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Gambling has become one of the most frequently reported addictive behaviors among young people. Understanding risk factors associated with the onset or maintenance of gambling problems in adolescence has implications for its prevention and treatment. The main aim of the present study was to examine the potential relationships between impulsivity and problem gambling in adolescence. Participants were 874 high school students (average age: 15 years old) who were surveyed to provide data on gambling and impulsivity. Self-reported gambling behavior was assessed using the South Oaks Gambling Screen – Revised for Adolescents (SOGS-RA) and impulsivity was measured using the Impulsive Sensation Seeking Questionnaire (ZKPQ), the Barratt Impulsiveness Scale (BIS-11-A), and a delay discounting task. The data were analyzed using both a prospective-longitudinal and a cross-sectional design. In the longitudinal analyses, results showed that the impulsivity subscale of the ZKPQ increased the risk of problem gambling (p = 0.003). In the cross-sectional analyses, all the impulsivity measures were higher in at-risk/problem gamblers than in non-problem gamblers (p = 0.04; 0.03; and 0.01, respectively). These findings further support the relationship between impulsivity and gambling in adolescence. Moreover, our findings suggest a bidirectional relationship between impulsivity and problem gambling in adolescence. These results have consequences for the development of prevention and treatment programs for adolescents with gambling problems.
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INTRODUCTION

There is growing evidence that opportunities to gamble and problematic gambling among adolescents are increasing in developed countries, mainly due to the growing availability of and access to online gambling (Huang and Boyer, 2007; Blinn-Pike et al., 2010; Secades-Villa et al., 2014). Problem gambling in young people has been associated with significant psychosocial and mental health problems, such as disruptive family relationships (Hardoon et al., 2004), school failure (Potenza et al., 2011), conduct and substance misuse problems (Hardoon et al., 2004; Estevez et al., 2015), depression (Hardoon et al., 2004; Lynch et al., 2004; Estevez et al., 2015), or ADHD (Derevensky et al., 2007).

In addition to the structural characteristics of the gambling activity itself (Parke and Griffiths, 2007), there are several potential individual and social factors contributing to the development and maintenance of problem gambling (Donati et al., 2013; Dixon et al., 2016). However, to date, very few studies have focused on risk factors that contribute to engagement in problem gambling in adolescent samples (Cosenza and Nigro, 2015).

As regards individual determinants, impulsivity seems to be one of the most critical factors associated with problem gambling and other disorders in adolescence such as substance use problems (Pérez-Fuentes et al., 2015) or eating disorder behavior (Wonderlich et al., 2004). Impulsivity is a multidimensional construct often defined as a human behavior characterized by the inclination of an individual to act on urge rather than thought, with diminished regard to consequences, and encompasses a range of maladaptive behaviors which are in turn affected by distinct neural systems (Meda et al., 2009). Impulsivity has been found to increase the likelihood of gambling onset in youths with low – but not high – socio-economic status (SES) (Auger et al., 2010; Dussault et al., 2011), and to predict gambling frequency (Benson et al., 2012) and problem gambling in low SES adolescent males. One study also found that positive urgency was associated with stronger scores of both gambling frequency and problem gambling (Canale et al., 2016).

Despite the significant contributions from previous studies, important questions remain regarding the influence of impulsivity on gambling severity and gambling onset among young people (Cosenza and Nigro, 2015). For example, almost all studies used cross-sectional designs (Barnes et al., 2005; Leeman et al., 2014; Canale et al., 2016) that cannot address directionality, and most of the few longitudinal studies only included male subjects (Vitaro et al., 1997, 1999; Dussault et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2013). Several previous studies did not find a relationship between impulsivity and gambling among young people (Barnes et al., 2005; Lee et al., 2011). Finally, most of the research has focused on only one of the domains of impulsivity (Mackillop et al., 2014; Cosenza and Nigro, 2015), evaluated in most cases with self-reports, and we do not know if the findings are generalizable to other impulsivity measures, including behavioral ones (Auger et al., 2010). To our knowledge, only three studies (all of them cross-sectional) in non-clinical samples have analyzed the relation between gambling and delay discounting among adolescents, and they have produced contradictory results (Holt et al., 2003; MacKillop et al., 2006; Cosenza and Nigro, 2015).

