
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games, and if so when they started and if they ever played video games 
with loot boxes. 

Participants completed the five-item Mental Health Inventory to assess 
their mental health over the previous four weeks (Berwick et al., 1991; 
Veit and Ware, 1983). 
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Chapter 3 
Results 

3.1  Gambling behaviour 

In our sample of 1,000, all of whom had spent money gambling in the 
past year, just over three-quarters (77%) had gambled online in the 
previous year while just over half (59%) had gambled in person. Just 
under half (44%) had done both. The most common form of online 
gambling was lotteries (60% of online gamblers) followed by horses 
and sports (both 52%), while the most common form of in-person 
gambling was horses (68% of in-person gamblers), sports (46%) and 
bingo (18%). People who gambled online made more gambles per 
week than those who gambled in person. Just under half of in-person 
gamblers placed at least one bet per week (48%) compared to two-
thirds of online gamblers (67%). 15% of online and 10% of in-person 
gamblers made more than 10 bets per week. 

3.1.1  Online accounts 

The majority of gamblers (80%) had at least one online account that 
was still open, regardless of whether they had used it or not in the past 
year. That increased to 85% when including those who used to have an 
online account that they had since closed. Of those with an online 
account, the majority (53%) had more than one (Figure 3.1). About one-
third of gamblers who had ever had an online account opened their 
first one because they felt online gambling was more flexible than in-
person gambling. After that, the most common reasons were: because 
it was easy to sign up (31%); because the company offered good odds 
(28%); and because there were good offers online (22%) (Figure 3.2). 
Over a half of gamblers (54%) who had ever opened an online account 
later opened a second one. The top reasons for opening a second 
account were: to take advantage of good odds (33%); because the 
sign-up process was easy (32%); and to take advantage of good offers 
(31%) (Figure 3.3). 

Gamblers were most likely to open online accounts so they could bet 
on horses (38%), sport (37%) and lotteries (36%) (Figure 3.4). This latter 
category was general – it did not distinguish between playing the 
National Lottery and other opportunities to enter lotteries or bet on 
lottery outcomes. Just over half of people tried another type of 
gambling once they had an account. While very few account holders 
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opened their accounts with the intention of playing casino games (6%) 
and slots (4.5%), many more (an additional 12% and 9%) began 
gambling on these once they had opened the account. Similarly, while 
only 15% opened the account to use online scratchcards, an 
additional 13% began using scratchcards once the account was open. 
Of the gamblers who initially opened an account to bet on horses 
and/or sport, 38% began betting on one of these more immediate 
forms of gambling.  

Nearly two-thirds of gamblers (62%) with an online account reported 
receiving emails from the company. Just over half (52%) received 
notifications via the company’s app and 16% received text messages. 
Of those receiving app notifications, one in four with at least one 
gambling app reported receiving them at least daily. Of those receiving 
emails or texts, one in six received them at least daily (Figure 3.5). The 
distributions in Figure 3.5 indicate that the majority of online gamblers 
receive multiple communications per week across their accounts. 

Of the gamblers who had an online account they had used in the past 
year, three in four had deposited money (76%) while one in two (50%) 
had withdrawn it. The majority of those who had attempted a deposit or 
withdrawal reported that the process was easy, but while 70% reported 
that depositing money was ‘very easy’, only 57% said the same of 
withdrawing winnings. 

In the whole sample, 29% reported having closed an account in the 
past. Of these, one in three reported that this was ‘very easy’ to do, but 
almost one in five reported that it was difficult (scoring greater than or 
equal to five on a scale of one to seven) (Figure 3.6). 
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Figure 3.1   Number of online accounts 
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Figure 3.3  Reasons for opening second account 

 
 

 

 

Figure 3.4   Forms of gambling on online accounts 
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Figure 3.5   Prompts per week across all accounts held 

 
 

 

Figure 3.6   Ease of closing accounts 
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3.2  Last gambling session 

We asked participants to tell us about the last time they had gambled 
online and in person. Online gambling sessions were more likely to 
occur later in the day than in-person gambling. While the most 
common time for in-person gambling was 2–4 pm, the most common 
time for online gambling was 6–8 pm (Figure 3.7). 

