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Introduction

People play digital games and gamble sometimes to the 
extent that problems emerge. This has raised concerns in 
Finland, where different forms of gambling are widely 
available. In the country, 78.4% of those aged 15 to 
74 years gamble at least once a year, and 29% of the same 
population do so at least once a week (Salonen et  al., 
2020). In comparison, digital games are played at least 
sometimes by 80.3% of those aged 10 to 75 years, and 
entertainment games are played at least once a week by 
41.1% of this population (Kinnunen et  al., 2022). While 
gambling is typically something that revolves around 
money or other stakes, digital games are usually story- or 
challenge-driven pastimes. However, technological 
advancements have blurred the distinction between these 
two activities, and monetary and gambling-like features 

are now common revenue models in digital games; also, 
gambling games increasingly utilize narrative elements 
adapted from video games (Gainsbury et al., 2014; Macey 
& Hamari, 2022).

As pastimes, gambling and playing digital games do 
not necessarily cause problems. However, spending exces-
sive amounts of time and money on these games can. This 
has been recognized even in the DSM-V as a conditions 
that can lead to many clinically significant issues relating 
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to mental health, preoccupation, and jeopardized social 
obligations (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). As 
with all potentially addictive behaviors, gambling and 
gaming problems are more likely to accumulate among 
individuals who are somehow more vulnerable, such as 
those who have lower socioeconomic status 
(Kochuchakkalackal et al., 2020; Sharman et al., 2019). In 
addition to other mental health conditions associated with 
problem gambling and gaming (e.g. emotion regulation, 
anxiety, and mental distress; Marchica et  al., 2019; 
Savolainen et al., 2022), it is important to investigate how 
stress and loneliness impact the vulnerability to these 
problems, especially as loneliness rates are increasing and 
people encounter a multitude of stressors in their lives.

Stress is a physical response that is triggered when the 
body’s homeostasis is threatened by either an actual or a 
perceived threat (Chrousos, 2009). Stress can be acute or 
chronic. Acute stress involves a response to a specific 
stimulus or situation. Once the stressor is removed, the 
body returns to its normal state. Chronic stress persists 
over a longer period, stemming, for example, from diffi-
cult life situations or enduring hardships. Elevated levels 
of stress hormones can result in a wide array of negative 
symptoms and health issues (Russell & Lightman, 2019). 
Stress is known to accompany addictive behaviors. For 
instance, it can contribute to and worsen as a result of alco-
hol or drug addiction (Ruisoto & Contador, 2019), and it 
can increase the risk of relapse (Roche et al., 2017). Stress 
has also been found to contribute to problem gambling and 
gaming through coping motives (Maroney et  al., 2019; 
Thomas et al., 2011), which suggests that these behaviors 
are sometimes used as ways to cope with life stressors. 
Perceived stress has also been shown to influence con-
sumer behavior. According to a study of gambling and 
gaming during the COVID-19 pandemic, perceived stress 
intensified the association between spending money on 
gambling or within digital games and gambling or gaming 
problems (Savolainen et al., 2023).

Loneliness is a painful experience of perceived discrep-
ancy between one’s desired and actual levels of social con-
nection (Perlman & Peplau, 1981). It is often divided into 
social and emotional loneliness; the former refers to a lack 
of social connections in general, while the latter pertains to 
a lack of meaningful and close relationships (Weiss, 1973). 
Loneliness has crucial clinical significance due to its asso-
ciation with many well-being deficits and even premature 
death (Park et al., 2020). As social animals, humans have a 
psychological need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; 
Ryan & Deci, 2017), and addiction is often associated with 
challenges in normal social interactions (Alexander, 2008; 
Heilig et al., 2016; Rachlin, 2000).

