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Wrap-Up Notes 

 

I would like begin by thanking Garry Smith and Vickii Williams for the 

invitation to participate in this conference, as well as the Alberta Gaming 

Research Institute for hosting this event.  

The importance of this conference is that it brings together various groups 

who might normally not have the opportunity for this type of exchange or 

dialogue � the presentations were excellent and provided us with much food for 

thought.  My job today is to attempt to synthesize some of the information that 

you�ve heard over the last couple of days � an onerous task given the volume of 

information that we�ve heard and the many possible directions that this could 

take us. 

I had hoped to come up with a strategy that might readily bring the various 

points and positions together.  What I have here is perhaps best perceived as 

simply a starting place allowing us to begin to organize what we�ve heard and 

perhaps suggest links between some of the topics that we�ve learned about, as 

well as suggesting possible directions and issues that require further work. 

 

[Figure One about here.] 

 

 The diagram you see here suggests that there are at least two major 

dimensions that must be taken into account when considering the gambling 

phenomenon.  The first dimension is the structural dimension or the structural 

level.  The structural-level includes laws and regulations that apply (or don�t 

apply) to gambling activity.  What does society enable or disable through 

legislation of gambling activities?  It should be recognized that the 

legal/regulatory framework is simply one of a number of dimensions that 

�structure� might involve � as suggested by Colin Campbell and Bo Bernhard, 
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other structures are important in fully considering gambling besides law, such as 

religious institutions, the institution of education, etc.  Given the nature of our 

debates in this particular conference on crime and gambling � the legal structure 

is prioritized here. 

 The other dimension is the individual dimension or the individual level, which 

consists of the actions and behaviours of individual actors.  What exactly do 

people do?  Both the structural and individual axes should be considered 

continuums.  It appears that there is a gray area between the poles of legal 

(legitimate) and illegal (not legitimate) gambling.  There is also some degree of 

gray between the individual behaviours indicative of problem versus non-problem 

gambling.  Brian Beresh alluded to something similar in his discussion of degrees 

of addiction.  It may be important to note at this point as well, that the definitions 

of �problem� versus non-problem gambling behaviour may be subject to the 

interests of those who are in the position of defining behaviour.  

 

Structure: Legal versus Illegal Gambling 
Turning first to the structural level and the legal versus illegal gambling 

distinction � the presenters we�ve heard suggest that the distinction is not as 

clear as might be expected.  During their presentations, Ivan Sack and Colin 

Campbell suggested that despite the Criminal Code applying at the national 

level, provincial interpretations of the Code result in the same behaviour being 

treated as legal in one place but as illegal in another.  Differential application of 

the same legislation suggests that �lawful and regulated� really forms a 

continuum with �unlawful and unregulated� � law appears not to be an �either-or� 

situation.  Further, as Peter Teasdale noted, the law may make reference to what 

might be, for the most part, obsolete games (three card monte), at the same time 

failing to address certain other illegal activities (i.e. activities which may be on the 

books as illegal but which are rarely enforced), or inadequately addressing newer 

versions of gambling activities (such as the technological innovations suggested 

by John McMullen and Mike Ryan). 
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Not only are there differences in the interpretation of legislation, there are also 

differences at the policing level.  As Jim Rorison suggested, throughout a 

relatively large portion of the �90s, gambling activity simply wasn�t prioritized, 

suggesting little enforcement of the law.  While certain other agencies, as Brian 

Jones suggested regarding the AGLC, may be actively attempting to eliminate 

these gray areas through enforcement.  Differences in policing, and failing to 

police, various gambling activities (due to lack of funds or lack of training) 

reaffirms the gray area in terms of legislation. 

It is important to note that legislation (or lack thereof) could also be 

considered an opportunity structure, providing opportunities at both the structural 

level and at the individual level.  On the one hand, legalization/regulation might 

create opportunities by allowing, for example, expansion by legitimate enterprise 

into the gaming industry.  Legalization/regulation might also create opportunities 

for �illegitimate� expansion with certain groups using regulatory or legal 

parametres to their advantage [a point to which I�ll return later]. 

 

Individual Behaviours:  Problem versus Non-Problem Gambling 
Turning to the individual level � the presenters have made frequent reference 

to problem gamblers, as well as to addicted or pathological gamblers.  These 

references therefore assume a group of non-problem gamblers, non-addicted 

gamblers and non-pathological gamblers.  Individual behaviour must also be 

placed on a continuum ranging from problematic to non-problematic. Bo 

Bernhard reminded us that what counts as �problem� behaviour may be in the 

eye of the beholder and depends upon which glasses are worn by a particular 

�beholder� � for example, medical, moral or compassionate glasses. 

