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Situating Structural Characteristics
Through the epidemiological triangle (Korn & Shaffer, 1999; Shaffer & Korn, 2002)

Individual Differences
among Consumers

Gambling
Environment

Structural
Characteristics of
the Gambling Game
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Higher stake contributes to a higher cost of
play

This assumes no other change in other determinants including game speed, RTP and volatility. Stake is
the primary means by which players can vary the financial risk of a gambling game.

Higher stakes may impair decision-making
during gambling

Initial evidence suggests that decision-making ability may be impaired by gambling for money and that this
effect is more pronounced as stake increases. This is an interesting line of enquiry and should be examined
in real gambling settings where participants are losing their own money.

Inducements for increased stake size may be Offering a higher RTP or access to exclusive game content at higher staking levels within the same game
may encourage players to play at higher stakes than they can afford
a risk factor
Higher stakes may be more exciting

Higher staking behaviour may render gambling more exciting; however, the exact causes and consequences
of this relationship remain unclear. Excitement, thrills and suspense are likely to attract consumers to
gambling participation but may also encourage excessive play.

Within-game variability in staking may
encourage loss chasing

When chasing losses, gamblers may vary their strategy to recoup money lost even if the conditions of the
bet have not improved. Evidence suggests that raising stakes is a critical means by which players can chase
their losses on a game in a particular session. Accordingly, stake variability permits players to increase their
level of financial risk to chase losses, in real time, as they receive feedback on game outcomes.

Disordered gamblers play across the full
range of stake sizes

At the highest staking levels, there is likely to be a disproportionately higher number of problem gamblers.
However, problem gamblers play at a wide range of staking levels with the majority still playing at relatively
lower staking levels.
Preliminary evidence from real world and laboratory settings suggest that at least some problem gambling

Restricting stake size may prompt players to
may manifest in an adapted way (e.g., like playing for longer at lower stakes) which still fulfills the gamblers
adapt their playing strategy
needs yet may still expose gamblers to some level of harm.

Lower stakes gambling opportunities may
increase the decision to participate

In theory, lower stakes gambling options may increase accessibility to a wider range of new players through
increased affordability. However, opportunities to engage in gambling-related content are increased
because of technology and social media.

Lower stakes gambling may increase time
loss

Whether harm from time loss can be considered equivalent to harm from financial loss remains unclear.
However, this is likely to be a more prominent risk factor for those consumers with higher disposable
income and lower disposable leisure time.

Restrictions on stake size may in some
circumstances disadvantage the customer

Restrictions on stake size may run counter to the interests of the consumer if it restricts the opportunity
to
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bet in favourable situations.

Aims
• Argue that we know less about structural characteristics
(SCs) than we think
• Highlight fundamental disagreements among specialists
interested in this topic
• Suggest harm reduction measures for EGMs can easily
be misapplied
• Identify priority areas for intervention despite:
• Considerable knowledge gaps
• Strong links associated with product appeal
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3 Challenges
1. Challenge the status of ‘Losses-Disguised-AsWins’ (LDWs) as a risk factor in EGM-related harm
2. Challenge the notion that stake reduction is an
obvious harm reduction measure associated with
EGMs
3. Challenge the view that limited policy options exist
until knowledge gap is narrowed
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1. Challenge status of ‘Losses-Disguised-As-Wins’
(LDWs) as a risk factor in EGM-related harm

Challenge One: LDWs as a risk factor? (1)
What are ‘Losses-Disguised-As-Wins’ (LDWs)?
A win of lesser value than the initial stake usually accompanied by
visual and auditory reinforcement (Dixon et al., 2010, 2018)

Argued to be significant risk factor for EGM-related harm (Clark et al., 2009, Dixon et
al., 2010, 2018; Dow-Schull, 2005; Sharman et al., 2015)
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Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (2)
What is volatility in relation to EGMs?
Balance

Time

Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (2)
What is volatility in relation to EGMs?
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Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (3)
Volatility and LDW frequency are negatively correlated

Volatility

Number
of LDWs
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Balance

Time

Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (4)
The case for high volatility as a risk factor
Higher game volatility can amplify
the magnitude and duration of both
winning and losing
Facilitates
Chasing and
Prospective
Risk (Parke and
Parke 2017)

Balance

Time

Deposits
(GBP)

2. Initially in Sep & Oct, single deposits of 20 GBP were being made. 4-6 weeks later, there were
multiple within session deposits – some as high as £300.