Thus, we sought to build on previous research to examine the relationship between different impulsivity domains (including both survey assessments and behavioral tasks) and gambling severity in a representative community sample of adolescents, using both a cross-sectional and a prospective longitudinal design. Given the findings summarized above, we hypothesized that the relationship between impulsivity and problem gambling in adolescence is bidirectional and that all impulsivity domains are related to gambling severity.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants

The participants were 1,327 adolescents aged between 14 and 17 years, recruited from a total of 16 Spanish secondary schools in the region of Asturias. The schools were selected following a random stratified and incidental procedure. The inclusion criteria were: (1) having no sensory impairment, (2) not presenting difficulties understanding the Spanish language, and (3) not being diagnosed with an intellectual disability. Of the initial participants, 1,249 met the inclusion criteria for the cross-sectional analyses. The longitudinal analyses were performed 2 years later with a sub-sample of 874 respondents (56.1% males and 43.9% females). None of the participants refused to be assessed and participants were given guarantees of total confidentiality and anonymity. Participants’ characteristics are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1. Sample characteristics.

[image: image]

Procedure

After the acceptance of participation from schools, students were surveyed in their own classroom using digital devices (Samsung Galaxy Tab2 10.1 tablet). This method was used with the aim of reducing inconsistent answers. The software did not allow participants to skip any questions and was designed to avoid the asking of inappropriate questions in accordance with previous answers. Participants completed the battery of tests, which took a maximum of 75 min, sitting at individual desks, with supervisors checking that they were doing the task appropriately and making sure there was no interaction between them. The survey was designed in such a way that it allowed the individualization of the questions asked as a function of previous answers given by each participant. Before the start of the assessment, trained experimenters provided instructions on how to perform the tasks. Participants were also assured of complete anonymity and confidentiality.

Measures

Demographic Data

Data was collected regarding age, gender, number of siblings, amount of weekly allowance, family structure (i.e., living with no parents or with one or two parents), and the employment status of parents. Information on whether the participants had relatives with problematic gambling habits was also gathered.

Gambling Behavior

Participants completed a survey about their gambling activities, both in land-based and online-based modes. Gambling was defined as “any game that involves betting with money.” The following gambling activities were measured: bingo, poker, other casino games (OCGs), sports betting, lottery, scratch-tickets, and electronic gambling machines (EGMs). Participants indicated how often they had engaged in each of these activities throughout their lifetimes, over the past year, and over the past month. Participants also indicated: age of gambling onset, time spent gambling, amount of money wagered on a regular day of gambling, and company (if they gambled alone or with other people).

Adolescent gambling behavior was also measured with the South Oaks Gambling Screen – Revised for Adolescents (SOGSRA) (Winters et al., 1993); Spanish version (Becona, 1997). It consists of 10 dichotomous items (no = 0, yes = 1) assessing gambling behavior and gambling-related problems during the past 12 months. The total score ranges from 0 to 12. Scores provide three categories: non-problem gambler (score of 0 or 1), at-risk gambler (score of 2 or 3) and problem gambler (score of 4 or more). The Spanish version yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80.

Three different measures of impulsivity were measured due that reveal independent domains of impulsivity that are related to gambling severity:

The Zuckerman-Kuhlman Personality Questionnaire (ZKPQ) (Zuckerman et al., 1993), which consists of true/false questions, eight of which pertain to impulsivity (primarily lack of premeditation) and eleven of which pertain to sensation seeking. For the purpose of this study, we used the impulsivity (Imp) subscale; Spanish version (Fernández-Artamendi et al., 2016). The Spanish version yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83 (Imp: α = 0.75; SS: α = 0.74).

The Barratt Impulsiveness Scale (BIS-11-A; Patton et al., 1995); Spanish version (Martínez-Loredo et al., 2015). This measure of impulsivity captures the following three domains: (a) Attentional Impulsivity: difficulty dedicating adequate attention to a task; (b) Motor Impulsivity: propensity to act rashly without forethought; and (c) Non-planning Impulsivity: failure to adequately plan ahead. It contains 30 descriptive statements (maximum score of 120) to which participants respond with the extent to which each statement describes them on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = rarely/never; 2 = occasionally; 3 = often; 4 = almost always/always). The BIS-11-A consists of two subscales: general impulsivity (BIS-g) and non-planning impulsivity (BIS-np). Its validation with Spanish adolescents showed a good reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87 (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91 for BIS-g; and 0.85 for BIS-np).