On the other end of the continuum, I especially liked the reference by John 

McMullan to �rational gamblers� � or, in terms of this characterization, �non-

problem� gamblers.  The example of hacking into computer software and 

hardware (despite the illegality of the activity) � suggests a great deal of 

rationality (as well as patience and skill).  In the end, problem and non-problem 

gambling may be either legal or illegal. 
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Intersecting Structural and Individual Quadrants 
 With this diagram as a starting place, I�d like to begin to move around the 

quadrants and elaborate on some of the points that we�ve heard over the last two 

days.  When considering the gambling phenomenon, it is especially critical, I 

would argue, to highlight how it is that structure relates to, or may be related to, 

individual action.  Each of these quadrants is meant to illustrate relationships or 

correlations between the structural and individual levels.  I am not suggesting 

that certain structures cause any type of behaviour (problem or non-problem), but 

rather that there is an association between structures and individual behaviours.  

For example, legislation (or lack thereof) will not necessarily cause a certain type 

of individual behaviour to occur, but there may be an increased likelihood of 

certain types of behaviour occurring in the presence of particular legislation.  

 The first quadrant [see Figure One] represents a structural situation 

consisting of legalization or regulation coupled with non-problematic individual 

gambling behaviours.  For the purposes of this conference, this quadrant may be 

of least interest, as non-problem gambling suggests that individuals are 

controlling their behaviour and would be participating in gambling activity that is 

well within the realm of �legal� gambling activity.  Although we have not 

addressed this quadrant in much detail over the course of this conference � 

legal, non-problematic activity exists, and we need to keep in mind that a focus 

on any particular type of gambling activity does not preclude the existence of 

other types.  From a policing perspective, we may come to the conclusion that 

the majority of the gambling phenomenon may not be located within this 

quadrant.  Similarly, from the point of view of casino managers, it might be 

argued that the majority of gamblers are not problem gamblers.  The point is, as 

noted above, that assessments of the extent of problem versus non-problem 

gambling, or illegal versus legal gambling might be influenced to some degree by 

the definitions applied, as well as by the orientation of the observer to that 

phenomenon.   
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 The second quadrant is characterized by illegal or non-regulated structures, 

and non-problematic gambling (ie. rational behaviour) at the individual level.  I�d 

like to elaborate here on the idea of opportunity and how it relates to structure.  

The legal/regulatory structure could be said to create or inhibit opportunities at 

both the structural and individual level � the creation of opportunity at the 

structural level could mean that legitimate enterprise might be offered the 

opportunity to expand.  Regulation and legalization might also create opportunity 

of another kind � opportunity for illegal gambling.  For example, Jim Rorrison 

mentioned the loss of opportunity for legal gambling associated with the closure 

of casinos at 2 am, suggesting the possibility that illegal/after hours gambling 

might be curtailed if the law were changed to allow for continued legal play.  

Similarly, the point was made that further restrictions on legal gambling might 

provide opportunity for the involvement of organized crime groups.  Here we get 

the idea that legal and regulatory structures may create and inhibit both 

expansion and contraction of legal and illegal gambling � but the relationship is 

not straightforward.  It is within this quadrant that we might also see the 

emergence of organized crime groups (which, by definition, are 

organized/rational and who participate in illegal activity). 

 What impact does structure have for individual behaviour?  I�ll mention a 

couple of points: 

1. Structure (laws and regulations) either inhibit or create opportunities to 

participate in legal or illegal gambling.  One position is that laws that 

facilitate the opportunity to legally gamble will result in proportionally 

greater numbers of problem gamblers (in this sense, problem gambling is 

an outcome of opportunity to legally gamble: opportunity is said to predict 

individual behaviour).  But another position might also be taken: laws that 

inhibit opportunities for legal gambling may result in greater numbers of 

problem gamblers involved in illegal gambling (here, individual behaviour 

could be said to predict opportunity � individuals create opportunities for 

play � legal or illegal).  