Several studies have investigated how loneliness is 
related to gambling and gaming. While the condition is a 
risk factor for gaming problems (Kochuchakkalackal 
et  al., 2020), the available cross-sectional evidence 

provides mixed results on this relationship (Nordmyr & 
Forsman, 2020), suggesting that its causal associations are 
complex. The literature has shown that anxiety and loneli-
ness are associated with problem-gambling behavior, par-
ticularly during youth (Savolainen et al., 2020) and at an 
older age (Parke et al., 2018). Loneliness can also lead to 
mental distress and thus more intense gambling problems 
(Vuorinen et al., 2021). One experimental study found that 
lonely individuals were more likely to show interest in 
gambling content in online settings (Sirola et  al., 2019). 
Qualitative research also indicates that loneliness is a rea-
son for gambling (Nordmyr & Forsman, 2020). However, 
there is a need for longitudinal evidence in this area.

Given the complexities among psychosocial variables, 
perceived stress and loneliness are likely to coexist. 
Chronic loneliness can increase stress responses (Cacioppo 
et al., 2015), and studies have shown that higher loneliness 
predicts exaggerated stress responses when dealing with 
acute stressors (Brown et  al., 2018). Lonely people can 
also perceive social situations as stressful and threatening 
(Nowland et al., 2018), which may be due to underlying 
deficits in social skills (Segrin, 2019). Indeed, it has been 
hypothesized that stress tendency can be one underlying 
causal factor for feelings of loneliness (Campagne, 2019). 
Thus, stress and loneliness are likely to have a close recip-
rocal link.

This study investigated the impacts of stress and loneli-
ness on problems associated with gambling and digital 
gaming. Its main hypotheses were the following: (1) 
Perceived loneliness increases gambling and gaming prob-
lems; (2) perceived stress increases gambling and gaming 
problems; and (3) gambling and gaming problems are fur-
ther increased by the combination of stress and loneliness. 
Based on the available literature, it is to be expected that 
stress and loneliness intensify gambling and gaming prob-
lems, but the dynamic relationships in question have not 
been previously explored in longitudinal population-wide 
settings.

Methods

Participants

This study used data from the longitudinal six-wave 
Gambling in the Digital Age survey, which was collected in 
6-month intervals between spring 2021 and autumn 2023. 
The initial data were collected in April 2021 from a panel of 
Finnish volunteers aged 18 to 75 years by Norstat Finland, a 
data-provider company, upon request by the research 
group. The response rate at the first collection point was 
34.60% (N = 1,530; Mage = 46.7 years; 50.33% men). Each 
subsequent data collection point had some loss of partici-
pants (NT2 = 1,198; NT3 = 1,095; NT4 = 1,004; NT5 = 934; 
NT6 = 889; respectively); despite this, the overall data 
remained robust in its demographic representativeness, 
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both internally and compared to the Finnish adult popula-
tion. In the end, 753 participants (49.22%) took part in all 
the survey waves. Each survey took approximately 15 min-
utes to complete.

Several important steps were made to ensure the ethi-
cal quality of the study based on the Declaration of 
Helsinki. First, the Academic Ethics Committee of the 
Tampere region approved the study before the start of data 
collection. Second, the participants were informed of the 
purpose of the research at the beginning of the survey and 
could withdraw from the study at any time without conse-
quences. The completion of the full survey was taken as a 
consent for participation. Third, Norstat Finland provided 
only anonymized data to the research group. Fourth, the 
researchers conducted quality checks following a prees-
tablished protocol to detect and remove participants with 
consistently or logically biased response patterns.

Measures

This study had two outcome variables. Gambling prob-
lems were measured with the Problem Gambling Severity 
Index (PGSI; Ferris & Wynne, 2001). The PGSI consists 
of nine items, which measure different kinds of gambling 
harms, as indicated in the DSM-V (American Psychiatric 
Association, 2013), using a 4-point scale from 0 (never) to 
3 (almost always). All the items of the PGSI were com-
bined to form a scale from 0 to 27. As most of the partici-
pants had no gambling problems, the resulting scale had a 
very low mean and was highly skewed to the right. The 
omega (ω) coefficients ranged from .94 to .95 at all time 
points, which indicates excellent internal reliability.