Delay Discounting

Delay discounting describes how a reinforcer loses value as the delay to its receipt increases (Bickel and Marsch, 2001). Delay discounting is typically assessed using an adjusting-delay procedure in which an individual is presented with multiple choices (usually, hypothetical monetary rewards) between a smaller, more immediate reinforcer vs. a larger, more delayed one. The delay discounting task was presented to participants via a tablet running Android 4.0.3 operating system. Overall, the task took approximately 10 min to complete for each participant. Participants were instructed on how to interact with the delay discounting program and informed that they would not receive any of the monetary amounts presented, but that they were to respond as if the choices were real. Previous studies have demonstrated that participants respond similarly during delay discounting tasks for both real and hypothetical monetary values.

Participants were presented with a choice between €1,000 after a fixed delay, versus various amounts of money available immediately using an adjusting-amounts procedure (Holt et al., 2012). The delays values were 1 day, 1 week, 1 month, 6 months, 1 year, 5 years, and 25 years. The delays were presented in an ascending order for all the participants. The value of the immediate monetary option ranged from €5 to €1,000 in €5 increments and was adjusted via a titrating procedure that honed in on the indifference point based on the participants’ responses. The titration procedure took the lower and upper limit of possible values (initial €0 and €1,000) and divided this total range randomly by 2, 3, or 4 to obtain an interval value. The value of the immediate option was one interval value above or below the upper and lower limits. If the immediate value was outside €0 and €1,000, another value was randomly chosen. New lower and upper limits were chosen based on the participant’s response, adjusting the total range, and the titration process was repeated. Note that based on the possible values presented, the total range could occasionally increase if they chose an option outside of the total range. Once the total range was at or less than €40, the average of the upper and lower limits was taken as the indifference point, and the next delay was presented.

The dependent variable was the k-value, which describes the rate of discounting, with higher k-values showing greater discounting and more impulsive choices selected. In order to assess k-values for each participant, individual indifference points were fitted to the hyperbolic equation described by Mazur (1987):
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The Eq. (1) shows how the value (V) of a reward of certain amount (A) is discounted as a function of delay (D) to its delivery (Mazur, 1987). As the distribution of k-values was skewed, analyses were performed on log-transformed k-values.

Control Variables

With the aim of detecting random answers, an infrequency scale was used (Oviedo Infrequency Scale, INF-OV) (Fonseca-Pedrero et al., 2009). This instrument is composed of 12 items randomly interspersed and mixed throughout the assessment. Participants were required to respond to five-level Likert-type items (from totally disagree to totally agree) about obvious facts such as ‘I know people who wear glasses’ or ‘I have sometimes watched films on TV.’ The total score ranged from 0 to 60 points, with participants scoring more than three points on the scales being removed.

Data Analyses

Various descriptive and frequency analyses were carried out in relation to the participants’ characteristics. Due to the low sample size in each SOGS-RA category and the substantial problems already associated with both at-risk and problem gambling among adolescents (Potenza et al., 2011), participants were classified in two groups on the basis of their score on the SOGS-RA: Non-problem gamblers (SOGS-RA ≤ 1; n = 282) versus at-risk and problem gamblers (SOGS-RA ≥ 2; n = 42). In order to analyze the association between impulsivity and problem gambling, Pearson’s correlation between SOGS-RA and impulsivity scores were performed. On the other hand, to test previous impulsivity differences on adolescents with and without gambling problems, longitudinal analysis were performed using impulsivity scores obtained in the first wave and gambling score in the second wave. Also, a cross-sectional analysis was performed using impulsivity and gambling scores, both from the second wave. Several Student’s t-tests were applied to test the relationship between the three different measures of impulsivity and problem gambling in both longitudinal and cross-sectional analyses. Effect sizes of principal comparisons were calculated using Cohen’s d (d), due to the discrepancy between group sizes (Field, 2007). Values for small, medium and large effects for eta squared are 0.01, 0.06, and 0.14, respectively. Confidence level was 95%, and the statistical package used was the SPSS (V20; SPSS, Inc., Chicago, IL, USA).