Online gambling sessions were shorter than in-person gambling 
sessions, with just under half (44%) being less than five minutes. Only 
one-quarter of in-person gambling sessions were less than five 
minutes. Most people made more than one bet in their last gambling 
session, whether it was online (63%) or in person (66%). The most 
common spend for each online bet was less than €10 (45%); for in-
person bets it was €10–20 (39%). Note, however, the earlier finding that 
people who gamble online make more gambles per week than those 
who gamble in person. 

In a numeric scale going from one (lost a lot) to seven (won a lot), 
participants were more likely to say they had lost money than that they 
had broken even or won. Over half of online gamblers said they had 
lost money (57%, rating 1–3), compared to 24% who said they had 
broken even (rating 4) and 19% who said they had won money (rating 5–
7). Half of in-person gamblers said they had lost money (50%, rating 1–
3) compared to 26% who said they had broken even and 25% who said 
they had won. Online gamblers were more likely to say they had lost a 
lot of money (26%, rating 1) than in-person gamblers (17%, rating 1).  

Most had placed their last online gamble from home (77%); the next 
most common location was work (6.6%). Consistent with this, most 
people reported that there was nothing else they were meant to be 
doing while gambling online or in person, though one in five people said 
their gambling interrupted another activity. The most common activity 
that was interrupted in favour of online gambling was working (5.6%) 
while the most common activity interrupted in favour of in-person 
gambling was family time (5%) (Figure 3.8). 

Gambling sessions were prompted by a mix of external reminders, 
internal coping mechanisms and habit (Figure 3.9). Most online 
gambling sessions followed an external prompt. This might be 
watching sport (19%) but might also be receiving an email or 
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notification (9%) or watching a gambling advert (5.5%). Thus one in 
seven sessions directly followed a communication from the gambling 
company. A further 25% said that they were reminded of an upcoming 
event without specifying what the reminder was. Others reported an 
internal prompt, such as feeling bored or stressed (16.4%), being 
unable to sleep (1.6%) or chasing a loss (5.6%). This may suggest 
gambling was being used as a coping mechanism.  

In-person gambling sessions were most likely to be prompted by 
people being reminded of an upcoming event (27%), watching sport 
(25%) or being with others who were gambling (16%). This last category 
is notable, because across both online and in-person gambling, these 
data suggest that a relatively small minority of gamblers engage in 
gambling as a social activity. 

Gambling was habitual for a significant minority of in-person and 
online gamblers who reported that their last gambling session was 
initiated because it was their usual time to gamble (19% and 16%). 

During and following gambling sessions, positive emotions of 
happiness, excitement, relaxation and interest were more common 
than negative ones such as boredom, guilt, shame, stress and sadness 
(Figures 3.10 and 3.11). 

Figure 3.7   Time of last gambling session 
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Figure 3.8   Activities that were interrupted to gamble during last session 

 
 

 

Figure 3.9   Prompt that precipitated gambling in last session 
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Figure 3.10 Emotions during and immediately after last online gambling session 
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back because they were now gambling more, or because they had not 
been successful in their attempts to cut back. 

Gamblers who want to cut back used multiple strategies (Figure 3.14). 
The most common was by engaging their willpower (48% for online and 
63% for in-person), while the second most common was for the 
gambler to monitor their account history – arguably a pre-cursor to 
exercising willpower. It was less common for these gamblers to take 
definitive steps, such as setting limits, closing accounts and deleting 
apps, and less than one in ten deployed self-exclusion. 

 

Figure 3.12  Percentage of gamblers who are trying to cut down on gambling 
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Figure 3.13  Extent of gambling compared to one year ago 

 
 

 

Figure 3.14  Tools and strategies used to reduce gambling 
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CHAPTER 4 
Discussion 

The survey fielded in this study was designed to explore the gambling 
experience in Ireland in detail, across multiple accounts and forms of 
gambling. As such, it allows us to paint a picture of modern gambling 
behaviour in Ireland. Most people who gamble in Ireland – excluding 
those who exclusively bought lottery tickets or scratch cards in person 
– have an online gambling account. The majority (53%) of those who 
hold an online account have more than one. Online gambling looks 
different from in-person gambling. After first opening an online 
account, many online account holders go on to expand their gambling 
activity, opening second accounts (and sometimes a third and more), 
trying new forms of gambling and exposing themselves to multiple 
frequent communications from gambling operators. They often gamble 
when prompted to do so by reminders and communications, but also 
when bored or stressed. They mostly feel positive when gambling, but 
after more than one-quarter of sessions they admit to losing ‘a lot of 
money’. Gamblers, especially online gamblers, are rarely prompted to 
gamble by the social experience. 