Gaming problems were measured with the Ten-Item 
Internet Gaming Disorder Test (IGDT-10; Király et  al., 
2017). Its 10 items measure various gaming harms from 
preoccupation to playing despite negative consequences, 
and they use a 3-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to 2 
(often). Following the scoring guide developed by Király 
et al. (2017), all the items were coded in binary form, with 
only the answer ‘often’ giving 1 point and items 9 and 10 
giving a maximum of 1 point. Thus, the total score ranged 
from 0 to 9. As was the case for the PGSI, most of the par-
ticipants had no gaming problems, which resulted in a low 

mean and high right skewness. The ω coefficients ranged 
from .87 to .88, indicating high internal reliability.

Stress was measured with the Perceived Stress Scale 
(PSS; Cohen et  al., 1983; Cohen & Williamson, 1988). 
The PSS is a 10-item scale that measures the experience of 
stress in the past month via questions such as ‘How often 
have you felt that difficulties were piling up so high that 
you could not overcome them?’ The answers were pro-
vided on a 5-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (very 
often). When the items were combined, the total score 
ranged from 0 to 40. The ω coefficients ranged from .88 to 
.89, which indicates good internal consistency across the 
time points.

Loneliness was measured with the 3-item UCLA 
Loneliness Scale (Hughes et al., 2004). This is a short ver-
sion of a much wider loneliness questionnaire, and it uses 
a 3-point scale from 0 (hardly ever) to 2 (often). This short 
measure has been shown to efficiently capture different 
aspects of perceived loneliness in survey studies. The total 
scores ranged from 0 to 6. The ω coefficients ranged from 
.84 to .86.

In addition to the measures above, age and gender were 
included as background variables. Gender was trans-
formed into a binary variable to compare men (1) to 
women and other genders (0). The descriptive statistics 
can be found in Table 1.

Statistical analyses

The analyses were conducted with the software Stata 18 
(StataCorp). Instead of Cronbach’s alpha, the more refined 
McDonald’s ω (omegacoef command) was employed to 
measure the reliability of the scales (Hayes & Coutts, 
2020).

For the main analyses, hybrid multilevel-regression 
models were run with the xthybrid command, which is 
based on generalized linear mixed modeling (Schunck & 
Perales, 2017). These kinds of hybrid models are helpful in 
analyzing both the within-person (changes within an indi-
vidual) and between-person (average differences between 
individuals) effects of time-varying independent variables 
on time-varying dependent variables as they combine the 
advantages of both fixed- and random-effects models with 

Table 1.  Descriptive statistics.

Variables Range M (SD), T1 M (SD), T2 M (SD), T3 M (SD), T4 M (SD), T5 M (SD), T6

PGSI 0–25 1.31 (3.33) 1.18 (3.15) 1.18 (3.18) 1.06 (2.93) 1.00 (2.80) .89 (2.63)
IGDT 0–9 .15 (.69) .12 (.61) .08 (.49) .09 (.59) .08 (.45) .10 (.58)
PSS 0–40 13.61 (7.04) 13.43 (6.95) 13.68 (6.87) 13.25 (6.81) 12.88 (6.96) 12.72 (6.72)
UCLA-LS 0–6 1.76 (1.77) 1.74 (1.70) 1.77 (1.71) 1.71 (1.71) 1.60 (1.67) 1.53 (1.67)
Age 18–75 46.67 (16.42) 48.87 (16.11) 49.72 (16.16) 50.73 (15.90) 51.91 (15.42) 53 (15.27)
  NT1 (%) NT2 (%) NT3 (%) NT4 (%) NT5 (%) NT6 (%)
Male 0/1 770 (50.33) 608 (50.75) 548 (50.05) 506 (50.40) 472 (50.54) 447 (50.28)
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more flexible estimation (Schunck, 2013; Schunck & 
Perales, 2017). The skewed distributions of the dependent 
variables were taken into account by choosing a negative 
binomial family with a log link and robust standard errors, 
which are commonly used in similar circumstances 
(Baggio et  al., 2018). Only those participants (n = 753) 
who answered at all time points were included in the anal-
yses. The model assumptions were checked by obtaining 
the VIF scores from the linear-regression models at differ-
ent time points.

