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AREBAZRERBHNSERE “THE"(41.1%)  EBAE “RARME"(18.6%) ~
B ARE” (18.2%) °

2019 2020

ANE Aatk A= Bakt
THE 310 30.8% 404 41.1%

KA 127 12.6% 183 18.6%
BARES 108 10.7% 179 18.2%
FBILE 56 5.6% 29 3.0%
EEIPNE 10 1.0% 3 0.3%
SFECEENRPEE 7 0.7% 4 0.4%
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6. Zah 3 =R EAR i Ay 2 RE B B 15 O Bl U BRI (AR
6.1 SHERERR
30 = E R AR
ERBNETHG  RASHENSHENREL BAEENR LIRS TR
KBEREHE - TRINDHERDIPRELEER - KREBHDFERBRER

BEB/NFE(68.1%) » BRARELBEERERLLMZHE » (518.9% : BRARE—RK
g BEM - 1513.0%

FEFHEWRBERRERANER(53.8%) ' RRBASRUENREL7.7% °

2020 AB [E]idxe
<10,000 8 0.8%

10,000-19,999 37 3.8%
20,000-29,999 57 5.8%
30,000-39,999 59 6.0%
>40,000 17.7%
R 5 53.8%
BB IES 12.1%
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RBHERTERR

RTRAR  FSHERXRSPHBRESHEERN  ABHZTHERINAERE
BPE(R : 47.6%, §: 50.0%) » ExAKRERLE(R : 29.5% @+ & 1 27.8%) °

2020 AE - B AH b Bt
NBRRZIERNHE 146 15.3% 118 12.3%
RE 456 A7.7% 480 50.0%
RE 72 7.5% 95 9.9%
£ KRB L 282 29.5% 267 27.8%

KENHAEEE BT LNREBBERTE—ERRML - TXUR  REFFTE=
RNB/PBEENTE  HERXBAFTEEARENKRENTE  BRZTULERE
SARANBR - AT HTRAR  REARBHFREN T - HEEER BN ER
m_HZHRRE -

RFABERE INB/HE RE REE

AO{E 469 (77.9%) 64 (88.9%) 235 (84.2%)

A1-3(8 116 (19.3%) 7 (9.7%) 41 (14.7%)

A4EZLE 17 (2.8%) 1(1.4%) 3(1.1%)

602 (100%) 72 (100%) 279 (100%)

BHRABEE NE/HE KE RE

AOfE 469 (78.5%) 83 (87.3%) 222 (83.1%)

A1-3{8 111 (18.5%) 11 (11.6%) 41 (15.4%)

AAEZLLE 18 (3.0%) 1(1.1%) 4 (1.5%)

598 (100%) 95 (100%) 267 (100%)
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RTRAR » THERFAEDEEBALT(R : 78.6% ' & : 72.8%) ' It RKBEE
REMNEFIEMAALA(18%) °
R S§:7)
3. 2020
=i A B4 AN Bt
TEE 761 78.6% 708 72.8%
FTERE 20 21% 175 18.0%
RIK 43 4.4% 10 1.0%
it 14 1.5% 15 1.6%
RER/ TMEE 130 13.4% 64 6.6%

’_; RFETR
'jf

1T% > DRIAERIE15.5% M3 26.1% -

 FHELEUSERAB(18.6%)AE - MRENRERELITEREN
FESHSTENME .

2020

38
AZ

Bt

HXAE
RFBEAR
XBAE
ABE

HEATL
RimAB
FEzAr TA

EEHERIHBNLEXE

60
62
66

159

101 10.3%

183

33

152

6.1%

6.3%

6.7%

16.2%

18.6%

3.4%

156.5%

62
100
146

82

50

37

20

257

6.3%

10.2%

14.9%

8.3%

5.1%

3.8%

2.0%

26.1%
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MRmE
55 R EHIE IR
RTERATE - NEULEZHERXSNERERD(EE)  2BAEBRENREMNK
H—HEA ° ;

2020 AE B

R ([RM(E ) 788 80.8%

DE 49 5.0%

BEIE 102 10.5%

6.2 3 RE A4S 0 9 AR U BR B T MO BR R

RTFXRAR  BRFRELR "EF" IR "E4" WXosE @ HHEMAEARNE®R
ZEBRANMENDLNER - BRRAKXER "BF" IXAHERZRIAEBHE
(87.0%) - MRARFRER "B NXTE  ERZVUFIXEBRAERLE(A1-3E)
DRAEBAFEREAMESIULDNZHE - LASBREG=HRS -

#h HRE NEE —MR a5

AO1E 5(50.0%) 145(83.8%) 530(80.3%) 82(79.6%) 20 (87.0%)

A1-318 3(30.0%) 25(14.5%) 117 (17.7%) 18(17.5%)  2(8.7%)

AAEZR £ 2 (20.0%) 3(1.7%) 13 (2.0%) 3(2.9%) 1(4.3%)

10 (100%) 173 (100%) 660 (100%) 103 (100%) 23 (100%)
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MEHRS
. . B roE
R A A S Rk R BE AR {5 ey
M As@EsEE
ﬂ 90%
- }\t /
70%
60%

RTRUR  KRNEERIHEERLANTELARE - REEEBEENE S
e - £80.5%-83.7% 2@ °

Egas o E B S HAth
AO{H 634 (80.5%)  41(83.7%)  83(81.4%)  25(83.3%)

A1-318 134 (17.0%) 7(14.3%)  19(186%) 12 (16.7%)

A4EZBLE 20 (2.5%) 1(2.0%) 0(0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

788 (100%) 49 (100%) 102 (100%) 36 (100%)
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6.3 RAHZHERBENEE

RAHHSHBEENRE(ZE)

HRHRE

RTFETE  RAHSHELREBOREEREA - BEINRNSHEERR 99
ARZBERRKRIEE8.1%) » RE—BREXESEMADHE(11.4%) c HIEATR » REH
BOERBENREEIRAEN  BRETEAENRELERN—K - RARNEZS
ERGBBE—KR(11.1%) 0 BEREBEE o

2019 2020
AEL Bt AEL Bt
BRAE o7 2.7% 25 2.5%
B 63 6.3% 112 11.4%

EER AT
B AR R e
BOBBE
AR
A2 1 A
HE B

21

2.1%
27.7%
3.7%
1.5%
1.0%

14.0%
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WTIERAR  RARXBYBECHEBRARRENZGE  BRLZHLIEBLRHAN
SHEERBHNER AL RSN EEFAMNEBHE R TRETHRES

KFEAEBERE -

36 2019 RERAK R BB EEAK I
A0 172 (61.6%) 589 (80.8%)
A1-3{# 99 (35.5%) 121 (16.6%)
AAEZLLE 8 (2.9%) 19 (2.6%)
2020 REZ KK R FE REBRRXFBARRIE
AOfE 294 (78.4%) 501 (82.4%)
A1-318 71(18.9%) 94 (15.5%)
AAEZLL 10 (2.7%) 13 (2.1%)

BHB—RHERTRALAHEBCLEREE(11.1%) - EMEDR > B3.7%
HIDSM-VR &40 LI E » T 1-3DHIRHBEINME33.9% - MERKELIRFIIRE @ @
RERRAMBNRERAT B2 TUEXREERBRE -

2019

REARFEBRE

RBEXFAHERE

AOf
A1-3{8
A4EZELE

71 (50.4%)
59 (41.8%)

11 (7.8%)

690 (79.6%)
161 (18.6%)

16 (1.8%)

2020

R ANHE

BB B R E R B

AOfE
A1-3{8
AAEZLLE

68 (62.4%)
37 (33.9%)

4 (3.7%)

727 (83.2%)

128 (14.6%)

19 (2.2%)
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MERXANEEBERESRE ?

HEZECHRRAREBNER  #ERTR » B17.7%RE2RERABHHEER
E(153%)MIEERE2.4%)  BREF RS - FAEBRAEBEBERLIE1% -

2019 2020

A Bt A Bt

TR ARE 534 53.0% 316 32.4%

NEE 249 24.7% 309 31.5%

— & 156 15.5% 171 17.4%

%, J BE 38 3.8% 150 15.3%
24
’
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6.4 ZEFERRANMEREZ

BT MY RER S IEBEAPGAR Indexf% » LN S 5= RER &
PR BRNEEY REBESERBAESHER  SEEEE - EE
38 gmER BERENSEHRE-

RTRAR  LHEABERRAMEE A EAMNBZ(REEFHHEHR25)
HbhBogaelx T RAERARKLEHANSN, (298) 8 "TREFNEDHHNERE
B RAHEEZ Bis T2, (2.96)

R SD
ERAEZINER - IR RABEIRENESR - 2.82 0917 &
BEBERALBRTABERBULMERENSRN - 2.58 0951 |

ERRBURENNEDRNBER  RALEEZBLTIRF -
BEABRRAHBRREBRN AN LRHRBEN R
HERMABFAAREERHEN AR o

(1 =8F%R 2=BR 3=8K ' 4=K5)

