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Validation of the Gambling Follow-up Scale-Korean
Version: An Outcome Measure in the Treatment of
Gambling Disorder

Young-Min Chun’ Jeong-ImLee Eun-Kyeong Park

Korea Center on Gambling Problems, Seoul, Korea

The purpose of the present study was to validate the Gambling Follow up Scale-Korean version (GFS-K), which was based on
the Gambling Follow-up Scale, a 5-item scale designed to assess gambling frequency/time, work status, family relationship,
leisure, and enrolment in Gambling Anonymous in individuals diagnosed with gambling disorder according to the DSM-5
criteria. Two thousand four hundred seventy eight individuals with gambling disorder (97.1% male) seeking treatment com-
pleted the GFS-K. A total of 608 clients who completed the treatment were reassessed. The GFS-K showed moderate internal
consistency. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) confirmed that the one factor solution (except item 5) fitted the data most
effectively. There was a moderate convergence between the GFS-K and reference scales. The GFS-K scores showed excellent
sensitivity to change, and good ability to distinguish recovered from unrecovered patients after treatment. A cutoff score of 17
was found to have 77% sensitivity and 75% specificity for recovery from gambling. The GFS-K is suited to providing a reliable
follow-up of gamblers under treatment and assessing the efficacy of their treatment.
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Figure 1. Scree plot of parallel analysis of the Korean version of the
Gambling Follow-up Scale.
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Table 1. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for the One-Factor Models of the
GFS-K (N=2,478)

Model ¥ df CFI  RMSEA
Model 1 (Whole items) 48.21 5 .93 .06
Model 2 (Item 5 deleted) 37.48 2 94 .08

Note. GFS-K = Gambling Follow-up Scale-Korean version; Item 5=fifth
item (Enrolment in Gamblers Anonymous) of the GFS-K.
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Figure 2. The one-factor model of the Korean version of the Gambling Follow-up Scale (Standardized parameters of model 1 and 2, all except item

5 significant at .001).

Table 2. Correlations between the Items on the GFS-K, and Reference Instruments (N=2,478)

GFS-K DSM-5 S-PGSI GUS-K

GFS-K total score -23* -.35* -22%

GFS-K total except item 5 -24* -36% -.26%
(1) Gambling frequency -.18% -37% -13*
(2) Work status - 117 -.10% -.16*
(3) Family relationship -12% -17* -13%
(4) Leisure -.19* -29* -21*
(5) Enrolment in GA .02 -.07* .06*

Average inter item correlation of GFS-K(except item 5) =.19

Note. GFS-K = Gambling Follow-up Scale-Korean version; DSM-5=Number of criteria for Gambling Disorder in DSM-5; GUS-K = Gambling Urge
Scale-Korean version; CES-D =Korean version of Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression Scale.

*p<.01.
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Table 3. Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability of the GFS-K

At or near start At or near end 3 months post end

GFS-K of treatment  of treatment of treatment
(T1) (T2) (T3)
GFS-K 45 (n=2,478) .39 (n=588) .57 (n=283)
(Whole items)
GFS-K 49 (n=2,478) .50 (n=589) .65 (n=284)
(Item 5 deleted)

Note. GFS-K = Gambling Follow-up Scale-Korean version; Item 5= fifth
item (Enrolment in Gamblers Anonymous) of GFS-K.
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Table 4. Mean Entry and End Scores, Standard Deviation, Paired-t Test, and Standardized Response Mean

Entry score End score SRM (95% CI)
Measure t(1,562)
M SD M SD n=608

GFS-K total score 12.63 3.10 18.97 2.57 -41.97* 1.66 (1.52, 1.77)
GFS-K total except item 5 11.45 2.90 17.32 2.29 -41.85* 1.62 (1.46, 1.74)

GFS-Kitem 1 2.02 1.05 4.79 .64 -54.57* 2.28(2.10, 2.48)

GFS-Kitem 2 3.73 1.15 4.49 1.04 -13.86* 0.59 (0.49, 0.67)

GFS-Kitem 3 3.12 1.26 4.21 .97 -18.72* 0.78 (0.68, 0.89)

GFS-K item 4 2.58 1.24 3.83 92 -20.55* 0.86 (0.77, 0.94)

GFS-Kitem 5 1.28 79 1.66 1.17 -7.76* 0.35(0.28,0.42)
S-PGSI 9.04 2.39 2.12 3.13 42.32* 1.73 (1.88,1.57)
Note. GFS-K=Gambling Follow-up Scale-Korean version; S-PGSI=Shortened Problem Gambling Severity Index; SRM = Standardized Response
Mean.
*p<.001.
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