3. Increased deposit size

Withdrawals
(GBP)

4. Increased deposit frequency
5. Increased session frequency

Stakes
(GBP)

1. Both isolated big wins, and periods of successful chasing in
early Nov – a number of increases in DISTAL RISK can be observed

7. Then, following a period of sustained losing, deposit
size and frequency, stake size and session frequency all
began to decrease.

6. Increased stake size

Wins
(GBP)
Reverse
Withdrawals
(GBP)

Parke & Parke, 2017
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Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (4)
The case for high volatility as a risk factor
Increased game volatility can
amplify the magnitude and duration
of both winning and losing
Facilitates
Chasing and
Prospective
Risk (Parke and
Parke 2017)

Partial Reinforcement
Extinction Effect
(PREE: Pettinger et al., 1988)

Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (4)
The case for high volatility as a risk factor
Increased game volatility can
amplify the magnitude and duration
of both winning and losing
Facilitates
Chasing and
Prospective
Risk (Parke and
Parke 2017)

Uncertainty and
suspense a strong driver
(Abuhamdeh, Csikszentmihalyi & Jalal,
2015; Ely, Frankel & Kamenica, 2015;
Hahn, Wilson, McRae & Gilbert, 2013).

Partial Reinforcement
Extinction Effect
(PREE: Pettinger et al., 1988)

Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (4)
The case for high volatility as a risk factor
Increased game volatility can
amplify the magnitude and duration
of both winning and losing
Higher value or
more frequent
bonus games

Facilitates
Chasing and
Prospective
Risk (Parke and
Parke 2017)

Uncertainty and
suspense a strong driver
(Abuhamdeh, Csikszentmihalyi & Jalal,
2015; Ely, Frankel & Kamenica, 2015;
Hahn, Wilson, McRae & Gilbert, 2013).

Partial Reinforcement
Extinction Effect
(PREE: Pettinger et al., 1988)

Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (5)
LDWs still have monetary value - attaching value to LDWs
is not necessarily irrational
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Challenge One: LDWs as risk factor? (6)
Some Takeaways
1. Theories complex and evidence far from conclusive
2. BUT there is a good case to suggest that LDWs are NOT one of the
most important determinants of harmful game design
–

At the very least, it is important to consider the overall configuration of game features

3. Scope for some more detailed explanations and further research:

– ↓V ↑LDW Games: a risk factor newer or infrequent players?
–

Gateway? (Leino et al., 2017)

4. More research needed where:
–
–

EGMs, LDWs, Volatility = Real losses with real implications (e.g., ‘Rubicon’)
Large Wins v Small Wins v LDWs

5. Efficiency?
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2. Challenging the role of stake reduction in

reducing harm associated with EGMs

Challenge Two: Stake Reduction in Safer Gambling Policy (1)
Case Study: FOBTs in Great Britain

4 FOBTs with a max stake of £100, max prize £500
Includes various game content including slots, roulette
Associated with high rates of problem gambling
Fast
Mood Modifier
Access to Funds
Unpredictable
Location

LONG TERM CAMPAIGN to reduce stake from £100 to £2
25

Challenge Two: Stake Reduction in Safer Gambling Policy (1)
Case Study: FOBTs in Great Britain

1. Fails to adequately target problem gamblers (e.g., see Wardle et al.,
2014, Wardle, 2016)
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Challenge Two: Stake Reduction in Safer Gambling Policy (2)
Case Study: FOBTs in Great Britain

1. Fails to adequately target problem gamblers (e.g., see Wardle et al.,
2014, Wardle, 2016)

2. Players may adapt to staking restrictions (DCMS, 2016; Ladouceur
and Gaboury, 1988)

staking over £50 fell by two-thirds, staking
between £40-£50 (just under the threshold of
the new restrictions) increased by over 300%
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Challenge Two: Stake Reduction in Safer Gambling Policy (3)
Case Study: FOBTs in Great Britain