RESULTS

Gambling Prevalences

Overall, 55.3% (n = 483) of participants reported gambling behavior during their lifetime, 37.1% (n = 324) of participants reported gambling in the past year, and 24% (n = 210) in the last month. On the basis of their scores on the SOGS-RA, 95.2% (n = 282) of the total sample were non-problem gamblers, 1.1% (n = 10) were problem gamblers and 3.7% (n = 32) were at-risk gamblers.

Gambling Characteristics

The most common gambling activities were the lottery (47.4%), sport betting (38.2%), scratch-cards (34.5%), poker (21.8%), bingo (28.6%) and EGMs (3.1%).

Regarding the mode of access (i.e., land-based, online-based and mixed-mode): 87.7% (n = 285) reported only land-based (non-internet) gambling, 0.9% reported only online-based gambling (n = 3), and 11.4% (n = 37) reported both non-internet and online-based gambling.

Gambling and Impulsivity

Relationships between all the impulsivity measures and gambling severity are presented in Table 2. All measures were significantly correlated with SOGS-RA scores excepting logk at the first wave. Mean differences in impulsivity according to problem gambling are shown in Table 3. In the longitudinal analyses, participants with high scores on the ZKPQ impulsivity subscale were more likely to be at-risk or problem gamblers in the second wave (p = 0.003). In the cross-sectional analyses, participants with high scores on all the impulsivity measures (ZKPQ imp subscale, BIS-11-A and logk) were more likely to be at-risk or problem gamblers.

TABLE 2. Correlation between impulsivity measures and gambling severity.
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TABLE 3. Impulsivity by gambling severity.
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DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this study was to test the relationship between impulsivity and gambling status during adolescence. Results showed that the prevalence of at-risk and problem gambling was 4.8%, that impulsivity precedes later gambling problems, and, significantly, that gambling problems increase impulsivity.

The percentage of at-risk and problem gambling among the total sample of adolescents was substantially lower than those found in previous studies (Olason et al., 2011; Jonkman et al., 2013; Dixon et al., 2016). Similarly, gambling prevalence among those who gambled in the last year was still below that found in previous studies (McCormack et al., 2013; Castren et al., 2015; Canale et al., 2016). Several factors might explain this divergent result. First, the legal restrictions enacted in Spain over the last few years may have contributed to reducing gambling prevalence among adolescents. Second, our study was conducted with a sample of adolescents aged under 18 while the vast majority of previous research included samples with a broad range of ages. Moreover, many studies only report gambling severity rates among bettors instead of the percentages of gambling severity among the total sample (Potenza et al., 2011; Gainsbury et al., 2015).

Different sources of impulsivity measure may contribute to the different findings in the two analyses (longitudinal and cross-sectional): High scores on the ZKPQ impulsivity subscale at the first wave increased the risk of problem gambling at the second wave, and all the impulsivity measures (ZKPQ imp subscale, BIS-11-A and logk) were related to gambling problems in the cross-sectional analyses.

Consistent with previous studies (Vitaro et al., 1997, 1999; Dussault et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2013), youths who report a tendency toward impulsive behavior, specifically acting without thinking or planning, may be at risk for problem gambling in adolescence. Several factors may contribute to this result. It is possible that highly stimulating activities, such as gambling, are often pursued as a means to relieve stress among individuals with high impulsivity (Jacobs, 1986). Impulsive individuals tend to be more exposed to excessive chronic stress resulting from a hypo-aroused psychological state (Gupta and Derevensky, 1998). Impulsive youths may be at risk of developing gambling problems due to the fact that gambling often involves a high degree of sensory and mental stimulation (Nower et al., 2004). Finally, immaturity of frontal cortical and subcortical monaminergic systems during neurodevelopment in adolescence may predispose individuals to trait impulsivity, resulting in increased vulnerability to addictive behaviors such as problem gambling (Chambers and Potenza, 2003).

Our results also indicated that beyond the effect of impulsivity on gambling, all the impulsivity measures and tasks were significantly associated with gambling severity in the cross-sectional analyses. Previous studies using both measures of impulsivity, personality inventories (Vitaro et al., 1999; Liu et al., 2013), and delay discounting tasks (Alessi and Petry, 2003; Cosenza and Nigro, 2015) have found that gambling problems increase impulsivity. These results suggest that individuals who have the general tendency to make impulsive monetary decisions may also behave impulsively (Alessi and Petry, 2003). The fact that in these analyses the link between problem gambling and impulsivity is not dependent on a particular measure further supports the validity of this link.