SR BT RER  JURRASIRERNED -
AR (P =k
A& 74 292 348

7.6% 29.8% 35.5%

BEMERAHEEI#SESEEURSERENSER -
EIFMAR BA B
A 131 337 319

13.4% 34.3% 32.5%
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MR s
BHRREEHBHNEDSBES  RADERESALTEE -
2P0 R B 0% 4@
AE 62 230 372 315
39
[Eladse 6.3% 23.4% 37.8% 32.0%
BERERALBRSEBOS A RS RIS &N KR -
HF R B Hh s 5
A 137 364 317 162

5 [Epdne 14.0% 37.1% 32.3% 16.5%

HERERAMBHILERLNAR -
S RN (AN
AEL 62 233

6.3% 23.8%

e LAt RAR

F N ERTFE(62.6%)FRT  EREAREABIIRBR » AAURERABIRENE
By - BH7.6%ZNBERTAFULERRBERR °

- BBB-¥XSECLIR)ERTERAIEERAERALKTREESBUR D ER
B« BH13.4%FHpERTHETFRKZFERR

A ERETE(69.8%)KT  BRUALEERENNETHNERR - RAHEERZE
MTPXFF - BEBI%RITERTEFLERREBERNR °

- BEO—¥RFE(48BR)RFARALERABRALBRREBBNANNE RIS
AERI R - BE14.0%RFTERTEFRKEBERR °

LR E(69.9%)RRERULEEMBRALBILERLNSN - (B56.3%
RNBRTEFRERRBEER
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6.5 X EERIRIE R E AR

P FAEERRERS S SHEHREEIEEHNTE - B9 A0-3DBERREE
AR ABERER 46D ARENETERER > 79 REHEERRT « T&
40 BERE-BEREDEIESBERER -

2020
ANEL Aok
RENEEERBREREE(0-32) 118 12.1%
RENEEE P ERER(4-69) 556 56.7%
RENHEERIF(THLLE) 306 31.2% ja
SO
& :"

RTERATR - REDNREFREN—EXTH - £RBLAANHELS ERERW 6'
ARE St LTRARENER - IRNRRENREMERE - TRR/IAIRANE BRI
O~ XA - BR)B BIFARHEME - %

v,

APGAR IndexfEDSM-VHE{#

0-3% 4-64> 7-10%

AOfE 85 (72.0%) 447 (80.4%) 260 (85.0%)

A1-38 27 (22.9%) 95 (17.1%) 43 (14.0%)
A4ERUE 6 (5.1%) 14 (2.5%) 3 (1.0%)

118 (100%) 556 (100%) 306 (100%)
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6.6 KRIUEFBRBEERIMEMNTE  BEXFRESZHIRHEELHA ?

BITMRAE T RBNESRUZHIEEIEERTE - BOSM-VABIEE - %
AR ERXEETREHROIEBTX  AENHEREBRYRERES R -

41
LB B IR TEEITE = & o
AOfE 127 (83.5%) 668 (80.4%)
A1-318 22 (14.5%) 143 (17.2%)
AAEZLLE 3(2.0%) 20 (2.4%)
152 (100%) 831 (100%)

' R TRETURSHANFEERIERAITE - AEAREEHRAENLL NRELLE
RARMEBERIHETERAS °

SRR SHEEIHEBEITE = &=
A0 201 (78.2%) 594 (81.8%)

A1-31E 45 (17.5%) 120 (16.5%)
AAEB 11 (4.3%) 12 (1.7%)

257 (100%) 726 (100%)
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6.7 XEBWET(ENEE

LTMEAMR SR BT EHBERENTE - tMETE  ERREEARES
| EHENTE  WREEEENER  Eh T RERENSE - BEfEHRET
42 . FEaREAsRRENLABRESNESE -

RBWHERME T

=

=

x =
AOfE 263 (80.9%) 432 (80.3%)
A1-318 53 (16.3%) 92 (17.1%)
AAEZLLE 9 (2.8%) 14 (2.6%)
325 (100%) 538 (100%)

BHtEREIF

=
=

£

AOfE
A1-318
AAMEZLL E

248 (80.0%)

51 (16.5%)

11 (3.5%)

338 (83.4%)
59 (14.6%)

8 (2.0%)

310 (100%)

405 (100%)
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7. BERE R
B ENREEEER

SOEMHE BN EZEDTRBEREENLE RELN BN EESETRE 43
IS LB H5.6% F AT 6.3% BB INTIELUES E AR « ERR BiEax
BRI XREEA B EESIBERALNFANLG - BEEABAER -

R2019FMMU - SEXRTERB T BEF _REBRERENABOE —K - &
20195 F5.1%2 NEBREBKBRBBEARNELRLARE - SEBRREARR o
RFEBENIHERDL.6%  REFEQ - BiEMS - S2FHEBHNEZE DNKE M
BRLLEERRTRE - (BERIENAFEE -

FEBEINNEE L SFERUREFEN 6.1 %THESAAEFMER

fret A~ BIRERF(2019F25.2%) © 4.5%RHEZ REHEHA SR ERET - BREE

‘ . ERL(2019FE24.9%) - 2.6% XS BENARBHECERMNBEANE2S ERTE
BRI EER2.9% ©

AFEEDSM-VREISEBAEOD (BEBITAERAHEBE REMABRBERERTE)
#80.9% o 1-32 (HHTAUERESLEEE REMABRERER)LH16.9% » 42T
F(ATae B A T &) R2.2% o MN201 9ERERNEIEIELY ([ AEDSM-VE %
F—EEEMNABHEARNMFHTAR  BENFALLERAEZ) » 201941-35
NBEDLE16.2% 49Kl ER2.1% - ZEME » 8L FERBAARKNBRE
EFER

W2009EZES » 1-30HAEH13%(2009) R BHE2015EETH23% » BEE
HEEEINEMNI6%AA »c MAD U ENBERERFN1-3%KYE - EEHFERSDF
BEGAANBERRIDARERIR -

EMEERE L —WEE  BUZTHENDSM-VOER LM HE - AEBMKS M

4 DSM-VAEIE1-30 + 4B EE3.9% - MAMZHERISD 5% 13.4%F0.9% - FFEEE
| REERE - ARLFAZERE - £20138FS 0 EERE —BERFE -

e » BEAAEELENEZEBFIEINICIEIT & (Gupta, Derevensky, &
Marget, 2004) « BEAZR A B{E# = (Politzer, Yesalis & Hudak, 1992) » BFHERETE -
TERHEBZE - RZTE N EEBREYEF - T2 AHER  B83%EXTHERREE
EMRRABBAE ~ 6.3%MARRLEXRPSEKEET  H43%RALEHABRAAKEE
MBI ZRRA/AERXMASZH/ALE  BETREBARLELTE FAREY - AR”
REEMEMNIEZE -
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BOFRERIER

ROSNRFRAPIEE  FEEFERLHERERERR SR » N CREEEH

SAIRAISL - IR BEEER(L(Griffiths & Wood, 2000) o thit 254 » R EBE{EE

A4 gE) o BERBEERENTEMEA - BXRENER  SOESEELS R

HHRFHEIE 145 - AKRBMZHEMIAIES00 T LI FERTE £(39.2%) » BER
BRER24%FHERTBASHE000T Y LEREB L -

REFNER » REEVELEANEE EE AET(21.9%)FiTE(17.2%)F 432
BEES  HAXAMAKG.1%) BEEEENE2HA BB XS FARLELE
FEHB6.6%HM6.4% » BIEE 4.4%F 3.1%  HAKBEMARARHENEEEB LK
PR ABENMNAPIZHEEE - IRFENEEEEEE S ANMAHRELENTRAE
28 o SEFIMAIKRATHE » SE33.3% T E LATLREL o iy A3 L 5E B 88 4 5K
BEZHEEE  SOERILCERAKREES > MERZE LIS LIEL

SUENRSREBNER > TERFEARY(44.8%) MPBEBNE TS |
(22.4%)  BHERRREVEESE2REBNSMERRARS)NRA - —mbl 5
# BENREEESOERBNETIERR - e

RIEETE SRR L EEE SR R M

EREEEZEMERE S 2EENUREREN YR  —REMERE LR
B gt @B RERENTLRS - ZEAAETERHERE—@EBR » B%
REREANXTE  HHEMENEBRLEBAANER - BRAREREVNF T
B BASVYXEBHELEBUNEREAAMERN  LHNRAR - EEFARA
REEAREARENTZ ARZTFASZHEMSERR  FHMEELZ RS2 R
BEIEE o

BRERRCNTARLEFHE - RRIBESIEHNIE - EXHERTS  RREAB

EEREBNRE  HHEREZTUAERAFARE  RRRRIBEERE - /R
PIERBRMEE F L EBEE - it - BHRREBZEEMNEM ANV BEER
5 BETFRAAEERE  @EBRREAFEFLNBEF LEBTRIEI -
REFRLHEBHEE -
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A ARHERRERNZFNRERBHBESPOFREFEE - HREL—BRAFE
FIELEZMFAFEE - BMELSIBEMMURE (NGISC, 1999) - FEBPXAEE2010
FRRNVBEET > BAEENSSFRARERERENERZLRE  RERXEXF —
MEHERENAE BHBAS  RSIEREHE  RZBREHEED ~ MHAS
EBHEHS -