1. Fails to adequately target problem gamblers (e.g., see Wardle et al.,
2014, Wardle, 2016)

2. Players may adapt to staking restrictions (DCMS, 2016; Ladouceur and
Gaboury, 1988)

3. Potential displacement but may be less than some suggest
–
–

‘pull out their mobile phone and gamble there instead’ = over-simplistic
displacement to less risky products may still be positive
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Challenge Two: Stake Reduction in Safer Gambling Policy (4)
Case Study: FOBTs in Great Britain

1. Fails to adequately target problem gamblers (e.g., see Wardle et al.,
2014, Wardle, 2016)

2. Players may adapt to staking restrictions (DCMS, 2016; Ladouceur and
Gaboury, 1988)

3. Potential displacement but may be less than some suggest
–
–

‘pull out their mobile phone and gamble there instead’ = over-simplistic
displacement to less risky products may still be positive

4. Game speed and Return-to-Player (RTP) ignored
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Expected average theoretical loss per hour for gaming machine categories in Great Britain

Challenge Two: Stake Reduction in Safer Gambling Policy (5)
Case Study: FOBTs in Great Britain

1. Fails to adequately target problem gamblers (e.g., see Wardle et al.,
2014, Wardle, 2016)

2. Players may adapt to staking restrictions (DCMS, 2016; Ladouceur and
Gaboury, 1988)

3. Potential displacement but may be less than some suggest
–
–

‘pull out their mobile phone and gamble there instead’ = over-simplistic
displacement to less risky products may still be positive

4. Game speed and Return-to-Player (RTP) ignored
5. Game volatility is ignored
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Balance = £12.50

Stake = £2

Win = £0.50
32

Expected average theoretical loss per hour for gaming machine
categories in Great Britain

Taking volatility into consideration
typically this figure will be much higher

3. Challenging the view that few policy options

exist until the knowledge gap is narrowed…

Challenge Three
Challenge the view that few policy options exist until
knowledge gap is narrowed
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Challenge Three - Challenge the view that few
policy options exist until knowledge gap is narrowed (1)
Speed and Continuity Example
Increases
Cost of Play
Widens Participation Window
(e.g., Parke & Parke 2017)

Facilitates
Detachment Motives
(e.g., Abarbanel, 2014;
Diskin & Hodgins, 2001
Stewart & Zack, 2008,)

Impairs Decision-making
(e.g., Corr & Thompson, 2014;
Newman et al, 1987)

Facilitates
Chasing

Challenge Three - Challenge the view that few
policy options exist until knowledge gap is narrowed (1)
Speed and Continuity Example
Increases
Cost of Play
Widens Participation Window
(e.g., Parke & Parke 2017)

Facilitates
Detachment Motives
(e.g., Abarbanel, 2014;
Diskin & Hodgins, 2001
Stewart & Zack, 2008,)

Impairs Decision-making
(e.g., Corr & Thompson, 2014;
Newman et al, 1987)

Facilitates
Chasing

Challenge Three - Challenge the view that few
policy options exist until knowledge gap is narrowed (2)
Payment Example - Contactless
Removes ‘REHEARSAL EFFECT’
Some may have
less restrictions
than an ATM

(Soman, 2001)

Creates a
‘DECOUPLING EFFECT’
(Prelec & Lowenstien, 1998)

No direct
interference with
game content or
mechanics

Easy, fast access + ‘hotthinking’ = increased risk

Challenge Three - Challenge the view that few
policy options exist until knowledge gap is narrowed (3)
Withdrawal Example – Choice Architecture

Some Takeaways…..
1. The evidence base on product-based harm
minimisation among the weakest in gambling studies…
•
•

…but hope for ‘virtuous circle’?
Is the door closed on academic/industry collaborative?

2. Despite knowledge gap to what extent can start taking
action? Revisiting UK FOBT policy dilemma:
a. Low hanging fruit:
•
•
•

Restrictions on cashless gambling and funds access
Restrictions on speed of play
Guidelines for choice architecture

b. Account-based play – what are we waiting for?
c. Objectivity and careful consideration
•

E.g., ACCURATE RESTRICTIONS on cost of play
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Some Takeaways…..
A question of efficiency…..