The xtnbreg command was used to create random-
effects overdispersion models of the interaction between 
stress and loneliness. By doing so, the models could still 
consider skewed dependent-variable distributions while 
allowing the use of interaction terms, unlike hybrid mod-
els. To avoid potential issues, the loneliness and stress 
variables were standardized.

Results

The correlation matrix (Table 2) shows that almost all the 
variables were significantly correlated. Gambling and gam-
ing problems had low-to-moderate correlations with the 
independent variables. The highest correlation was between 

stress and loneliness (r = .62), but age had also relatively 
high correlations with stress (r = −.31) and loneliness 
(r = −.22). Stress was more strongly correlated with gam-
bling problems (r = .23) than gaming problems (r = .19), but 
loneliness had the same correlation with both (r = 18).

Table 3 shows the effects of loneliness and stress on 
gambling and gaming problems. The incidence-rate ratios 
(IRRs) indicate that every unit increase in perceived lone-
liness multiplied gaming problems by 1.10 at the within-
person level and by 1.16 at the between-person level. In 
contrast, loneliness had no significant effect on gambling 
problems. Stress multiplied both gambling and gaming 
problems by 1.02 at the within-person level, but at the 
between-person level, it multiplied gambling problems by 
1.18 and gaming problems by 1.10 per every unit increase.

Age and gender were included as background variables 
to control for their impacts. Both had statistically signifi-
cant effects on the outcome variables. While every increase 
in age lowered gambling problems by a multiplier of .97 
and gaming problems by a multiplier of .95, male gender 
increased the former by 2.04 and the latter by 1.55. Thus, 
male gender had the highest effect on both outcome vari-
ables, even though, as a binary variable, the effect was 
limited.

Table 2.  Correlation matrix (T1).

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.

1. PGSI 1  
2. IGDT .47*** 1  
3. PSS .23*** .19*** 1  
4. UCLA-LS .18*** .18*** .62*** 1  
5. Age −.16*** −.15*** −.31*** −.22*** 1  
6. Male .07*** .05* −.11*** −.08** −.03 1

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 3.  Hybrid models of the effects of loneliness and stress on gambling problems and gaming problems. Only those who 
participated in all survey waves are included. 

Variables Gambling problems Gaming problems

  B Robust SE IRR B Robust SE IRR

Within-person variables
  Loneliness 0.05 0.03 1.05 0.10*** 0.03 1.10
  Stress 0.02* 0.01 1.02 0.02** 0.01 1.02
Between-person variables
  Loneliness 0.04 0.08 1.04 0.15* 0.07 1.16
  Stress 0.17*** 0.02 1.18 0.09*** 0.02 1.10
  Age −0.03*** 0.01 0.97 −0.06*** 0.01 0.95
  Gender (M:1) 0.71*** 0.17 2.04 0.44** 0.14 1.55
  /lnalpha −1.49 .29 .23 −1.35 .23 .26
Random part
  Variance (constant) 7.19 0.63 1322.71 3.50 0.28 33.19

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Interaction models were run to verify the presence of 
interaction between the random effects of loneliness and 
stress. These models (Table 4) revealed significant interac-
tion between the two variables regarding both gambling 
and gaming problems. For both models, the interaction 
term was negative, with a multiplier of .94. This means 
that the combined effect of loneliness and stress can be 
expected to be slightly lower than when the effects are ana-
lyzed separately. The standardized IRR multipliers for 
loneliness were 1.14 when gambling problems were the 
outcome variable and 1.27 when gaming problems were 
the outcome variable. Similarly, the standardized IRRs for 
stress were 1.26 concerning gambling problems and 1.24 
concerning gaming problems. The background variables 
had fairly similar effects in these models as in the hybrid 
ones, with the exception of age, which lost its significance 
as a predictor of gambling problems.