RAENHRERMER - RERESHNBEFEBR/TTMENREX - BRERM
HEMARENTE  REEARSSHFERYNAEENE=((19.0%) TKES
MAi(12.8%) - RERAR » EXF2HZERBTIRS » FRBHEWLHATERS -
S PIERREIMENRED  EROONKXTFZEHEBLE - MREH MENRED

 FEMBHEERBF-BLUT - RRZ2EEEIE - BRI AN TFREESE(9.2%) -
B MRKREEE  2RBENTIERF2.2% - M—NEE > BRA=ZKRXSH
ENTERBHRERA(28.9%) - HILAIR » RABEREBEHRIRNELFREE |
LIEE VA RENE - WBBALBEBHEOFNRE  RRUOABLUSERIBLEE - I
REDEBERRERSE - TAIRFEENHE -

FRAREHELVFR2HAMBA R FESMHE - flNEERKELIFEBNSE
HEBRAR(18.6%) c MEFELEMIINFMREIBE—KE(13.9%) ° AR
REBAGEARNREREMAA(39.1%) - ERTRADRXBHEBEELUR/ENIER -

—MEE QBETLBEEEAARE  UERXBRAETLEBNRE - 85
REFUEHSREENEE REMARBRNLENE  WEE LT LB ER
TRl <ENTAR - TRASHTREBNEENEE RILNEBER  SEEENEH
B R NREBHELESRESERIEMNEE  SOERERAKSSEEBNLE
R Rl o UL MERBRESE  HBRBATOENEREYEAS  HEE
N A O EREEENEETE

AFEEBRERRERREB(APGARINA D TR EY F LEBNRE - =R
RERETR  REDEERBRERENMAR - MXFE12% : REHEEFRFAR
B=RAEA - REDWREFRFN—AXSHE  EREAANTELS LEERHA
RIE - st EEAEENEZE - A RNRKEREFERY - TREIIRANELDL
XFFMERE - GRBABEEAARE -
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AFEEHRRNRREZRBEEIMEENTE LR TFEHFRBEBLRAR
BHEE MRABRREAREH  KFRBEEHBATERS > T LNBEHLHA
WREPRENTE - EERNLEEEHEE LFN TR BEEBAARNER LIRS -
FEEEREREBIERFE—T D -
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BENS  AFENRERFISPOFHRBAEBABREFHAKE - OAHTIFHE
BHEE BNNMEeREBEUBELZTEATEZRESOEEBHENERR - A4OE
DEHREFIBDHRABFRERNEZ  CMERNRRELBREEDHRIEZERENLR
BE - B AEZELEBERREARE

EATEBEZITR TNBIEE ) MFE  ES2EHA/0NEERENER - EE |
"WEEERER,  HAREREFVIFREEBNKRE  IARRMNSHEMNE
B MBS FAIRBRDES - BRTAEMAEENLEBNRE  URD SV EEM
F2REFHKS - BE  TENEBHEFTOFERNEBAS - EESREFNEK
SMERERHS  FHELOERFHGEESE - REHRBEEANKS -

BERAFRTE—TEE GBI FHEBAAREL KENEELRAEENAR o
REHRFRHEBRRR AR BETFRHIREBAFANER - MXBREEHIIN
BEMBELFE  KASHNGREMAR - KARLEHMAMNBEELEBELHFE  FUNESR
FENR B HEAND R - EARBRUESBEREIERTE  BFFREEMERN LA
HRFEALL R AR B RIMEBTERAS - HEBRAUKXRAREINERE  5ER
THENEBERAEEHE - IRRERE—Z A IESEPEREEE
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Gambling Disorder refers to any gambling behavior that causes problems for an adolescent and
other people in his or her life, such as family and friends (Ferris & Wynne, 2001). It can affect one
or more areas of an adolescent’s life. Prevention of youngsters’ gambling disorder is one of the 47
major tasks of Bosco Youth Service Network. Through the “Youth Gambling Prevention Project
2020” sponsored by Social Welfare Bureau (SWB) Macau, Bosco Youth Services Network arranges
students from different schools and institutes to participate in a day camp, which aims to enhance
their abilities to resist gambling and to reduce the risks of adolescent gambling disorder.

Through various activities, students may learn about the causes and dangers of gambling disorder,
the skills to cope with social gambling, and the measures to prevent gambling disorder. Students are
required to fill in a self-assessment, which is designed for them to examine their attitudes toward
gambling and review the impacts of their gambling activities on their school life and interpersonal
relationship.

1

sarrcrl Motk ]
2. Research Method

ks |

We conducted this survey in more than 30 day-camps from January to December 2020. In
addition, we distributed a standardized questionnaire to students, and 983 completed questionnaires
were returned, giving a response rate of 99.9%, on which we carried out the data analysis.

The self-administered questionnaire included the following sections:

1. A gambling behavior section asked participants about whether they and their family members
had gambled during the previous 12 months, their gambling motives, choices of games, amount of
money wagered, and time of playing. Among those questions, the section asked them who taught
them to make their first bet and if their parents and peers are gambling with them.

2. A section asked for their parents’ socioeconomic background, including their income,
educational level, work experience, and marital status. We also included a family APGAR' index to
examine the participants’ family function.

3. The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual - 5th Edition (DSM-V) - Multiple Responses Format
assessed participants’ severity of gambling problems. Students with an endorsement of more than
four categories of the criteria can be diagnosed as gambling disorder, and an identification of one
to three categories suggests risk of problem gambling. We will inform participants about their
assessment results so they can better understand their situations.

' APGAR - Adaptation, Partnership, Growth, Affection, Resolve.
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3. Participants

We collected 983 questionnaires from the day camps. All survey participants were students from

different schools in Macau. They were aged from 12 to 20 years: 492 (51.5%) were boys, and 464

48 (48.5%) were girls®. The following table shows that most of them were 15 years old (58.9%). The
second group of respondents contained students aged 16-17 (32.0%). Only 4.7% of them were aged

18 or above.
2019 2020
Frequency % Frequency %
Male 582 58.2% 492 51.5%
Female 418 41.8% 464 48.5%

14 or below
15
16
17
18

19 or above

2.7%
46.1%
29.7%
14.2%

5.2%

1.7%

91
38
8

4.4%
58.9%
22.7%

9.3%

3.9%

0.8%

100%

982°

100%

227 respondents did not answer this question.

*1 respondent did not answer this question.
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Background of Participants I 2019
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4. Problematic Gambling Behaviors of Youngsters

We assessed the respondent’s gambling disorder by the symptoms identified in DSM- V—that is,

persistent and recurrent problematic gambling behavior leading to clinically significant impairment

50 or distress, as indicated by the individual exhibiting four (or more) of the following in a 12-month
period. The nine questions are as follows:

1 Are you often preoccupied with gambling (e.g., having persistent thoughts of reliving past
gambling experiences, handicapping or planning the next venture, thinking of ways to get

money with which to gamble)?
O No [ 1-2times A Often A Always

2 Do you need to gamble with increasing amounts of money in order to achieve the desired
excitement?

A yes O No

3 Have you made repeated unsuccessful efforts to control, cut back on, or stop gambling?

A yes O No

4 Areyou restless or irritable when attempting to cut back on or stop gambling?
O No [ 1-2times A Often A Always Y% No attempt is made

5 Do you often gamble when feeling distressed (e.g., helpless, guilty, anxious, depressed)?
O No [ 1-2times A Often A Always

6  After losing money gambling, do you often return another day to get even (“chasing” one’s
losses)?
O No [ Occasionally A Often A Always

7 Do you lie to conceal your extent of involvement with gambling?
O No A 1-2times A Often A Always

8  Have you ever taken money from any of the following without permission to spend on
gambling: Dinner money or fare money? Money from family? Money from things you've
sold? Money from outside the family? Somewhere else?

O No A 1-2times A Often A Always
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9  Have you jeopardized or lost a significant relationship, job, or educational or career
opportunity because of gambling?
O No A 1-2times A Often A Always

51
Each A\ scores 1 mark, and there are three different levels of influence:
0 mark : Gambling behavior did not have any influence on the respondent’s significant
relationship or education.
1-3 marks : Gambling behavior may have an influence on the respondent’s significant
relationship or education.

4 marks or above: The respondent may have gambling disorder.
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4.1 Descriptive Statistics
4.1.1 Self-Control and Reliance on gambling
52 Preoccupied with gambling

In the past 12 months, has the respondent been preoccupied with frequent gambling, such as
having persistent thoughts of reliving past gambling experiences, handicapping or planning the next
venture, and thinking of ways to get money with which to gamble. The following table shows that
16.3% of respondents have this experience (1-2 times), 5.7% often have this preoccupation, and 0.6%
of respondents are always preoccupied with gambling. The figures are slightly higher than those of
last year.

In 2015, this question changed from DSM-IV to DSM-V accordingly. Except for 2015, the “1-2

b7

times” score was also counted in 2016-2019. After comparing the data of the DSM-IV and 2016-
19 DSM-V, the scoring method was adjusted this year, by excluding “1-2 times”, and only count
“Often” and “Always” to make it more consistent with the data trend.