Taken together, our results suggest that the link between impulsivity and problem gambling in adolescence is probably bidirectional, both influencing the other mutually in a negatively interactive spiral. These results are in agreement with research and clinical expertise that consider impulsivity to be integral to understanding pathological gambling behavior (Alessi and Petry, 2003).

This association suggests that these two problems are to be approached jointly when treating problem gambling in adolescents. The significant association of youth impulsivity with subsequent gambling problems highlights the importance of identifying and intervening with impulsive adolescents to prevent adolescent problem gambling. Moreover, the influence of gambling on impulsivity underscores the importance of developing innovative intervention strategies directed at decreasing impulsivity in this population.

This study has several limitations. First, the study sample consisted of urban participants, so the findings may not be generalizable to the general population and thus should be extrapolated with caution. Second, the observed significant association between impulsivity and gambling does not necessarily indicate a causal relationship. Third, self-reports of gambling problems may be subject to reporting bias.

Despite these limitations, the present study provides further evidence on the nature of the relationship between impulsivity and problem gambling. Our study indicates an inter-relationship between these constructs. Impulsivity, in terms of acting without thinking or planning, precedes later gambling problems, and gambling problems increase self-reported impulsivity and the preference for small immediate rewards over larger delayed rewards (delay discounting).

ETHICS STATEMENT

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Spanish Education Ministry. Written consent was obtained from their parents.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

RS-V designed the study, VM-L and AG-G managed the literature searches and wrote the first draft of the manuscript. JF-H conducted the statistical analyses. All authors contributed to and have approved the final manuscript.

FUNDING

Funding for this study was provided by the Council for Economy and Work (FC-15-GRUPIN14-047). This institution had no role in the study design, collection, analysis or interpretation of the data, writing the manuscript, or the decision to submit the paper for publication.

REFERENCES

Alessi, S. M., and Petry, N. M. (2003). Pathological gambling severity is associated with impulsivity in a delay discounting procedure. Behav. Processes 64, 345–354. doi: 10.1016/S0376-6357(03)00150-5

Auger, N., Lo, E., Cantinotti, M., and O’Loughlin, J. (2010). Impulsivity and socio-economic status interact to increase the risk of gambling onset among youth. Addiction 105, 2176–2183. doi: 10.1111/j.1360-0443.2010.03100.x

Barnes, G. M., Welte, J. W., Hoffman, J. H., and Dintcheff, B. A. (2005). Shared predictors of youthful gambling, substance use, and delinquency. Psychol. Addict. Behav. 19, 165–174. doi: 10.1037/0893-164X.19.2.165

Becona, E. (1997). Pathological gambling in Spanish children and adolescents: an emerging problem. Psychol. Rep. 81, 275–287. doi: 10.2466/pr0.1997.81.1.275

Benson, L. A., Norman, C., and Griffiths, M. D. (2012). The role of impulsivity, sensation seeking, coping, and year of study in student gambling: a pilot study. Int. J. Ment. Health Addict. 10, 461–473. doi: 10.1007/s11469-011-9326-5

Bickel, W. K., and Marsch, L. A. (2001). Toward a behavioral economic understanding of drug dependence: delay discounting processes. Addiction 96, 73–86. doi: 10.1080/09652140020016978

Blinn-Pike, L., Worthy, S. L., and Jonkman, J. N. (2010). Adolescent gambling: a review of an emerging field of research. J. Adolesc. Health 47, 223–236. doi: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2010.05.003

Canale, N., Scacchi, L., and Griffiths, M. D. (2016). Adolescent gambling and impulsivity: does employment during high school moderate the association? Addict. Behav. 60, 37–41. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2016.04.001

Castren, S., Grainger, M., Lahti, T., Alho, H., and Salonen, A. H. (2015). At-risk and problem gambling among adolescents: a convenience sample of first-year junior high school students in Finland. Subst. Abuse Treat. Prev. Policy 10:9. doi: 10.1186/s13011-015-0003-8