Discussion

This study investigated how stress and loneliness impact 
gambling and gaming problems. The hypotheses were 
based on the assumption that stress and loneliness increase 
these problems separately and cumulatively. Hybrid multi-
level-regression models were created to evaluate separate 
effects, while random-effects overdispersion models were 
run to check for the interaction between loneliness and 
stress. Based on the results, the first hypothesis was only 
partially supported, since perceived loneliness increased 
only gaming problems, significantly. Regarding the sec-
ond hypothesis, perceived stress enhanced both gambling 
and gaming problems. Finally, contrary to the third hypoth-
esis, the interaction models revealed that the combined 
effect of stress and loneliness was in fact lower than their 
separate effects.

Psychological suffering is at the core of addictions, and 
the associations between these two phenomena are usually 
quite complex and multifaceted. On its own, stress 

increased both gambling and gaming problems. The same 
was true of loneliness, but only as a predictor of gaming 
problems. These findings are in line with the literature, 
where stress has been associated with gambling and gam-
ing problems (Maroney et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 2011). 
Loneliness has also been recognized as a risk factor for 
these problems, although with a more complicated causal 
relationship (Kochuchakkalackal et al., 2020; Nordmyr & 
Forsman, 2020; Vuorinen et al., 2021). Both of these fac-
tors are tied to individual life circumstances and might 
thus change when people’s lives change. For instance, 
loneliness and problem gambling are particularly associ-
ated among the elderly (Parke et al., 2018). Older people 
playing slot machines is a common sight in Finland, and 
since the results of this study indicate that aging reduces 
problem gambling, focusing on their psychological and 
social well-being could help to reduce this behavior among 
those who appear to play excessively.

The negative interaction presented in this study can 
have multiple explanations. A practical one could be that 
people who are both stressed and lonely enough may sim-
ply not have the motivation to play. Based on the high cor-
relation between stress and loneliness, another explanation 
could be that these two conditions coexist to the extent that 
they are partly the same phenomenon. This would also be 
in line with the literature that links stress with loneliness 
(Cacioppo et al., 2015; Campagne, 2019; Nowland et al., 
2018). It is also possible that there is a confounding factor 
that was not included in the present study. For example, 
stress has been found to be indirectly associated with gam-
bling and gaming problems and loneliness with gaming 
problems through different coping mechanisms (Maroney 
et al., 2019; Melodia et al., 2022; Thomas et al., 2011).

Limitations

Some potential limitations of our study should be consid-
ered. Although the survey data matched the population 

Table 4.  Interactions between loneliness and stress, random effects.

Gambling problems Gaming problems

Variables B Robust SE IRR B Robust SE IRR

Loneliness (standardized) 0.13** 0.05 1.14 0.24*** 0.04 1.27
Stress (standardized) 0.23*** 0.05 1.26 0.21*** 0.04 1.24
Loneliness × stress −0.06* 0.03 0.94 −0.06** 0.02 .94
Age 0.00 0.01 1.00 −0.04*** 0.00 0.96
Gender (M:1) 0.77*** 0.36 2.16 0.34** 0.12 1.40
Random part
  /ln_r .53 0.12 0.96 0.11  
  /ln_s −1.72 0.08 −0.92 0.08  
  r 1.70 .20 2.62 .29  
  s 0.18 0.01 0.40 0.03  

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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demographics well, the response rate for the first survey 
was only 34.6%, which means that the study could have 
attracted people who were interested in gambling as a 
topic. Despite this, the number of those who reported hav-
ing experienced gambling or gaming problems was only 
slightly higher than the official national estimates found in 
Salonen et  al. (2020). Furthermore, as the survey was 
based on self-reports, the answers might have varied 
depending on people’s interpretations, the underreporting 
of socially undesirable behaviors (e.g. gambling), and the 
reliance on memory when answering.

Implications and future research

People have many reasons to play games or gamble, and 
problems related to these activities are tied to a complex 
array of factors. This longitudinal study approached gam-
bling and gaming addictions based on the assumption that 
the wider psychosocial issues of perceived stress and lone-
liness could increase such addictions. The results suggest 
that these issues contribute to increasing gambling and 
gaming problems over time, although some differences 
exist in their impacts and people who experience both 
loneliness and stress might not have the energy to play or 
gamble at the population level. Clinical samples could be 
utilized in future studies to investigate the interaction of 
these factors among people who have experienced gam-
bling or gaming addiction. Nevertheless, it would be ben-
eficial for society to target the factors that cause stress and 
loneliness as a preventive measure to reduce these forms 
of addiction.