Although many people gamble for pleasure and without difficulty, 
previous work shows that approximately 1 in 30 adults in Ireland has 
problem gambling (Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2023). This current report finds 
that one in four gamblers says they are trying or would like to cut back 
their gambling. The most common tool people report using when trying 
to cut back on gambling is willpower. However, features of online 
gambling accounts are likely to override intentions and influence 
behaviour (McGarrigle et al., 2026; Newall, 2025). The results in this 
report identified some of the features that may influence some people 
to gamble more than they intend to, which could be useful targets for 
regulation to protect those at risk from harm. In the next sections we 
summarise findings and outline some potential implications for policy. 

4.1  Features of online gambling environments that 
influence behaviour 

In this section we summarise the features of online accounts that are 
likely to influence gambling behaviour, including opening, using and 
closing online accounts, as well as attempts to cut down. 
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4.1.1  Flexibility and accessibility 

Many gamblers report opening an online gambling account because it 
offers greater flexibility to gamble. Reflecting this, most online 
gambling sessions take place at home, occur later in the evening or 
earlier in the morning than in-person gambles, and typically consist of 
more frequent, smaller gambles compared with in-person gambles. 
However, the flexibility and accessibility that online gambling offers 
may also put some at risk of harm. The second most common location 
for online gambling is the workplace; about one in five report that their 
last gambling session interrupted another activity, including work, 
family time, sleeping and chores. 

While most customers open an online account to bet on horses, sports 
matches or lotteries, substantive minorities go on to use the account 
to bet on casino games, slots, bingo and scratchcards. The implication 
is that online access tempts customers to try other forms of gambling 
that they might otherwise be unlikely to have engaged with. 

4.1.2  Advertising and communications 

Advertising or communications from gambling companies also drive 
decisions to open an online account. Individuals rarely simply open an 
online account with a company with which they already gamble in 
person. For those who open a second account, advertising has a 
stronger influence on this decision: nearly half who open a second 
account report that advertising or perceptions of good offers led them 
to open it. 

Once people have an account, they are likely to receive regular 
communications through text, email and/or app notifications, up to 
multiple times per day. These communications are reported by 
gamblers as being a direct influence on their gambling activity. 
Advertising also plays a role in gambling behaviour once people have 
an account, with one in seven reporting that their last gambling session 
was directly prompted by an email, notification or advertisement. 
Advertising and communications from gambling companies therefore 
influence both account opening and gambling behaviour of account 
holders. 
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4.1.3  Processes 

Other account features that may influence gambling behaviour include 
how easy (or difficult) it is to withdraw money and close an account. 
Fewer people withdraw from their account than deposit to it (50% vs 
76%) and there is an imbalance in how easy the process is perceived to 
be, with withdrawals reported to be more difficult than deposits. While 
this finding is based on gambler perceptions rather than an analysis of 
the accounts themselves, there may be features of online accounts 
that make withdrawals more difficult than deposits, and which merit 
further attention. This possibility is consistent with international 
evidence on the design of online gambling platforms (McGarrigle et al., 
2026; Newall, 2025). 

Similarly, some may find it difficult to close accounts once opened. 
The ease of signing up was the second most cited reason for opening 
an online account but one in five who had tried to close an account 
reported that it was difficult to do so. Again, this is a perception of 
users, but it implies that there are features of online accounts that 
make them easier to open than to close. This is particularly relevant for 
those who are trying to cut back on their gambling, because one in five 
gamblers who have either tried in the past, are currently trying to cut 
back or plan to reduce their gambling report that one of the strategies 
they intend to use is to close their account. 