Frequency Frequency
835 83.3% 759 77.4%
111 11.1% 160 16.3%
AOften 44 4.4% 56 5.7%
A\ Always 12 1.2% 6 0.6%
100.0% 100.0%

No

1-2 times

+6 respondents did not answer this question.

“2 respondents did not answer this question
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Preoccupied with Gambling = ig;i
90%
70%
60%
50% this chart is diff. w/ the chi version in word file,

and now is follow the chi version one

No 1-2 times /\Often AAlways
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Increases amounts of money to achieve the desired excitement

The following table shows that 8.5% of respondents need to gamble with increasing amounts of
money to achieve the desired excitement. This situation reflects that about 10% of respondents have
54 problems controlling their gambling behavior. The figure of 2020 is similar to that of 2019.

2019 2020

Frequency % Frequency %
AYes 83 8.3% 83 8.5%
No 918 91.7% 899 91.5%
1001° 100.0% 9827 100.0%

2019
2020

Increases amounts of money to achieve
the desired excitement

¢ 7 respondents did not answer this question.

7 1 respondent did not answer this question.
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Repeats unsuccessful efforts to control, cut back on, or stop gambling

As shown in the upcoming table, 2.9% of respondents have made repeated unsuccessful efforts to
control, cut back on, or stop gambling. The figures are similar to those in 2019.

55
-
Frequency % Frequency %
AYes 26 2.6% 28 2.9%
No 975 97.4% 953 97.1%
1001° 100.0% 981° 100.0% :

Repeats unsuccessful efforts to control,
cut back on, or stop gambling

# 7 respondents did not answer this question.

? 2 respondents did not answer this question.
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Expresses restlessness or irritability in cutting back on or stopping gambling

92.4% of respondents said they did not feel restless or irritable when attempting to cut back on or

stop gambling. 1.0% of respondents have made no attempt to cut back on or stop gambling, while

56 6.6% of respondents feel restless or irritable when attempting to cut back on or stop gambling. The
~ figures are similar to those of last year.

Frequency % Frequency %
No 930 92.8% 905 92.4%
1-2 times 39 3.9% 48 4.9%
A Often 10 1.0% 14 1.4% 3
A Always 4 0.4% 3 0.3% "'

¥ No attempt is made 19 10 1.0%

1002 100.0%

Restlessness in cutting back

1-2 times

/s Always

attempt is made

' 6 respondents did not answer this question.

"' 3 respondents did not answer this question.
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Gambles when feeling distressed

Most respondents will not use gambling as a way to reduce feelings of distress or other negative
teelings such as helplessness, guilt, and anxiety (94.4%). Only 1.4% of respondents said they often or

always gamble when feeling distressed. The figures are slightly lower than those of last year. 57
Frequency % Frequency %
No 949 94.9% 927 94.4%
1-2 times 30 3.0% 41 4.2% ;
AOften 14 1.4% 9 0.9%
A Always 7 0.7% 5 0.5%
2 1000 100.0% 9821 100.0%

Gambles when feeling distressed

' 8 respondents did not answer this question.

Y 1 respondent did not answer this question.
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Chases one’s losses

After losing money gambling, most students will not return another day to get even (89.7%). 7.5%

of respondents said they occasionally return another day to get even. 1.9% of respondents admitted

58 they often return another day to get even, and 0.8% of respondents said they always do so. These
- figures are similar to those in the last year.

Frequency % Frequency %
No 902 90% 880 89.7%
Occasionally 78 7.8% 74 7.5%
A Often 10 1.0% 19 1.9% "
A Everytime 12 1.2% 8 0.8% B o
1002" 100.0% 9811 100.0% *

Chases one’s losses

Occasionally

/\Everytime

4 6 respondents did not answer this question.

15 2 respondents did not answer this question.
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4.1.2 Influence on self and family
Lies to conceal the extent of involvement with gambling

Most students did not lie to conceal the extent of their involvement with gambling in the last 39
year (93.9%). In 2020, 4.2% of respondents have lied one to two times, and this is higher than the
3.2% of last year. Some students have often lied (1.9%) to conceal the extent of their involvement in
gambling. This figure is similar to that of last year.

Frequency % Frequency %
No 949 94.8% 922 93.9%
A1-2 times 32 3.2% 41 4.2%
A Often 17 1.7% 19 1.9%

A\ Always 3 0.3% 0 0.0%

1001' 100.0% 100.0%

Lies to conceal gambling behaviors

/A\1-2 times

& 7 respondents did not answer this question.

' 1 respondent did not answer this question.
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Takes money to spend on gambling without permission

Most respondents have not taken money from family, dinner money or fare money, and money
outside of family without permission to spend on gambling (95.5%). 3.5% of respondents have done
60 this misbehavior one to two times. The percentage of students who “often take money to spend on
gambling without permission” and “always take money to spend on gambling without permission”
are 0.9% and 0.1%, respectively. The results are similar to last year.

Frequency % Frequency %
No 953 95.1% 938 95.5%
A1-2 times 31 3.1% 34 3.5%
AOften 10 1.0% 9 0.9% .:‘ -
A\ Always 8 0.8% 1 0.1% 2 hui
10021 100.0% 982" 100.0% L&

Take Money without Permission

/N1-2 times A Always

18 6 respondents did not answer this question.

1 respondent did not answer this question.
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Risks relationships and studies

Most respondents did not have the experience of losing a significant relationship or education
opportunity because of gambling. Some respondents said that gambling has influenced their
relationships and studies one to two times (1.6%). 1% of respondents expressed that gambling often 61
or always affects their relationships and studies. The situation is similar to that of last year. -

Frequency % Frequency %
No 973 97.1% 956 97.4% &
/A 1-2 times 21 2.1% 16 1.6%
A Often 6 0.6% 8 0.8%
2 A\ Always 2 0.2% 2 0.2%

1002% 100.0% 100.0%

Risks Relationships and Studies

/\1-2 times L\ Always

2 6 respondents did not answer this question.

2 6 respondents did not answer this question.
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4.2 Problematic Gambling Behaviors

The following table summarizes the number of respondents with different scores. Six respondents
have 6 to 8 marks (0.6%), which display moderate or serious problematic behaviors.

62
2020 AFrequency %
0 795 80.9%
1 106 10.8%
2 39 4.0%
3 20 2.1%
4 10 0.9%
5 7 0.7%
6 2 0.2%
7 3 0.3%
8 1 0.1%

Total 100%

Each A scores 1 mark, and there are three different levels of influence:

0 mark : Gambling behavior did not have any influence on the respondent’s significant
relationship or education.

1-3 marks : Gambling behavior may have an influence on the respondent’s significant
relationship or education.

4 marks or above: The respondent may have gambling disorder.
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795 respondents scored 0 (80.9%), which shows that gambling has no influence on their daily
life and behavior. 165 respondents scored 1 to 3 marks (16.9%), thus showing that they may
have suffered from their gambling behaviors. 2.2% of respondents scored 4 marks or above,
which showed that they may have suffered from gambling disorder. The overall situation is

better than that of last year. 63
T
Frequency % Frequency %
yaX() 761 75.5% 795 80.9%
Al-3 220 21.8% 165 16.9% :
/\4 or more 27 2.7% 23 2.2%

DSM-V Scores

/\4 or more
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4.3 Gender Differences on Problematic Gambling

It is already well known that gambling and gambling disorders are concentrated in male
populations, and here the result confirms there is a much lower risk among girls compared with
64 boys: girls are much less likely to gamble and have gambling disorder if they do gamble. In this study,
male respondents displayed more problematic behaviors than female respondents: 20.1% of boys
with 1 to 3 marks and only 13.4% of girls with 1 to 3 marks. 3.9% of boys have problematic gambling
symptoms, while only 0.9% girls have more than four symptoms. Although girls have lower risk than

boys, 0.9% of girls are potential patients of problematic gambling.

The following tables summarize the DSM-V score of male and female respondents, respectively.

2020 Male Female

A0 374 (76.0%) 398 (85.8%)
Al-3 99 (20.1%) 62 (13.4%)

/A4 or more 19 (3.9%) 4(0.9%)

Gender Differences on Problematic Gambling M Male
I Female

/A4 or more
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DSM-V Scores of Male Respondents

In this year, 374 boys scored 0 marks (76.0%), 99 boys scored 1 to 3 marks (20.1%), and 19 boys
scored 4 marks or above (3.9%), and there is a significant improvement in 1 to 3 marks category

when compared with 2019. 65
2019 2020
A0 418 (71.8%) 374 (76.0%)
Al-3 141 (24.2%) 99 (20.1%)
/A4 or more 23 (4.0%) 19 (3.9%)

DSM-V Scores of Female Respondents

In this year, 398 girls scored 0 marks (85.7%), 62 girls scored 1 to 3 marks (13.4%), and 4 girls
scored 4 marks or above (0.9%), and there is a significant improvement in 1 to 3 marks category
when compared with 2019.

|-
el

2019 2020

A0 336 (80.4%) 398 (85.7%)
Al-3 78 (18.7%) 62 (13.4%)

/A4 or more 4 (1.0%) 4 (0.9%)
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The following table shows the differences between male and female gamblers regarding their
problematic gambling behaviors. For male respondents, the major gambling problems include
“increasing amounts of money to achieve the desired excitement” (10.6%) and “preoccupation with
gambling” (8.5%). In addition, 8.3% of respondents have lied to conceal their extent of involvement

66 with gambling, and 6.3% of respondents have taken money to spend on gambling without permission.
These statistics show that a number of male respondents sufter from problematic gambling.