Conclusions

In this study, stress and loneliness were hypothesized to 
increase gambling and gaming problems both separately 
and in conjunction. While they did mostly increase these 
problems, loneliness enhanced only gaming addiction, and 
the interaction effect of stress and loneliness was lower 
than their separate effects. This study contributes to our 
understanding of how these factors influence problem 
gambling and gaming by investigating their interaction at 
the population level and revealing slight differences in 
how they affect gambling and gaming addictions. Although 
gambling and digital-gaming behaviors are considered 
problematic when performed in excess, it is necessary to 
look for wider psychosocial factors that might aggravate 
this situation and ensure that people feel well in their eve-
ryday lives.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial sup-
port for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this 
article: The study was funded by the Finnish Foundation for 
Alcohol Studies (Gambling in the Digital Age Project, 2021–2024, 

PI: A. Oksanen). Ilkka Vuorinen was supported by a grant from the 
Jenny and Antti Wihuri Foundation, Finland (2021–2022).

ORCID iDs

Ilkka Vuorinen  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6344-9599
Anu Sirola  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2195-8114
Atte Oksanen  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4143-5580

References

Alexander, B. (2008). The globalization of addiction. Oxford 
University Press.

American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic and statis-
tical manual of mental disorders (5th ed.).

Baggio, S., Iglesias, K., & Rousson, V. (2018). Modeling count 
data in the addiction field: Some simple recommendations. 
International Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research, 
27(1), e1585.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: 
Desire for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental 
human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–
529. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497

Brown, E. G., Gallagher, S., & Creaven, A. M. (2018). Loneliness 
and acute stress reactivity: A systematic review of psycho-
physiological studies. Psychophysiology, 55(5), e13031. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13031

Cacioppo, J. T., Cacioppo, S., Capitanio, J. P., & Cole, S. W. 
(2015). The neuroendocrinology of social isolation. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 66, 733–767. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-psych-010814-015240

Campagne, D. M. (2019). Stress and perceived social isolation 
(loneliness). Archives of Gerontology and Geriatrics, 82, 
192–199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archger.2019.02.007

Chrousos, G. P. (2009). Stress and disorders of the stress system. 
Nature Reviews Endocrinology, 5(7), 374–381. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nrendo.2009.106

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global 
measure of perceived stress. Journal of Health and Social 
Behavior, 24(4), 385–396. https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404

Cohen, S., & Williamson, G. M. (1988). Perceived stress in a 
probability sample of the United States. In S. Spacapan 
& S. Oskamp (Eds.), The social psychology of health  
(pp. 31–67). Sage.

Ferris, J., & Wynne, H. (2001). The Canadian Problem Gambling 
Index: Final report. Canadian Consortium for Gambling 
Research.

Gainsbury, S. M., Hing, N., Delfabbro, P. H., & King, D. L.  
(2014). A taxonomy of gambling and casino games via 
social media and online technologies. International 
Gambling Studies, 14(2), 196–213. https://doi.org/10.1080
/14459795.2014.890634

Hayes, A. F., & Coutts, J. J. (2020). Use omega rather than 
Cronbach’s alpha for estimating reliability. But.  .  . 
Communication Methods and Measures, 14(1), 1–24. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2020.1718629

Heilig, M., Epstein, D. H., Nader, M. A., & Shaham, Y. (2016). 
Time to connect: Bringing social context into addiction neu-
roscience. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 17(9), 592–599. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2016.67

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6344-9599
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2195-8114
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4143-5580
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13031
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015240
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archger.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrendo.2009.106
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrendo.2009.106
https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2014.890634
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2014.890634
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2020.1718629
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2016.67


Vuorinen et al.	 7

Hughes, M. E., Waite, L. J., Hawkley, L. C., & Cacioppo, 
J. T. (2004). A short scale for measuring loneliness in 
large surveys: Results from two population-based stud-
ies. Research on Aging, 26(6), 655–672. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0164027504268574