Chambers, R. A., and Potenza, M. N. (2003). Neurodevelopment, impulsivity, and adolescent gambling. J. Gambl. Stud. 19, 53–84. doi: 10.1023/A:1021275130071

Cosenza, M., and Nigro, G. (2015). Wagering the future: cognitive distortions, impulsivity, delay discounting, and time perspective in adolescent gambling. J. Adolesc. 45, 56–66. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.08.015

Derevensky, J. L., Pratt, L. M., Hardoon, K. K., and Gupta, R. (2007). Gambling problems and features of attention deficit hyperactivity disorder among children and adolescents. J. Addict. Med. 1, 165–172. doi: 10.1097/ADM.0b013e318142d081

Dixon, R. W., Youssef, G. J., Hasking, P., Yucel, M., Jackson, A. C., and Dowling, N. A. (2016). The relationship between gambling attitudes, involvement, and problems in adolescence: examining the moderating role of coping strategies and parenting styles. Addict. Behav. 58, 42–46. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2016.02.011

Donati, M. A., Chiesi, F., and Primi, C. (2013). A model to explain at-risk/problem gambling among male and female adolescents: gender similarities and differences. J. Adolesc. 36, 129–137. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.10.001

Dussault, F., Brendgen, M., Vitaro, F., Wanner, B., and Tremblay, R. E. (2011). Longitudinal links between impulsivity, gambling problems and depressive symptoms: a transactional model from adolescence to early adulthood. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 52, 130–138. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-7610.2010.02313.x

Estevez, A., Herrero-Fernandez, D., Sarabia, I., and Jauregui, P. (2015). The impulsivity and sensation-seeking mediators of the psychological consequences of pathological gambling in adolescence. J. Gambl. Stud. 31, 91–103. doi: 10.1007/s10899-013-9419-0

Fernández-Artamendi, S., Martínez-Loredo, V., Fernández-Hermida, J. R., and Carballo-Crespo, J. L. (2016). The Impulsive Sensation Seeking (ImpSS): psychometric properties and predictive validity regarding substance use with Spanish adolescents. Pers. Individ. Dif. 90, 163–168. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.003

Field, A. (2007). Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS Statistics. London: SAGE.

Fonseca-Pedrero, E., Paino-Pineiro, M., Lemos-Giraldez, S., Villazon-Garcia, U., and Muniz, J. (2009). Validation of the schizotypal personality questionnaire-brief form in adolescents. Schizophr. Res. 111, 53–60. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2009.03.006

Gainsbury, S. M., Russell, A., Blaszczynski, A., and Hing, N. (2015). The interaction between gambling activities and modes of access: a comparison of Internet-only, land-based only, and mixed-mode gamblers. Addict. Behav. 41, 34–40. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2014.09.023

Gupta, R., and Derevensky, J. L. (1998). Adolescent gambling behavior: a prevalence study and examination of the correlates associated with problem gambling. J. Gambl. Stud. 14, 319–345. doi: 10.1023/A:1023046509031

Hardoon, K. K., Gupta, R., and Derevensky, J. L. (2004). Psychosocial variables associated with adolescent gambling. Psychol. Addict. Behav. 18, 170–179. doi: 10.1037/0893-164X.18.2.170

Holt, D. D., Green, L., and Myerson, J. (2003). Is discounting impulsive? Evidence from temporal and probability discounting in gambling and non-gambling college students. Behav. Processes 64, 355–367. doi: 10.1016/S0376-6357(03)00141-4

Holt, D. D., Green, L., and Myerson, J. (2012). Estimating the subjective value of future rewards: comparison of adjusting-amount and adjusting-delay procedures. Behav. Processes 90, 302–310. doi: 10.1016/j.beproc.2012.03.003

Huang, J. H., and Boyer, R. (2007). Epidemiology of youth gambling problems in Canada: a national prevalence study. Can. J. Psychiatry 52, 657–665.