The pattern of girls' gambling problems is similar to that of boys. Major gambling problems
include “increasingamounts of money to achieve the desired excitement” (6.5%) and “preoccupation
with gambling” (4.1%). 3.9% of female respondents also lies to conceal the extent of involvement
with gambling. In general, problematic gambling is less serious among female students.

Self-control over Gambling Male Female

* Preoccupied with gambling
* Increases amounts of money to achieve the desired excitement
* Repeats unsuccessful efforts to control

« Expresses restlessness or irritability in cutting back on or stop-
ping gambling

* Gambles when feeling distressed

* Chases one’s losses

Influence of Gambling

* Lies to conceal the extent of involvement with gambling

¢ Takes money to spend on gambling without permission

* Risks relationships and studies

42 (8.5%)

52 (10.6%)

20 (4.1%)
13 (2.6%)

11 (2.2%)

21 (4.3%)

Boy

41 (8.3%)
31 (6.3%)

21 (4.3%)

19 (4.1%)
30 (6.5%)
8 (1.7%)

4(0.9%)

3 (0.6%)

4(0.9%)

Female

18 (3.9%)
12 (2.6%)

5(1.1%)
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5. Adolescent Gambling Behaviors
5.1 Gambling Preferences

For the entire sample of participants, 21.9% wagered on card games, and 17.2% wagered on 67
Mahjong, and this shows that many of them are participating in social gambling activities. As there
was 1o major sporting event as a result of COVID-19 in 2020, participants wagered on sports betting
reduced from 5.1% to 2.8%. The third, fourth, and fifth participant preferred gambling activities
were: fishing machine (6.1%), online gambling (4.4%), and Mark Six (3.1%) respectively. Besides
the traditional games, this year we included a new item “Claw machine”. There were 33.3% of
respondents participated in the claw machine game in 2020.

Gambling Preferences of Participants

Gambling Activities

2019

2020

Horse races/greyhound races
Instant lottery
Sports betting

Macau casino gambling

Pacapio (Chinese lottery)

Slot machines
Mark Six
Mahjong

Card games
Online gambling
Fishing machine

Claw machine

7 (0.7%)

28 (2.8%)
51 (5.1%)
10 (1.0%)
2(0.2%)

9 (0.9%)

65 (6.4%)
167 (16.6%)
249 (24.7%)

67 (6.6%)

5 (0.5%)

20 (2.0%)
28 (2.8%)

4 (0.4%)

2 (0.2%)

6 (0.6%)

30 (3.1%)
169 (17.2%)
215 (21.9%)
43 (4.4%)
60 (6.1%)

327 (33.3%)
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The parents mainly wagered on Mahjong (32.1%) and Mark Six (26.1%), and this is similar to
their preference in 2019. Their participation in sports betting also reduced from 11.8% to 8.9%.
The third and fourth preferred gambling activities were: Card games (17.7%) and Macau casino
gambling (12.8%). 11.0% of the parents also played Claw machine in 2020.

Mark Six

Mahjong

Card games
Online gambling
Fishing machine

Claw machine

406 (40.3%)
300 (29.8%)
190 (18.8%)

40 (4.0%)

14 (1.4%)

257 (26.1%)
316 (32.1%)
174 (17.7%)
32(3.3%)
18 (1.8%)

108 (11.0%)

has Gambling preference of parents
Gambling Activities 2019 2020

Horse races/ greyhound races 51 (5.1%) 42 (4.3%)

Instant lottery 88 (8.7%) 63 (6.4%)

Sports betting 119 (11.8%) 87 (8.9%)

Macau casino gambling 192 (19.0%) 126 (12.8%) L
‘e

Pacapio (Chinese lottery) 22 (2.2%) 16 (1.6%) =4

Slot machines 94 (9.3%) 55 (5.6%)
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The Relationship between Gambling Preference of Parents and Students

The cross-tabulation shows that parents’ gambling preference are positively related to the students’.
There is a higher proportion of students participating in sports gambling, Mark Six, mahjong, card
games, and online gambling if their parents also participate in these activities. This relationship is 69
more significant in social gambling.

The following tables show the relationship between parents and students’ gambling preferences in
social gambling. In families with parents who wagered in mahjong, 37% of students have experience
playing mahjong (only 7.8% of students have played mahjong if their parents did not play). In
families with parents playing card games, 56.9% of students have participated in card games, while §
only 14.3% of students have played card games if their parents did not play.

N 620 Parents wagered in  Parents did not wager in
* i Mahjong Mahjong

Student wagered in Mahjong 117 (37.0%) 52 (7.8%)

Student did not wager in Mahjong 199 (63.0%) 615 (92.2%)

Total 316 (100.0%) 667 (100.0%)

Parents wagered in ~ Parents did not wager in

2020
Card Games Card Games

Student wagered in Card Games 99 (56.9%) 116 (14.3%)

Student did not wager in Card Games 75 (43.1%) 693 (85.7%)

Total 174 (100.0%) 809 (100.0%)
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Even for nonsocial gambling such as sports gambling, Mark Six, and online gambling, we also
found similar patterns. A higher proportion of respondents participate in these activities if their
parents also participate in these activities. In other words, the family members’ gambling activities
have a direct relationship with those of their sons or daughters.

70
— Parents wagered in Parents did not wager
Sport Gambling in Sport Gambling
Student wagered in Sport Gambling 8 (9.2%) 20 (2.2%)
Student did not wager in Sport Gambling 79 (90.8%) 876 (97.8%)
Total 87 (100.0%) 896 (100.0%) 3

Parents wagered in Parents did not wager

2020
Mark Six in Mark Six

Students wagered in Mark Six 18 (7.0%) 12 (1.7%)

Students did not wager in Mark Six 239 (93.0%) 714 (98.3%)

Total 257 (100.0%) 726 (100.0%)

Parents wagered in
Online Gambling

Parents did not wager

2020
in Online Gambling

Students wagered in Online Gambling 7 (21.9%) 36 (3.8%)

Students did not wager in Online Gambling 25 (78.1%) 915 (96.2%)

Total 32 (100.0%) 951 (100.0%)
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5.2 Gambling Pattern and Partners
Age at Which Gambling Started

For the entire sample of gamblers, 24.3% made their first bet at ages 12-14, 17.8% at ages 9-11, 71
and 9.3% at ages 15-18. 13.1% made their first bet before the age of 8, and this is higher than that of
last year. The statistics show that most gamblers made their first bet in senior elementary or junior
high school. In this year, the number of participants never gamble dropped significantly from 45.3%
to 35.5%, which is a major concern for the society.

Frequency % Frequency %
Below 6 14 1.4% 35 3.6%
= 6-8 86 8.6% 93 9.5%

9-11 14.5% 17.8%
12-14 19.3% 24.3%
15-18 10.8% 9.3%

Never gamble 45.3% 35.5%

Age at Which Gambling Started

never gamble
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Reasons for Starting Gambling

Respondents gambled to seek entertainment (44.8%) and to socialize with peers (22.4%). This
result shows that the peers and family members play a major role in influencing youngsters’
72 participation in gambling.

Frequency % Frequency %
To try betting 37 3.7% 27 2.7%
To cope with familial gambling 80 7.9% 55 5.6%
To socialize with peers 188 18.7% 220 22.4%
To win money 47 4.7% 30 3.1% .
To seek entertainment 361 35.8% 440 44.8% : . ‘:

M 2019
B 2020

Reasons for Starting Gambling

To try betting

To cope with
familial gambling

To socialize with peers

To win money

To seek entertainment

5% 10% 15% 20%
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5.3 Gambling Habits of the past 12 months
Major Gambling Partners

Chinese people have a gambling culture with a long history, and social bonding is one of the Vi N
reasons for this. People gamble together to maintain or develop kinship, friendship, or business ties.
Similar to past years, youngsters’ major gambling partners include friends (41.1%), family members
(28.9%), and classmates (14.4%). About 14% of respondents gamble alone.

2019 2020 :

Frequency % Frequency %
Family members 256 25.4% 284 28.9%
Friends 332 32.9% 404 41.1%

Classmates 14.6% 14.4%

Alone 10.3% 14.0%

Gambling Frequency

54.0% of respondents did not gamble last year. Many gamblers were infrequent players who bet
less than 1 hour per month (29.0%). 13.4% on average played 1-5 hours per month, and 1.6% played
6-10 hours per month. 1.9% gamblers spent more than 11 hours in gambling activities. These figures
are higher than those of last year.

Frequency % Frequency %

1 hour or below 246 24.4% 285 29.0%
1-5 hours 90 8.9% 132 13.4%
6-10 hours 14 1.4% 16 1.6%
11-15 hours 3 0.3% 3 0.3%
15 hours or above 16 1.6% 16 1.6%

No gambling last year 63.4% 54.0%
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Spending in Gambling Activities

In 2020, 55.6% of respondents did not wager in gambling activities. 39.2% of youngsters on

average spent less than $500 on gambling activities, while 5.2% spent more than $500 on gambling

74 activities. We should also pay more attention to the fact that 0.9% of respondents spent more than
- $3,000 in gambling activities..