4.2  Features of in-person gambling environments that 
influence behaviour 

Much has been written in recent years about both the behavioural 
effects of immediate access to gambling opportunities that online 
accounts offer and the features of accounts that might adversely 
influence behaviour (McGarrigle et al., 2026; Newall, 2025). Some 
evidence suggests that online gambling is one of the strongest 
predictors of problem gambling (Allami et al., 2021). However, some of 
the features of online accounts that influence behaviour are also 
relevant for in-person gamblers. We list three in this section. 

4.2.1  Accessibility 

While online gambling is indubitably more flexible and easier to 
access, some in-person gambling activity nevertheless takes place in 
the early mornings and late evenings. Similarly, about one in seven 
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sessions displace other activities, with the most common being time 
with friends and family. This suggests that some features of in-person 
gambling environments influence unintended gambling nearly as much 
as online environments. 

4.2.2  Advertising 

Although gamblers are less likely to receive direct communications 
from gambling companies if they only gamble in person, about 3% of 
those who gamble in person report that their last gambling session was 
directly influenced by seeing a gambling advertisement. This may be 
conservative, because one in four said their last session was 
influenced by a reminder about an upcoming event without saying 
what that reminder was. Advertising is thus a prompt for in-person 
gambling, albeit less so than for online gambling. 

4.2.3  Reducing gambling 

In-person gamblers are as likely as online gamblers to say they are 
planning to cut down on their gambling. As with online gamblers, 
willpower is the most commonly used strategy to do so. Unlike online 
gamblers, however, the second most common strategy for in-person 
gamblers is to change their travel route. This strategy to reduce 
exposure to gambling opportunities is less available to online 
gamblers, who may find it harder to avoid gambling-related cues that 
arise from the reach of communications and advertisements across 
digital spaces, including websites, apps and social media. 

4.3  Policy implications 

Across multiple policy areas, policymakers often intervene to support 
behaviours that are consistent with advantageous long-term goals, 
such as helping people to save, to eat more healthily, to reduce 
alcohol and tobacco intake, to provide for retirement, to reduce carbon 
emissions, to engage with vaccination and screening programmes, to 
avoid problem debt, to increase physical activity, and so on. These 
interventions are supported by the well-known finding of behavioural 
science that many people struggle to execute short-term behaviour to 
match longer-term goals. This insight applies equally to a substantive 
minority of people who gamble, reflected in the fact that one in four 
gamblers say they are trying to, or plan to, cut back on gambling. Policy 
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could therefore potentially help people to prioritise their long-term 
goals in relation to gambling. 

The Gambling Regulation Act 2024 (hereafter “the Act”) has led to the 
recent establishment of the Gambling Regulatory Authority of Ireland 
(GRAI). The Act contains multiple provisions allowing the GRAI to set 
standards and to issue codes of practice applicable to licence holders, 
which may cover multiple aspects of marketing and advertising, as well 
as the design of apps and websites. As can be expected with a 
relatively new piece of regulatory legislation, the Act is only partially 
commenced at the time of writing. The evidence provided here can 
help to inform the further roll out of its provisions. 

The Act specifies that a company must obtain a consumer’s consent to 
receive communications and provide an “easily accessible 
mechanism” to stop receiving them. The results here show that 
communications from gambling companies to account holders are 
frequent and often prompt online gambling sessions. It would be 
instructive to examine the precise method for obtaining consent to 
receive notifications, including the type and frequency, as well as the 
method for stopping them. Behavioural scientists refer to the context 
in which decisions are made as the “choice architecture”. In this case, 
the choice architecture needs to allow consumers sufficient agency to 
make active and informed choices about notifications. Access to 
industry datasets that researchers could use to analyse the 
associations between the content and timing of prompts and resulting 
behaviour would also be helpful. 

The Act contains a provision that could limit online accounts to 
specific gambling activities, requiring a different account for a different 
activity. The current findings show that many people who open online 
accounts then expand their activity into other forms of online 
gambling, such as online casinos, slot machines and scratchcards, 
presumably in part because of exposure to opportunities 
communicated to them as customers. Future research needs to 
assess whether this pattern is linked to the likelihood of experiencing 
harm.  