Jacobs, D. F. (1986). A general theory of addictions: a new theoretical model. J. Gambl. Behav. 2, 15–31. doi: 10.1007/BF01019931

Jonkman, J., Blinn-Pike, L., and Worthy, S. L. (2013). How is gambling related to perceived parenting style and/or family environment for college students? J. Behav. Addict. 2, 42–49. doi: 10.1556/JBA.1.2012.014

Lee, G. P., Storr, C. L., Ialongo, N. S., and Martins, S. S. (2011). Compounded effect of early adolescence depressive symptoms and impulsivity on late adolescence gambling: a longitudinal study. J. Adolesc. Health 48, 164–169. doi: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2010.06.002

Leeman, R. F., Hoff, R. A., Krishnan-Sarin, S., Patock-Peckham, J. A., and Potenza, M. N. (2014). Impulsivity, sensation-seeking, and part-time job status in relation to substance use and gambling in adolescents. J. Adolesc. Health 54, 460–466. doi: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2013.09.014

Liu, W., Lee, G. P., Goldweber, A., Petras, H., Storr, C. L., Ialongo, N. S., et al. (2013). Impulsivity trajectories and gambling in adolescence among urban male youth. Addiction 108, 780–788. doi: 10.1111/add.12049

Lynch, W. J., Maciejewski, P. K., and Potenza, M. N. (2004). Psychiatric correlates of gambling in adolescents and young adults grouped by age at gambling onset. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry 61, 1116–1122. doi: 10.1001/archpsyc.61.11.1116

MacKillop, J., Anderson, E. J., Castelda, B. A., Mattson, R. E., and Donovick, P. J. (2006). Divergent validity of measures of cognitive distortions, impulsivity, and time perspective in pathological gambling. J. Gambl. Stud. 22, 339–354. doi: 10.1007/s10899-006-9021-9

Mackillop, J., Miller, J. D., Fortune, E., Maples, J., Lance, C. E., Campbell, W. K., et al. (2014). Multidimensional examination of impulsivity in relation to disordered gambling. Exp. Clin. Psychopharmacol. 22, 176–185. doi: 10.1037/a0035874

Martínez-Loredo, V., Fernández-Hermida, J. R., Fernández-Artamendi, S., Carballo, J. L., and García-Rodríguez, O. (2015). Spanish adaptation and validation of the Barratt Impulsiveness Scale for early adolescents (BIS-11-A). Int. J. Clin. Health Psychol. 15, 274–282. doi: 10.1016/j.ijchp.2015.07.002

Mazur, J. E. (1987). “An adjusting procedure for studying delayed reinforcement,” in Quantitative Analysis of Behavior: The Effects of Delay and Intervening Events on Reinforcement Value, Vol. 55-73, eds M. L. Commons, J. E. Mazur, J. A. Nevin, and H. Rachlin (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum), 88.

McCormack, A., Shorter, G. W., and Griffiths, M. D. (2013). An examination of participation in online gambling activities and the relationship with problem gambling. J. Behav. Addict. 2, 31–41. doi: 10.1556/JBA.2.2013.1.5

Meda, S. A., Stevens, M. C., Potenza, M. N., Pittman, B., Gueorguieva, R., Andrews, M. M., et al. (2009). Investigating the behavioral and self-report constructs of impulsivity domains using principal component analysis. Behav. Pharmacol. 20, 390–399. doi: 10.1097/FBP.0b013e32833113a3

Nower, L., Derevensky, J. L., and Gupta, R. (2004). The relationship of impulsivity, sensation seeking, coping, and substance use in youth gamblers. Psychol. Addict. Behav. 18, 49–55. doi: 10.1037/0893-164X.18.1.49

Olason, D. T., Kristjansdottir, E., Einarsdottir, H., Haraldsson, H., Bjarnason, G., and Derevensky, J. L. (2011). Internet gambling and problem gambling among 13 to 18 year old adolescents in Iceland. Int. J. Ment. Health Addict. 9, 257–263. doi: 10.1007/s11469-010-9280-7

Parke, J., and Griffiths, M. D. (2007). “The role of structural characteristics in gambling,” in Research and Measurement Issues in Gambling Studies, eds G. Smith, D. Hodgins, and R. Williams (New York, NY: Elsevier), 211–243.