Frequency % Frequency %
No gambling last year 666 66.1% No gambling last year 546 55.6%
$1-$200 260 25.8% $1-$500 385 39.2%
$201-$400 38 3.8% $501-$1000 28 2.8% "
$401-$600 12 1.2% $1001-$3000 15 1.5% "

$601-$800 2 0.2% $3001-$10000 6 0.6%
$801-$1000 4 0.4% $10000 or above 3 0.3%
$1000 or above 26 2.6%

Finances for Gambling

Respondents mainly finance their gambling activities using pocket money (41.1%), money from
family members (18.6%), and personal savings (18.2%).

Frequency % Frequency %
Pocket money 310 30.8% 404 41.1%
From family members 127 12.6% 183 18.6%
Personal savings 108 10.7% 179 18.2%
Salary from part-time job 56 5.6% 29 3.0%
Borrow from others 10 1.0% 3 0.3%

Money owned by others 7 0.7% 4 0.4%
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6. Family Status and Gambling Activities
6.1 Respondents’ Family Economic and Social Status

Economic Status 7‘5

The second part of this questionnaire asked respondents to report their family’s economic and
social status. The following table shows how respondents perceive the economic status of their
family. As shown in the table, 18.9% of them perceive their family as middle-class or wealthy, while
13.0% of them perceive themselves as average or poor.

2020 Frequency %

Wealthy 10 1.0%
Middle-class

Well-off

Average

Poor

53.8% of respondents did not have a clear idea about their family’s economic status. 17.7% of
them believed that their monthly family income is higher than $40,000.

2020 Frequency

<10000 8
10000-19999 37
20000-29999 57
30000-39999 59
>40000

Not know

Refused to answer
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Educational Background and Work Experience of Parents

The following table shows that the patterns of fathers and mothers” educational background are
similar. Most students reported that their parents have completed secondary education (father:
76 47.8%, mother: 50.0%) and university education (father: 29.5%, mother: 27.8%).

Father Mother
2020
Frequency % Frequency %
Primary school or below 146 15.3% 118 12.3%
Secondary school 456 47.7% 480 50.0%
Tertiary education 72 7.5% 95 9.9% e
University or above 282 29.5% 267 27.8%

]
4
i

The results of this study suggest that parents’ educational background is one of the predictors
for students’ gambling behaviors. Students whose parents have lower educational attainment tend
to have more problematic gambling behaviors. The results suggest that some parents may not have
sufficient knowledge to provide their children suitable guidance.

P
%
)

Father’s education level

Primary/Secondary School  Tertiary Education University or above

A0 469 (77.9%)

FARE: 116 (19.3%)

/\4 or above 17 (2.8%)

602 (100%)

64 (88.9%)

7 (9.7%)

1(1.4%)

72 (100%)

235 (84.2%)

41 (14.7%)

3(1.1%)

279 (100%)

Mother’s education level ~ Primary/Secondary School Tertiary Education University or above

A0

469 (78.5%)
A1-3 111 (18.5%)

/A4 or above 18 (3.0%)

598 (100%)

83 (87.3%)

11 (11.6%)

1(1.1%)

95 (100%)

222 (83.1%)

41 (15.4%)

4 (1.5%)

267 (100%)
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The following table shows that most parents are working (father: 78.6%, mother: 72.8%). 18% of

mothers are housewives.

Father Mother
2020
Frequency % Frequency %

[n work 761 78.6% 708 72.8%
Housework 20 2.1% 175 18.0%
Retired 43 4.4% 10 1.0%
Unemployed 14 1.5% 15 1.6%
Not know/ Refused to answer 130 13.4% 64 6.6%

The major occupation types for respondents’ father is technical (18.6%). 15.5% of father and
26.1% of mother worked in companies associated with gambling industries, which is the major

occupation of respondents’ mother.

2020

Father

Frequency

Mother

Frequency

Professionals
Service Personnel
Clerical

Civil servants
Self-employed
Technical

Unskilled

Worked in gambling related
industries

60

62

66

62
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Parents’ Marital Status

This table shows that 80.8% of respondents’ parents are still married. A total 15.5% of respondents’
parents are separated and divorced.

2020 Frequency %

Married 788 80.8%
Separated 49 5.0%
Divorced 102 10.5%
Other 36 3.7%

6.2 Relationship between Family Economic and Marital Status and Gambling Behaviors

The following table shows that respondents who perceive their family as wealthy display a higher
proportion of problematic gambling behaviors than the other three groups. Further investigation
may be required to investigate the reasons for this relationship.

Wealthy Middle-class Well-oft Average Poor

A0 5(50.0%)  145(83.8%) 530 (80.3%) 82 (79.6%) 20 (87.0%)
AT-5 3 (30.0%) 25 (14.5%) 117 (17.7%) 18 (17.5%) 2 (8.7%)

/A4 or above 2 (20.0%) 3 (1.7%) 13 (2.0%) 3 (2.9%) 1(4.3%)

10 (100%) 173 (100%) 660 (100%) 103 (100%) 23 (100%)
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The following table shows the relationship between parents’ marital status and the problematic
gambling behaviors of their sons or daughters. The patterns of different marital status are similar to

each other, marital status appeared to make no significant difference.

Married

Separated

Divorced

Others

A0
A1-3

/A4 or above

634 (80.5%)
134 (17.0%)

20 (2.5%)

41 (83.7%)
7 (14.3%)

1(2.0%)

83 (81.4%)
19 (18.6%)

0 (0.0%)

25 (83.3%)
12 (16.7%)

0 (0.0%)

788 (100%)

49 (100%)

102 (100%)

36 (100%)




The Research on the Participation of Teenagers in Gambling 2020
Research Report

6.3 Parents’ Attitudes toward Gambling
Parents’ Responses

80 The parents’ responses vary. 38.1% of respondents reported that their parents do not have much
of a response to their gambling behaviors. Only 11.4% of parents ask them to reduce gambling. The
table shows that many parents do not provide clear guidance to their children regarding gambling
activities. Also, 11.1% of parents do not know about their children’s gambling behaviors.

2019 2020
Frequency % Frequency %
Ask them to stop gambling 27 2.7% 25 2.5% N
Ask them to reduce gambling 63 6.3% 112 11.4% Ve
Encourage them to win 21 2.1% 17 1.7% C W
Not much response 279 27.7% 375 38.1%

Worry them lose money

Encourage by providing money

Avoid discussing this topic

Not know about their gambling behaviors
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Parents’ passive behavior may have negative impacts on youngsters’ problematic gambling
behaviors. As shown in the following table, in the group where parents do not have much of a
response to their children’s gambling behaviors, the respondents have a higher proportion of
problematic gambling.

81
2019 Parent not much response Not select this option

A0 172 (61.6%) 589 (80.8%)

A1-3 99 (35.5%) 121 (16.6%)

/A4 or above 8 (2.9%) 19 (2.6%)

2020 Parent not much response Not select this option

A0 294 (78.4%) 501 (82.4%)

A1-3 71 (18.9%) 94 (15.5%)

/A4 or above 10 (2.7%) 13 (2.1%)

11.1% of respondents reported that their parents do not know about their participation in
gambling activities. This group of students also displayed a higher proportion of gambling disorder.
3.7% of them scored 4 marks or above, and 33.9% scored 1 to 3 marks. In other words, some students
are being affected by gambling even though their parents are unaware.

2019 Parents don’t know

Yes

No

yaX(}
A1-3

/A4 or above

71 (50.4%)
59 (41.8%)

11 (7.8%)

690 (79.6%)
161 (18.6%)

16 (1.8%)

2020 Parents don’t know

Yes

No

A0
A1-3

/N4 or above

68 (62.4%)
37 (33.9%)

4 (3.7%)

727 (83.2%)
128 (14.6%)

19 (2.2%)
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Do Your Parents Gamble Too Much?

17.7% of students said their parents have serious gambling problems (15.3% agree and 2.4%
strongly agree), which are higher than the results of 2019. 1.0% of students reported that they are
82 unaware about their parents’ gambling behaviors.

2019 2020
Frequency % Frequency %

Strongly disagree 534 53.0% 316 32.4%
Disagree 249 24.7% 309 31.5%
Neutral 156 15.5% 171 17.4%
Agree 38 3.8% 150 15.3%
Strongly agree 12 : 24

Not know 1% : 1
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6.4 Satisfaction with Family Function

The family APGAR index was first introduced in 1978 to assess family function. The five-item
questionnaire was developed on the premise that a family member’s perception of family function
could be assessed by his/her report satisfaction of five parameters of family function: adaptation, 83
partnership, growth, affection, and resolve.

Most items received a mean higher than 2.5, and this suggested that respondents have a positive
attitude toward their family in general. They are more satisfied with how their family share time
together (2.98), as well as their family’s acceptance and support of their directions (2.96).

Mean SD

I am satisfied that I can turn to my family for help when something is

] 2.82 0.917
troubling me.

[ am satisfied with the way my family talks over things with me and
shares problems with me.