In relation to industry data, the prevalence of gamblers using multiple 
online accounts warrants attention. More than half of online account 
holders reported having multiple accounts, meaning data from any 
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single operator will provide only a partial picture of gambling 
behaviour. From a consumer protection perspective, gambling activity 
spread across multiple accounts may not only make it more difficult 
for individuals to monitor and control their gambling activity, but also 
has implications for operator-specific safeguards, including existing 
exclusion registers. The findings thus provide a rationale for a 
centralised self-exclusion system that applies across operators, as 
required under the Act. Awareness of the register and ease of signing 
up are likely to be important to its success. 

There are imbalances in how easy users report it is to open an account, 
compared to closing one, and to deposit money, compared to 
withdrawing it. This feature of some gambling accounts has also been 
shown by investigations in the UK and other European countries 
(McGarrigle et al., 2026). In principle, regulation could ensure that 
accounts can be easily closed, that many communications cease as 
soon as a user has indicated they wish to close, and that withdrawal 
functions are as salient and seamless as deposit functions. Similarly, 
easy access to functions that allow gamblers to limit their own activity 
or to self-exclude from activity are likely to assist those looking to cut 
back. A principle of symmetry may provide a useful guide: actions that 
reduce gambling activity should be at least as accessible as those that 
facilitate it (Mathur et al., 2019). Under such an approach, account 
closure, withdrawals, spending limits and self-exclusion tools would 
have the same prominence and ease of use as account opening, 
deposits and betting functions. 

Advertising seems to play a significant role in both account opening 
and prompting gambling sessions. Future work could investigate what 
types of advertisements are most likely to lead to unintended gambling 
or to influence those who are trying to cut back, with a view to 
regulating the content, timing and reach. A particular priority is to 
determine whether any of the specific elements of marketing activity 
identified in this report are linked to harm, or specifically to the 
behaviour of those with problem gambling. Ó Ceallaigh et al. (2025) 
found that inducements (e.g. free bets, moneyback offers) had 
stronger effects on people with higher scores on the Problem Gambling 
Severity Index. Other marketing tactics may similarly influence 
gamblers differentially.  
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In this context, further work with the present dataset is planned. This 
may include exploring any links between a measure of gambling harm 
and the behaviours identified in this report, the reported marketing 
activities of the providers and a range of sociodemographic 
background characteristics.  

4.4  Conclusions 

Gambling regulation requires careful analysis of the balance of harms 
and benefits. While many gamble as a form of entertainment and 
without harm, some gamblers and, as a result, their wider social circle, 
do experience significant harm (Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2023). Coupling this 
with the finding in this report that over one in four gamblers are trying to 
cut back, or wish to, greater protection may be needed for gamblers, 
particularly as online gambling is now more common than gambling in 
person. The evidence in this report suggests that the flexibility of online 
gambling, gambling advertising, communications (such as emails and 
notifications) and other features of online websites and apps influence 
gamblers’ behaviour in multiple ways. Thus, regulations that alter 
these factors are likely to also influence gamblers’ behaviour. 

 

 

 

 

 



References | 31 

REFERENCES 
 
Allami, Y., Hodgins, D.C., Young, M., Brunelle, N., Currie, S., Dufour, M., Flore-Pajot, 

M.C. and Nadeau, L. (2021). ‘A meta-analysis of problem gambling risk factors in 
the general adult population’, Addiction, Vol. 116, No. 11, pp. 2968-2977, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.15449  

Anwyl-Irvine, A.L., Massonnié, J., Flitton, A., Kirkham, N. and Evershed, J. K. (2020). 
‘Gorilla in our midst: An online behavioral experiment builder’, Behavior 
Research Methods, Vol. 52, No. 1, 388-407, https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-
019-01237-x  

Baker, R., Blumberg, S.J., Brick, J.M., Couper, M.P., Courtright, M., Dennis, J.M., 
Dillman, D., Frankel, M.R., Garland, P., Groves, R.M., Kennedy, C., Krosnick, J., 
Lavrakas, P.J., Lee, S., Link, M., Piekarski, L., Rao, K., Thomas, R.K., Zahs, D. 
(2010). ‘Research synthesis: AAPOR report on online panels’, Public Opinion 
Quarterly, Vol. 74, No. 4, pp. 711–781, https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfq048  

Berwick, D.M., Murphy, J.M., Goldman, P.A., Ware Jr, J.E., Barsky, A.J. and Weinstein, 
M.C. (1991). ‘Performance of a five-item mental health screening test’, Medical 
Care, pp. 169-176. 