 5



2. Structure (laws and regulations) help to frame how it is that individual 

behaviour,  and others� assessments of that behaviour, will be considered, 

and who will assume responsibility for problems associated with that 

behaviour.  When law enables certain types of gambling activities, 

legalization may enable turning a blind eye to the problems that 

accompany that so-called legal activity. As Ivan Sack and Colin Campbell 

have suggested, however, governments have felt more pressure to fund 

research based on the evidence that � legal or not � gambling may be 

problematic.  In other words, government may be recognizing that labeling 

a �dangerous� activity as �legal� does not absolve it from responsibility for 

what might be considered encouraging � via legalization - dangerous 

behaviour.  We have seen that responsibility as it relates to opportunities 

created by the legal structure has been a prevalent theme.  This point 

came up convincingly in Brian Beresh�s reflections on government being 

held responsible for encouraging dangerous behaviour. 

 

Quadrant III represents a situation of illegal gambling (at the structural level) 

coupled with problem gambling at the individual level.  A distinction has been 

made throughout this conference with regard to �gambling-related crime�, versus 

�illegal gambling�.  I am hoping Figure One will reinforce that distinction.  In 

Quadrant III, we have a structural situation of illegal gambling � for those who are 

problem gamblers participating in illegal gambling � their participation is, by 

default, criminal.  However, their may also be a situation whereby individuals 

participate in gambling behaviour that is legal, but their problem behaviours might 

involve criminal activity � hence the reference to gambling-related criminal 

activity.  Quadrant IV suggests this possibility � that there are certain gambling-

related criminal activities that are committed � but committed in an effort to 

support what is otherwise legal gambling activity.  Specifically, individuals may 

commit crimes such as theft, or other crimes that may be related to the 

procurement of funds to enable gambling (i.e. money to pay for gambling or 
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hiding money made through gambling).  We have learned that crimes of violence 

are relatively uncommon among problem gamblers. 

 

Over-Arching Issues: 
 I�d like to now turn to some issues that were repeatedly raised and which 

must be taken into consideration in terms of future research and the 

implementation of meaningful policy. 

1. Integrity.  We consistently heard that there must be integrity of law and 

integrity in terms of the enforcement of that law.  Law must be seen to be 

relevant to the gambling phenomenon and it must be enforced.  

Enforcement, however, must come from a number of different levels � 

meaningful self-regulation at the level of industry, and meaningful external 

regulation by policing institutions and agencies such as the AGLC.  

Integrity will be facilitated through multi-jurisdictional cooperation including 

industry, police, judiciary, and importantly � the public.  Ultimately, it 

seems there is a need to get everyone on the same page, and efforts 

must be made to inform respective parties of relevant information.  

Agencies must share information and ensure that all parties have access 

to information that will encourage fully-informed decision making. 

2. Responsibility.  Responsibility for gambling activity must be taken at both 

the individual and structural levels � if funds from gambling are to 

continue, government must be prepared to take responsibility for enabling 

persons to gamble.  Labeling an activity �legal� does not absolve policy-

makers from responsibility for the problems that such legal activities may 

encourage.  

3. Context.  It is important to consider the context in which a phenomenon 

takes place � what are the specific characteristics of the phenomenon 

under consideration?  It is also important to consider the context within 

which those who make claims are working, as the orientation of the 

observer will influence what characteristics of a phenomenon are viewed 

as significant and which aspects are not considered significant.   
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4. Concepts.  This point was raised most specifically by Jan McMillen, who 

emphasized that in our discussions of the gambling phenomenon, we 

must ensure that we are using the same definitions of particular concepts.  

This advice is pertinent even when it comes to seemingly basic definitions 

having to do with, for example, �legal� versus �illegal� gambling.  The 

shades of gray suggest that we must spell-out exactly what we are 

referring to and not take �definitional compatibility� for granted. 

5. Technology.  What was particularly evident during this conference was 

the challenge now being posed by the combination of technology with 

gambling activity.  Not only are policing agencies strained to keep up with 

technological advances, but the increased accessibility of gambling 

activity over the internet will also, no doubt, have a significant social 

impact.  The challenge to keep up with such advances will be a laborious 

task. 

 

 Given my emphasis on the connection between structural factors and 

individual behaviours, as well as our emphasis on the crime-gambling connection 

during this conference, further research might address these broad questions:  

What opportunities does the legal/regulatory structure create or inhibit at both the 

structural and individual levels?  How direct is the relationship between structure 

and individual level behaviour, and what factors mitigate or aggravate the 

relationship between these two levels?  The information that we have learned at 

this conference fits well within these broad questions, but also suggests how 

specific areas of research and information might be connected, or could begin to 

be connected, with other areas and therefore facilitate our attempts to 

understand the gambling phenomenon. 

 8



Figure One:  The Gambling Phenomenon 
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