I am satisfied that my family accepts and supports my wishes to take on
new activities and directions.

I am satisfied with the way my family express affections, and responds to
my emotions such as anger, sad, and love.

I am satisfied with the way my family and I share time together.

(1=Almost never, 2=Occasionally, 3=Sometimes, 4 = Always)
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[ am satisfied that I can turn to my family for help when something is troubling me.

Almost never  Occasionally ~ Sometimes Always
84 Frequency 74 292 348 266
% 7.6% 29.8% 35.5% 27.1%

[ am satisfied with the way my family talks over things with me and shares problems with me.

Almost never  Occasionally ~ Sometimes Always
Frequency 131 337 319 192
% 13.4% 34.3% 32.5% 19.5%

[ am satisfied that my family accepts and supports my wishes to take on new activities and
directions.

Almost never  Occasionally ~ Sometimes Always
Frequency 62 230 372 315

% ; 23.4% 37.8% 32.0%

[ am satisfied with the way my family express affections, and responds to my emotions such as
anger, sad, and love.

Almost never  Occasionally ~ Sometimes Always

Frequency 137 364 317 162

% 14.0% 32.3% 16.5%
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[ am satisfied with the way my family and I share time together.

Almost never  Occasionally ~ Sometimes Always
Frequency 62 233 348 337 85
% 6.3% 23.8% 35.5% 34.4%

According to these tables:
* 62.6% of respondents reported they can turn to their family for help when something is troubling
them (sometimes — 35.5%; always — 27.1%). However, 7.6% of respondents said they are almost
never satisfied with their family’s support.

* 52.0% ofrespondents are satisfied with the way their family talks about things with them and shares
problems with them. 13.4% of respondents are not satisfied with their family’s communication.

* 69.8% of respondents reported that their family accepts and supports their wishes to take on

new activities and directions (sometimes — 37.8%; always — 32.0%). 6.3% of respondents are not =
satisfied with their family’s support of their directions. '

* 48.8% of respondents are satisfied with the way their family expresses affections and responds to
their emotions (sometimes — 32.3%; always — 16.5%). 14.0% of respondents are dissatisfied with
the way their family expresses and responds to emotions.

* 69.9% of respondents are satisfied with the way their family shares time together (sometimes -
35.5%; always — 34.4%). 6.3% of respondents are dissatisfied with how their family shares time
together.
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6.5 Family APGAR Index and Gambling Disorder

The original instrument allows three possible responses to each of the five items. Responses to the

items are added, and scores may range from 0 to 10 (low to high satisfaction with family function).

86 The sum can be 0 to 10 points, and families can be characterized as a functional family (7-10) or

- dysfunctional family (< 6). A dysfunctional family can still be classified as mild (> 3 and < 7) and

severely dysfunctional (< 3). The following table shows that about 30% of respondents perceive

that their family functions well, and 12.1% of respondents perceive that their family is severely
dysfunctional.

2020

Frequency %

Severely Dysfunctional (0-3points) 118 12.1%
Mild Dysfunctional (4-6points) 556

Functional(7-10points) 306

The following table shows that respondents from a functional family display significantly less
problematic gambling behaviors than those respondents from a dysfunctional family. In other words,
the family’s communication and support toward students may have a positive effect on reducing

students’ gambling problems.

Relationship between APGAR Index and DSM-V

APGAR Index
0-3marks 4-6 marks 7-10 marks

DSM V

A0 85 (72.0%) 447 (80.4%) 260 (85.0%)
A1-3 27 (22.9%) 95 (17.1%) 43 (14.0%)

/\ 4 or above 6 (5.1%) 14 (2.5%) 3 (1.0%)

118 (100%) 556 (100%) 306 (100%)
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6.6 The Influence of Parents working in Gambling Industry

The following tables examine the relationship between parent’s working in gambling related
industry and the scores of DSM-V.

The first table shows that father’s working in gambling industry has no significant differences
on the distribution of DSM-V scores. However, according to the second table, the percentage of
students engaged in problematic gambling is higher for family with mother’s working in gambling

related industries.

Father work in gambling industry Yes No
A0 127 (83.5%) 668 (80.4%)
»
% AW 22 (14.5%) 143 (17.2%)

/A4 or above

3 (2.0%)

20 (2.4%)

152(100%)

831(100%)

Mother work in gambling industry

Yes

No

A0
A1-3

A\ 4 or above

201 (78.2%)
45 (17.5%)

11 (4.3%)

594 (81.8%)
120 (16.5%)

12 (1.7%)

257(100%)

726(100%)
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6.7 The influence of Parents working on shift

The following tables examine the relationship between parent’s working in position with work-

shift and the scores of DSM-V. The results suggested that there is no significant relationship between

88 work-shift arrangement and student’s problematic gambling behaviors. But the percentage of
students who have gambling disorder is higher than average for family with mother’s working on

shift.

Father Yes No
A0 263 (80.9%) 432 (80.3%)
A1-3 53 (16.3%) 92 (17.1%)
/\4 or above 9 (2.8%) 14 (2.6%)
325 (100%) 538 (100%)

Yes

No

A0
Al-3

/A4 or above

248 (80.0%)
51 (16.5%)

11 (3.5%)

338 (83.4%)
59 (14.6%)

8 (2.0%)

310 (100%)

405 (100%)
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7. Discussion and Conclusion

Gambling Disorder among Youngsters

Youngsters self-control over their gambling is similar to that of last year. The percentage of 89

respondents who are sometimes or always preoccupied with gambling slightly increased from 5.6%
to 6.3%. From this year, 8.5% of respondents need to gamble with increasing amounts of money
to achieve the desired excitement. 2.9% of respondents have made repeated unsuccessful efforts to
control, cut back on, or stop gambling, and this is similar to that of 2019.

10.2% of respondents have experience chasing their losses, and this is similar to that of last year.
Respondents who have use gambling as a way to reduce distress or other negative feelings slightly
increased from 5.1% in 2019 to 5.6% in 2020, but there is a decrease from 2.1% to 1.4% in terms of

severity this year.

In general, gambling’s influence on students’ behaviors is similar to last year. Students who lie to
conceal the extent of their involvement with gambling increased from 5.2% in 2019 to 6.1% in 2020.
4.5% of students have experience taking money to spend on gambling without permission (4.9% in
2019), and 2.6% of students found that gambling has some negative impacts on their relationships
and studies (2.9% in 2019).

795 respondents scored 0 (80.9%), which shows that gambling has no influence on their daily
life and behavior. 165 respondents scored 1 to 3 marks (16.9%); thus, they may have suffered from
their gambling behaviors. 2.2% of respondents scored 4 marks or above, and this showed that they
may have suffered from problematic gambling behaviors. Owing to the adjustment of the score
calculation for the first question of the DSM-V questionnaire, the overall percentage has also been
adjusted. The adjusted percentage of 1-3 marks in 2019 is 16.2%, and the percentage of marks 4 or
above is 2.1%. Therefore, the overall situation of young people’s risk of gambling disorder is similar

to that of last year.

Since 2009, the number of people with a score of 1-3 has increased from 13% (2009) to the
highest of 23% in 2015, and has gradually dropped to around 16% in recent years. The score above
4 is maintained at the level of 1-3%. These figures show that the potential risks of youth gambling

disorders cannot be ignored.

For the gender difference, similar to last year’s result, male respondents display more problematic
behaviors than female respondents. 20.1% of boys had 1 to 3 marks, while only 13.4% female
respondents had 1 to 3 marks. 3.9% of boys have problematic gambling symptoms, while only 0.9%
girls have more than four symptoms. Our results have shown that a higher percentage of boys have
been involved in problem gambling since 2013.
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Many researchers have suggested that youngsters’ problematic gambling behaviors may be
associated with criminal behaviors (Gupta, Derevensky, & Marget, 2004), the deterioration of an
interpersonal relationship (Politzer, Yesalis & Hudak, 1992),lower academic performance, weakened
job performance, limited motivation, and drug abuse. In this study, 8.3% of male respondents

90 have lied to conceal their extent of involvement with gambling, 6.3% of them have taken money to
spend on gambling without permission, and 4.3% reported that gambling has negative impacts on
their relationships and studies. These figures show that some boys have already suffered from their
gambling activities.

Youngsters’ Gambling Activities

Some studies have suggested that people who started their participation as a child have higher
chances of suffering from gambling problems. The development of the Internet and its numerous
gambling activities has allowed more youngsters to gamble, and this has increased the proportion of
young problem gamblers (Griffiths & Wood, 2000). In other words, when youngsters participate in
gambling at younger ages, they are more likely to suffer from gambling disorder. This survey found
that most young gamblers start their gambling activities from 9 to 14 years old. Although most of
them spent less than MOP$500 on gambling per month (39.2%), 2.4% of respondents reported that
they would spend more than MOP$1000 on gambling.