Fan, W. and Yan, Z. (2010). ‘Factors affecting response rates of the web survey: A 
systematic review’, Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp. 132-139, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2009.10.015  

Gambling Commission. (2024). Gambling Survey for Great Britain – Technical report, 
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/report/gambling-survey-for-great-
britain-technical-report  

Ghaharian, K., Peterson, J., Azizsoltani, M., Young, R.J. and Louderback, E.R. (2025). 
‘Across the bettor-verse: An open banking perspective on gambling in the United 
Kingdom’, Journal of Gambling Studies, Vol. 41, No. 4, pp. 1419-1436. 

Mathur, A., Acar, G., Friedman, M.J., Lucherini, E., Mayer, J., Chetty, M. and Narayanan, 
A. (2019). ‘Dark patterns at scale: Findings from a crawl of 11K shopping 
websites’, Proceedings of the ACM on human-computer interaction, Vol. 3, pp. 
1-32. 

McGarrigle, J., Smith, J., Griffiths, J., Torrance, J., Quigley, M. and Dymond, S. (2026). 
‘Dark patterns in online gambling: A scoping review and classification of 
deceptive design practices’, Journal of Behavioral Addictions, Vol. 15, No. 1, 
https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.2025.00096  

Mongan, D., Millar, S.R., Doyle, A., Chakraborty, S. and Galvin, B. (2022). Gambling in 
the Republic of Ireland: Results from the 2019–20 National Drug and Alcohol 
Survey, Dublin: Health Research Board. 

Newall, P. (2025). ‘Sludge, dark patterns and dark nudges: A taxonomy of online 
gambling platforms’ deceptive design features’, Addiction, Vol. 120, No. 10, pp. 
1916-1923, https://doi.org/10.1111/add.70085   

https://doi.org/10.1111/add.15449
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-019-01237-x
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-019-01237-x
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfq048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2009.10.015
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/report/gambling-survey-for-great-britain-technical-report
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/report/gambling-survey-for-great-britain-technical-report
https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.2025.00096
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.70085


32 | Patterns of online and in-person gambling in Ireland 

Ó Ceallaigh, D., Timmons, S., Robertson, D. and Lunn, P. (2023). Measures of problem 
gambling, gambling behaviours and perceptions of gambling in Ireland, ESRI 
Research Series No. 169. https://doi.org/10.26504/rs169  

Ó Ceallaigh, D., Timmons, S., Robertson, D.A. and Lunn, P.D. (2025). ‘Effects of 
inducements on sports gambling and decision-errors: An experimental study’, 
Journal of Behavioral Addictions, Vol. 14, No. 2, pp. 959-971, 
https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.2025.00056  

Pickering, D. and Blaszczynski, A. (2021). ‘Paid online convenience samples in gambling 
studies: questionable data quality’, International Gambling Studies, Vol. 21, No. 
3, pp. 516-536, https://doi.org.10.1080/14459795.2021.1884735  

Russell, A.M.T., Browne, M., Hing, N., Rockloff, M. and Newall, P. (2022). ‘Are any 
samples representative or unbiased? Reply to Pickering and Blaszczynski’, 
International Gambling Studies, Vol. 22, No. 1, pp. 102-113, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2021.1973535    

Sturgis, P. and Kuha, J. (2022). ‘How survey mode affects estimates of the prevalence of 
gambling harm: a multisurvey study’, Public Health, Vol. 204, pp. 63-69, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2021.12.014  

Sturgis, P., Kuha, J., Howe, S. and Maxineanu, I. (2025). Three experiments on the 
causes of differences in estimates of gambling and gambling impacts in general 
population surveys, The London School of Economics and Political Science,  
https://researchonline.lse.ac.uk/id/eprint/129116/  

The Behavioural Insights Team. (2021) Gambling behaviour: What can bank transaction 
data tell us? A feasibility study, 
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/Details/gambling-behaviour-
what-can-bank-transaction-data-tell-us-a-feasibility-study  

UK Gambling Commission (2025). Statistics on gambling participation – Annual report 
Year 2 (2024): Official statistics, 
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-
research/publication/statistics-on-gambling-participation-annual-report-year-
2-2024-official  

UK Gambling Commission (2026). Market overview – Operator data to March 2026, 
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-
research/publication/market-overview-operator-data-to-march-2026-
published-may-2026  

Veit, C.T. and Ware, J.E. (1983). ‘The structure of psychological distress and well-being 
in general populations’, Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, Vol. 51, 
No. 5, 730. 