Patton, J. H., Stanford, M. S., and Barratt, E. S. (1995). Factor structure of the Barratt impulsiveness scale. J. Clin. Psychol. 51, 768–774. doi: 10.1002/1097-4679(199511)51:6<768::AID-JCLP2270510607>3.0.CO;2-1

Pérez-Fuentes, M., Gázquez, J., Molero, M., Cardila, F., Martos, A., Barragán, A., et al. (2015). Adolescent impulsiveness and use of alcohol and tobacco. Eur. J. Invest. 5, 371–382. doi: 10.1989/ejihpe.v5i3.139

Potenza, M. N., Wareham, J. D., Steinberg, M. A., Rugle, L., Cavallo, D. A., Krishnan-Sarin, S., et al. (2011). Correlates of at-risk/problem internet gambling in adolescents. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 50, 150–159. doi: 10.1016/j.jaac.2010.11.006

Secades-Villa, R., Calafat, A., Fernandez-Hermida, J. R., Juan, M., Duch, M., Skarstrand, E., et al. (2014). Duration of internet use and adverse psychosocial effects among European adolescents. Adicciones 26, 247–253. doi: 10.20882/adicciones.6

Vitaro, F., Arseneault, L., and Tremblay, R. E. (1997). Dispositional predictors of problem gambling in male adolescents. Am. J. Psychiatry 154, 1769–1770. doi: 10.1176/ajp.154.12.1769

Vitaro, F., Arseneault, L., and Tremblay, R. E. (1999). Impulsivity predicts problem gambling in low SES adolescent males. Addiction 94, 565–575. doi: 10.1046/j.1360-0443.1999.94456511.x

Winters, K. C., Stinchfield, R. D., and Fulkerson, J. (1993). Toward the development of an adolescent gambling problem severity scale. J. Gambl. Stud. 9, 63–84. doi: 10.1007/BF01019925

Wonderlich, S. A., Connolly, K. M., and Stice, E. (2004). Impulsivity as a risk factor for eating disorder behavior: assessment implications with adolescents. Int. J. Eat. Disord. 36, 172–182. doi: 10.1002/eat.20033

Zuckerman, M., Kuhlman, D. M., Joireman, J., Teta, P., and Kraft, M. (1993). A comparison of three structural models for personality: the Big Three, the Big Five, and the Alternative Five. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 65, 757–768. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.757

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2016 Secades-Villa, Martínez-Loredo, Grande-Gosende and Fernández-Hermida. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology

The Relationship between
Impulsivity and Problem Gambling
in Adolescence





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01931-t003.jpg
Longitudinal analyses Cross-sectional analyses

Non-problem At-risk and Non-problem At-risk and
gamblers problem gamblers problem
gamblers gamblers
M +SD M+ SD tyr P d M+ SD M+ SD tar p d
Imp 34230 417 £2.37 ~3037x2 0003 034  323+2.40 462 +£2.22 -35273 0001 039
BIS-11-A 388441542  4352+1649 1818 0070 - 47.03£1051  5395+1472  -2936;4 0005 085
logk —2.39+1.47 ~2.53+1.53 058752 0568 -  —274+1.17 2324154 20713 0039 023

M + SD, Mean = Standard deviation; Imp, Impuisive Subscale (Zuckerman-Kuhiman Personality Questionnaire; ZKPQ); BIS-11-A, Barratt Impulsiveness Scale; logk,
log-transformed k-value.





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01931-t001.jpg
Age (years)*

Gender (% males)

Amount of weekly allowance (% participants between 20 and 40€)
Living with parents (% yes)

Employment situation mother (%fulltime)

Employment situation father (%full ime)

Relatives with problem gambling (% no)

Total sample
(n =874)

14.93 £ 0.53
56.1
8
iz
39.4
53.8
98.4

Non-problem
gamblers
(n =832)

14.93 + 0.52
55
79
76.2
40
53.7
98.2

AMean + Standard deviation; ' Student t-test; 2 Yates correction for continuity; *Chi-square; *Phi; **Cramer’s V.

At-risk and
problem
gamblers (n = 42)

14 +0.66
76.2
9.5
69
26.2
54.8
97.6

P

0.387'
00112
0.04%

03832
0.1902

0.153%
12

Effect size

0.091*
0.123**





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01931-t002.jpg
South Oaks
Gambling Screen

BIS-11-Aq 0.138*
BIS-11-As 0.138*
Impulsive Subscale1 0.195%*
Impulsive Subscales 0.216**
Logk —0.039
Logko 0.182**

BIS, Barratt Impulsiveness Scale; Logk, log-transformed k-value; subindices
represent assessment waves. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.001.





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01931-e001.jpg
A/(1 + kD)