Similar to the results of previous surveys, the most popular gambling activities among youngsters
include social gambling such as card games (21.9%) and mahjong (17.2%). We should note that
students’ participation of social gambling activities has direct relationship with their parents’
participation of these activities. The percentage of students participating in online gambling and
Mark Six has reduced from 6.6% to 4.4% and 6.4% to 3.1%, respectively. Fishing machine (6.1%)
continued to be top four popular gambling activities among young people since it is added in this

survey in 2017. In 2020, we added one item “Claw machine” to the questionnaire. 33.3% students said
that they have played claw machine in the past year. In general, students perceived claw machines as
a kind of entertainment rather than gambling activities. It can be seen that the influence of emerging
gambling related activities in the community of young people cannot be ignored

Entertainment (44.8%) and social activities (22.4%) are the major reasons that participants
gamble. These results support the fact that youngsters’ peer group and family members play a key
role in their gambling participation.
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Family Background and Problem Gambling

Many studies have suggested that students from families with lower socioeconomic status have
higher risks of problem gambling than those from families with higher socioeconomic status. In this
study, one interesting finding is that the respondents who perceive their family to be wealthy display 91
a higher proportion of problematic gambling behaviors than the other groups. The reason for this
phenomenon may be that those students from a wealthier family have more spare money to spend
on gambling activities.

Sufficient support from parents is a key factor related to preventing problem gambling. In this
study, students whose parents had a lower educational level displayed more gambling problems, and
this suggests that parents with lower educational levels may not have sufficient knowledge to teach
students how to avoid gambling addiction and to manage their personal finances. Thus, providing
parents workshops related to personal financial management may help them learn how to provide
better guidance to students and reduce their likelihood of problem gambling.

The Influence of family on children

Many studies have supported the fact that parents’ gambling attitudes and behaviors have a close
relationship to the gambling behaviors of their sons or daughters. Some studies have suggested
that students learn how to gamble at home and practice gambling with their peers (NGISC, 1999).
According to a report by the Chinese University of Hong Kong(2010), factors elevating the likelihood
of pathological gambling included weak social bonding with family and school, social learning of
gambling, social strain such as negative relations with family members and peers, and psychological
factors pertaining to low self-control and strong sense of uncertainty.

Similar to the past few years, the most popular gambling activitiesamong parents included mahjong
and Mark Six. Casino games used to be in the third position dropped to the fourth, which might be
caused by the outbreak of COVID-19. The above analysis shows there is a direct relationship between
parents’ gambling activities and students’ gambling activities. For example, 37.0% of students played
mahjong in families with parents playing the game, while less than 10% of students played mahjong
if their parents did not play it. A similar pattern also appears in sports betting and card games.
Thus, parents’ participation in gambling activities has a direct influence on their children’s attitudes
and participation in gambling activities. In order to reduce youngsters’ gambling activities, parents
should act as role models and avoid using gambling as family entertainment.

Some parents did not provide suitable guidance to students regarding their gambling activities.
For example, 18.6% of youngsters’ gambling bets came from their parents. 13.9% of parents required
them to reduce or cease their gambling, while 39.1% of parents did not response to or avoid talking
about their children’s participation in gambling. These results suggested that many parents are used
to gambling activities in their daily lives.
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Similar to the results of last year, in those families whose parents held a mild attitude toward
gambling or did not know about their children’s participation in gambling, a higher proportion
of students displayed problematic gambling behaviors. If gambling was an accepted behavior in
their families and was not stigmatized, the development of gambling skills was even encouraged at

92 a young age, and students may have had more of a chance to participate in gambling activities and
display problematic gambling behaviors. Thus, family education is also an important component for
preventing youngsters’ problematic gambling behaviors.

Adolescent gamblers often turn to families when they experience problems. Parents’ attitudes
and the effectiveness of their communication play key roles in providing support to their sons or
daughters. We continued to use the APGAR index to investigate the relationship between family
function and adolescent gambling behaviors. The results suggest that students who perceive support
and acceptance from their family display significantly less problematic gambling behaviors than
those respondents from dysfunctional families. Thus, the family’s communication and support
to students may have a positive effect on reducing the likelihood of developing some problematic
gambling behaviors.

In 2020, we have also investigated the effects of parent’s working in gambling related industry and
work-shifts. The results were mixed. Father’s working in gambling industry has no significant effects
on students’ participation in gambling activities. However, mother’s participation in gambling
industry displayed more direct relationship with students’ participation of gambling activities.
Further studies should be conducted to investigate this phenomenon.

Conclusion

In general, the proportion of adolescent problematic gambling behaviors slightly decreased in

2020. Government and nongovernment organizations could incorporate different measures to
reduce the risks and extents of adolescent gambling problems. Youngsters tended to view some
gambling activities as positive events. They believed that gambling activities are entertainment,
social activities, or even investments.

To reduce their participation in gambling, we need to remind students that many people gradually

progress from gambling for fun during adolescence to gambling with small amounts of money,
habitual gambling, and then gambling disorders. To minimize the risk of students’ participation
in gambling, family education is equally important. Parents should be offered prevention and
intervention methods so as to assist them in providing appropriate parenting to reduce and prevent
gambling among young people. Finally, we should inculcate in students a correct attitude toward
gambling, the skills to refuse participation in gambling, and a proper approach to manage money to
reduce their likelihood of becoming a problem gambler in the future.
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This study also further athrmed that the family plays an extremely important role in young people’s
gambling disorders. Positive communications and care between parents and children can effectively
reduce the risk of gambling disorders in their children. As for the relationship between parents’
work on shifts and parents working in gambling related industries, and their children’s gambling
situation, the results are inconclusive. Father’s working in gambling industry and working on shift 93
have no significant differences on the distribution of DSM-V scores. However, the percentage of

students engaged in problematic gambling is higher for family with mother’s working in gambling
related industries. Therefore, there is insufficient evidence to derive a relationship between the
parents’ working environment or occupation and their children’s problematic gambling behavior.
Further study and analysis are recommended to clarify the existence of the relationship.




The Research on the Participation of Teenagers in Gambling 2020

Research Report

23EEH| Reference
Y% Ferris, J., & Wynne, H. (2001). The Canadian problem gambling index: Final report.

Ottawa (ON): Canadian Centre on Substance Abuse.

Y Griffiths, M. & Wood, R. T. A. (2000). Risk factors in adolescence: The case of gambling,
94 videogame playing, and the internet. Journal of Gambling Studies, 16(2), 199-225.

v Gupta, R., Derevensky, J., & Marget, N. (2004). Coping strategies employed by
adolescents with gambling problems. Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 9(3), 115-120.

v NGISC(1999). National gambling impact study commission report. http://govinfo.library.
unt.edu/ngisc/

Y Politzer, R. M., Yesalis, C. E., & Hudak, C. J. (1992). The epidemiologic model and the
risk of legalized gambling: Where are we headed? Health Values: The Journal of Health
Behavior, Education & Promotion, 16(2), 20-27.

*

Smilkstein, G., Ashworth, C. & Montano, D. (1982). Validity and Reliability of the Family
APGAR as a Test of Family Function. The Journal of Family Practice, 15(2), 303-311.

X ABHTIERRE - 5B % © http://www.cuhk.eduhk/cpr/pressrelease/100628¢.htm

HE=[7(2007) : (BIEFRLE > BHEEH) BME - AMIHEBSFEREEFL

B EE FIRBEA(2009) : (HOFRHEEBERESEE2009) - MEBHEFRBOH
BEEFERFEBLE(2010) (FOFEL2HERBERREE2010) - IR EERBALE
MBEEFRBELE(2011) (FOFLHERBEERBREEF2011) - BB EFRBABE

BEBEFRBAEE(2013)  (BFESVEIXEBEHEREMTRE2013) - BEEE
FARFFAR LS

fRREFRBAE(2014) : (BHBBF O FIIKEHEEAEMERRE2014) - BES
FRRFEAAE

B EFERBEER(2015) :
FRRFBRAE

* WBESFFRFEME2016) (MEFTP/FIREBHEATHABRE2016) - BESS
F AR B A%

RSB ERBEK(2017)
FERIEHEE

iR EE FREAE(2018) : (RIEEFIFIEKE G ERAT+FEZ2H72008-2017)
BEEE TR

HEREERBEE(2018) (BB EIIKEERTESAEMARE2018) - BESH
F IR B AR 4%

HMREBEERBEK(2019) (BB FIIKEBREATMERE2019) - BESE
FRRIZHDAE

o % X X %

Bl

(BEBFTIEABEERCAEMARE2015) - g

=
=]

(BB E O EY K EERESHATM IR E2017) - 82

HZ=
N




ik - §8 8 & F FARFALS - BEETEENM

Publisher: Bosco Youth Service Network - FREEland

Mk YERHT22-22 Fi5 % A JE M EA
Address: Rua Da Barra No. 22-22F, Edif. Hoi On, ac/v, Macau

2% :2855 3430
Tel.: 2855 3430

5K :2896 7093
Fax.: 2896 7093

EH :bysfreeland@gmail.com
Email: bysfreeland@gmail.com

AR HHA: 202178
Date of publication: July 2021

By RIS IR

Sponsor: Macau SAR Social Welfare Bureau

HRAE SR BB FRF AL (REPR ASHIE)

Copyright: Bosco Youth Service Network (All rights reserved)

MRAERERGL (BEBECAKBIEEER2RPIERIR)

Research Institute: Mark Ng, Assistant Professor, Hong Kong Shue Yan University