Kinnunen, J., Tuomela, M., & Mäyrä, F. (2022). Pelaajabarometri 
2022: Kohti uutta normaalia [The Finnish Player Barometer 
2022: Towards the new normal]. https://trepo.tuni.fi/han​
dle/10024/144376

Király, O., Sleczka, P., Pontes, H. M., Urbán, R., Griffiths, M. 
D., & Demetrovics, Z. (2017). Validation of the Ten-Item 
Internet Gaming Disorder Test (IGDT-10) and evalua-
tion of the nine DSM-5 Internet Gaming Disorder criteria. 
Addictive Behaviors, 64, 253–260. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
addbeh.2015.11.005

Kochuchakkalackal, G. K., Eric, M., & Reyes, S. (2020). An 
emerging mental health concern: Risk factors, symp-
toms, and impact of internet gaming disorder. Journal of 
Technology in Behavioral Science, 5, 70–78. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s41347-019-00117-7

Macey, J., & Hamari, J. (2022). Gamblification: A defini-
tion. New Media & Society, 26(4), 2046–2065. https://doi.
org/10.1177/14614448221083903

Marchica, L. A., Mills, D. J., Derevensky, J. L., & Montreuil, T. 
C. (2019). The role of emotion regulation in video gaming 
and gambling disorder: A systematic review. The Canadian 
Journal of Addiction, 10(4), 19–29. https://doi.org/10.1097/
CXA.0000000000000070

Maroney, N., Williams, B. J., Thomas, A., Skues, J., & Moulding, 
R. (2019). Stress-coping model of problem online video 
game use. International Journal of Mental Health and 
Addiction, 17(4), 845–858. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-
018-9887-7

Melodia, F., Canale, N., & Griffiths, M. D. (2022). The role of 
avoidance coping and escape motives in problematic online 
gaming: A systematic literature review. International 
Journal of Mental Health and Addiction, 20(2), 996–1022. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-00422-w

Nordmyr, J., & Forsman, A. K. (2020). A systematic review 
of psychosocial risks for gambling and problem gambling 
in the Nordic countries. Health, Risk & Society, 22(3–4), 
266–290. https://doi.org/10.1080/13698575.2020.1796929

Nowland, R., Robinson, S. J., Bradley, B. F., Summers, V., & 
Qualter, P. (2018). Loneliness, HPA stress reactivity and 
social threat sensitivity: Analyzing naturalistic social chal-
lenges. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 59(5), 540–
546. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12461

Park, C., Majeed, A., Gill, H., Tamura, J., Ho, R. C., Mansur, 
R. B., Nasri, F., Lee, Y., Rosenblat, J. D., Wong, E., & 
McIntyre, R. S. (2020). The effect of loneliness on dis-
tinct health outcomes: A comprehensive review and meta-
analysis. Psychiatry Research, 294, 113514. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113514

Parke, A., Griffiths, M., Pattinson, J., & Keatley, D. (2018). 
Age-related physical and psychological vulnerability as 
pathways to problem gambling in older adults. Journal 
of Behavioral Addictions, 7(1), 137–145. https://doi.
org/10.1556/2006.7.2018.18

Perlman, D., & Peplau, L. A. (1981). Toward a social psychol-
ogy of loneliness. In S. Duck & R. Gilmour (Eds.), Personal 

relationships: 3. Relationships in disorder (pp. 31–56). 
Academic Press.

Rachlin, H. (2000). The science of self-control (1st ed.). Harvard 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674042513

Roche, A., Kostadinov, V., & Fischer, J. (2017). Stress and addic-
tion. In C. L. Cooper & J. C. Quick (Eds.) The handbook of 
stress and health (pp. 252–279). John Wiley & Sons. https://
doi.org/10.1002/9781118993811.ch15

Ruisoto, P., & Contador, I. (2019). The role of stress in drug 
addiction. An integrative review. Physiology & Behavior, 
202, 62–68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2019.01.022

Russell, G., & Lightman, S. (2019). The human stress response. 
Nature Reviews Endocrinology, 15(9), 525–534. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41574-019-0228-0

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2017). Self-determination theory: 
Basic psychological needs in motivation, development, and 
wellness. The Guilford Press.