Wardle, H., Degenhardt, L., Marionneau, V., Reith, G., Livingstone, C., Sparrow, M., 
Tran, L.T., Biggar, B., Bunn, C., Farrell, M., Kesaite, V., Poznyak, V., Quan, J., 
Rehm, J., Rintoul, A., Sharma, M., Shiffman, J., Siste, K., Ukhova, D., Volberg, R., 
Salifu Yendork, J., Saxena, S.(2024). ‘The Lancet Public Health Commission on 
Gambling’, The Lancet Public Health, Vol. 9, No. 11, e950-e994. 

https://doi.org/10.26504/rs169
https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.2025.00056
https://doi.org.10.1080/14459795.2021.1884735
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2021.1973535
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2021.12.014
https://researchonline.lse.ac.uk/id/eprint/129116/
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/Details/gambling-behaviour-what-can-bank-transaction-data-tell-us-a-feasibility-study
https://www.greo.ca/Modules/EvidenceCentre/Details/gambling-behaviour-what-can-bank-transaction-data-tell-us-a-feasibility-study
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/statistics-on-gambling-participation-annual-report-year-2-2024-official
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/statistics-on-gambling-participation-annual-report-year-2-2024-official
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/statistics-on-gambling-participation-annual-report-year-2-2024-official
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/market-overview-operator-data-to-march-2026-published-may-2026
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/market-overview-operator-data-to-march-2026-published-may-2026
https://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/statistics-and-research/publication/market-overview-operator-data-to-march-2026-published-may-2026


References | 33 

WHO (2024). Gambling, World Health Organization fact sheet, 
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/gambling  

Xu, Y., Huang, H., Tang, L., Guo, P., Wu, Z. and Deng, Q. (2026). ‘Nonlinear association 
between gambling severity and retrospective gambling-related emotions: 
exploratory evidence from resting-state degree centrality’, BMC Psychology, 
published online, https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-026-05280-0    

 

https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/gambling
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-026-05280-0


Economic & Social Research 
Institute

Whitaker Square
Sir John Rogerson’s Quay 
Dublin 2 

Telephone: +353 1 863 2000 
Email: admin@esri.ie
Web: www.esri.ie

'  *

An Institiúid um Thaighde  
Eacnamaíochta agus Sóisialta 

Cearnóg Whitaker
Cé Sir John Rogerson
Baile Átha Cliath 2

Teileafón: +353 1 863 2000 
Ríomhphost: admin@esri.ie 
Suíomh Gréasáin: www.esri.ie

https://www.linkedin.com/company/economic-and-social-research-institute-esri-/
https://x.com/ESRIDublin
https://www.youtube.com/c/economicsocialresearchinstitute

	ESRI Survey and Statistical Series
	SUSTAT144.pdf
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	CHAPTER 1
	CHAPTER 2
	2.1 Sample and weighting
	2.2  Materials and design
	2.2.1 Gambling behaviour
	2.2.1.1 Current accounts
	2.2.1.2  Account history
	2.2.1.3  In-person gambling

	2.2.2  Last gambling session
	2.2.2.1  Last online session
	2.2.2.2  Last in-person session

	2.2.3  Gambling in past year
	2.2.3.1  Deposits and withdrawals
	2.2.3.2 Efforts to reduce gambling

	2.2.4  Individual characteristics


	Chapter 3
	3.1  Gambling behaviour
	3.1.1  Online accounts

	3.2  Last gambling session
	3.3  Gambling in past year

	CHAPTER 4
	4.1  Features of online gambling environments that influence behaviour
	4.1.1  Flexibility and accessibility
	4.1.2  Advertising and communications
	4.1.3  Processes

	4.2  Features of in-person gambling environments that influence behaviour
	4.2.1  Accessibility
	4.2.2  Advertising
	4.2.3  Reducing gambling

	4.3  Policy implications
	4.4  Conclusions

	REFERENCES