Restrictions on access
to funds in gambling
venues

High

Speculative
Impact on Player
Enjoyment or
Confidence level
Convenience
High
Low-Moderate

Isolated £2 Stake
Reduction

Low-Moderate

Moderate

High

High

Ignores other important contributing factors to cost of play. On its
own, unlikely to be effective or efficient. Some displacement is
possible.

Facilitate rather than
inhibit withdrawal
decisions

Moderate

Moderate

Low

Low

Support for withdrawal-related decisions may prove useful for
problem gamblers who have difficulty making appropriate decisions
and executing self-control while gambling.

Restrict incentives
which may encourage
increasing stake size

Low-Moderate

High

Low

Low

Offering enhanced bonus game content or a higher RTP on the
same game at higher stakes may encourage staking beyond one's
means.

Removal of auto-play,
turbo mode and stop
buttons

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

May facilitate greater awareness by engaging player in every
betting decision and therefore having more scope for control by
reducing game speed

Restrictions on Losses- Low
Disguised-as-Wins
(LDWs)

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

LDWs are likely to contribute to game appeal and reduce game
volatility. Evidence remains inconclusive regarding whether
removal will reduce problem gambling.

Restrictions on Near
Misses

Moderate

High

Moderate

Near misses may impact arousal during the game. There may be
implications for problem gambling, however, now there is no clear
evidence supporting the removal of near misses as an effective tool
to reduce problem gambling.

Estimated Impact on
Gambling-Related Harm

Harm Minimisation
Strategy

Impact

Moderate

Speculative Negative
Impact on Industry
Revenue and Growth

Summary Explanation

High

Evidence suggests that access to additional funds in a venue is a
significant risk factor for problem gambling. This includes ‘remote
loading’ using debit card, ATMs and digital wallets.
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Some Takeaways…..
A question of efficiency…..

Restrictions on access
to funds in gambling
venues

High

Speculative
Impact on Player
Enjoyment or
Confidence level
Convenience
High
Low-Moderate

Isolated £2 Stake
Reduction

Low-Moderate

Moderate
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High

Ignores other important contributing factors to cost of play. On its
own, unlikely to be effective or efficient. Some displacement is
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Moderate
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Offering enhanced bonus game content or a higher RTP on the
same game at higher stakes may encourage staking beyond one's
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Removal of auto-play,
turbo mode and stop
buttons

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

May facilitate greater awareness by engaging player in every
betting decision and therefore having more scope for control by
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Disguised-as-Wins
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Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

LDWs are likely to contribute to game appeal and reduce game
volatility. Evidence remains inconclusive regarding whether
removal will reduce problem gambling.

Restrictions on Near
Misses

Moderate

High

Moderate

Near misses may impact arousal during the game. There may be
implications for problem gambling, however, now there is no clear
evidence supporting the removal of near misses as an effective tool
to reduce problem gambling.

Estimated Impact on
Gambling-Related Harm

Harm Minimisation
Strategy

Impact

Moderate

Speculative Negative
Impact on Industry
Revenue and Growth

Summary Explanation

High

Evidence suggests that access to additional funds in a venue is a
significant risk factor for problem gambling. This includes ‘remote
loading’ using debit card, ATMs and digital wallets.
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Some Takeaways…..
3. The challenge for regulators is the absence of
clear evidence about what works and this
prevents specificity in guidelines to industry.
•
•
•

Flexibility while avoiding ambiguity
‘Impact’ rather than ‘action’
Learning from ‘action’ without impact - progress is still
possible

4. What SCs should be the focus of regulation?
•
•
•

Content versus Transactions?
Flexible restrictions are placed on how much is consumed
more than what is consumed
Unfeasible politically
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Greatest challenge?
Keeping up with the ‘industrial evolution’
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Thanks for Listening!

Let’s Discuss?
E-mail> jonathan@sophro.uk.com
Twitter> @drjparke