Salonen, A., Lind, K., Hagfors, H., Castrén, S., & Kontto, J. (2020). 
Rahapelaaminen, peliongelmat ja rahapelaamiseen liittyvät 
asenteet ja mielipiteet vuosina 2007–2019: Suomalaisten 
rahapelaaminen 2019 [Gambling, problem gambling and 
attitudes and opinions towards gambling in 2007–2019: 
Finnish Gambling 2019]. Finnish Institute for Health and 
Welfare. https://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-343-594-0

Savolainen, I., Oksanen, A., Kaakinen, M., Sirola, A., & Paek, H. 
J. (2020). The role of perceived loneliness in youth addic-
tive behaviors: Cross-national survey study. JMIR Mental 
Health, 7(1), e14035. https://doi.org/10.2196/14035

Savolainen, I., Savela, N., & Oksanen, A. (2023). Perceived 
stress moderates spending money on digital games and gam-
bling: A nationwide study of Finnish adults. International 
Gambling Studies. Advance online publication. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14459795.2023.2235413

Savolainen, I., Vuorinen, I., Sirola, A., & Oksanen, A. (2022). 
Gambling and gaming during COVID-19: The role of men-
tal health and social motives in gambling and gaming prob-
lems. Comprehensive Psychiatry, 117, 152331. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2022.152331

Schunck, R. (2013). Within and between estimates in random-
effects models: Advantages and drawbacks of correlated 
random effects and hybrid models. Stata Journal, 13(1), 
65–76. https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x1301300105

Schunck, R., & Perales, F. (2017). Within- and between-cluster 
effects in generalized linear mixed models: A discussion of 
approaches and the xthybrid command. Stata Journal, 17(1), 
89–115. https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x1701700106

Segrin, C. (2019). Indirect effects of social skills on health 
through stress and loneliness. Health Communication, 
34(1), 118–124. https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2017.13
84434

Sharman, S., Butler, K., & Roberts, A. (2019). Psychosocial risk 
factors in disordered gambling: A descriptive systematic 
overview of vulnerable populations. Addictive Behaviors, 
99, 106071. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2019.106071

Sirola, A., Kaakinen, M., Savolainen, I., & Oksanen, A. (2019). 
Loneliness and online gambling-community participation of 
young social media users. Computers in Human Behavior, 
95, 136–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.01.023

Thomas, A. C., Allen, F. L., Phillips, J., & Karantzas, G. (2011). 
Gaming machine addiction: The role of avoidance, accessibility 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027504268574
https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027504268574
https://trepo.tuni.fi/handle/10024/144376
https://trepo.tuni.fi/handle/10024/144376
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2015.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2015.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41347-019-00117-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41347-019-00117-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448221083903
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448221083903
https://doi.org/10.1097/CXA.0000000000000070
https://doi.org/10.1097/CXA.0000000000000070
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-018-9887-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-018-9887-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-00422-w
https://doi.org/10.1080/13698575.2020.1796929
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12461
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113514
https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.7.2018.18
https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.7.2018.18
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674042513
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118993811.ch15
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118993811.ch15
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2019.01.022
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41574-019-0228-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41574-019-0228-0
https://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-343-594-0
https://doi.org/10.2196/14035
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2023.2235413
https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2023.2235413
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2022.152331
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2022.152331
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x1301300105
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x1701700106
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2017.1384434
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2017.1384434
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2019.106071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.01.023


8	 International Journal of Social Psychiatry 00(0)

and social support. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors, 25(4), 
738–744. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024865

Vuorinen, I., Oksanen, A., Savolainen, I., Sirola, A., Kaakinen, 
M., Paek, H. J., & Zych, I. (2021). The mediating role of 
psychological distress in excessive gambling among young 

people: A four-country study. International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health, 18(13), 6973. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18136973

Weiss, R. S. (1973). Loneliness: The experience of emotional 
and social isolation. The MIT Press.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024865
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18136973

