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Abstract

The premise of this thesis is that all business is embedded in society and needs to
be responsible for the socio-cultural problems it creates. This thesis examines the
social responsibilities operators should have to gamblers and wider society and
seeks to understand if responsible gambling can empower gamblers to minimise
harms. The aim of this thesis is to evaluate critically the extent to which responsible
gambling is possible in relation to the interests of society and gamblers themselves
and an examination of the efficacy of responsible gambling features in the online
environment. Gambling-harms have been studied by researchers from many
different disciplines however few are situated from the perspective of business.
There has been a dominance of quantitative gambling research but a lack of
qualitative investigation into harms from the perspective of gamblers. This thesis
seeks to address these issues using a pragmatic, mixed methods approach and
presents empirical findings drawn from the approaches used. A group interview
gathered qualitative data about the behaviour and experiences of ‘problem
gamblers’ in the development of their problems and specifically what measures
would have been useful for them in controlling their ‘problem gambling.” The rich
information provided by the group-interview contributed to the development of an
informed online questionnaire, completed by key stakeholders in the setting which
provided insights on the phenomena of ‘problem gambling’ and responsible
gambling. The lived experience of ‘problem gamblers’ is at variance with key
stakeholders. The findings point to a need for a new model of ‘problem gambling’
one which recognises how gambling activity has become normalised in modern
culture. Research findings are discussed in relation to implications for key
stakeholders who need to participate in the socio-cultural debate that surrounds
gambling becoming directly involved in its complex moral issues.
Recommendations discuss policy changes, drawing on both health and consumer
protection for the market to improve gambler safety and responsibility of the

industry.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Eadington (1976, p. 1) wrote that “the oldest profession known to civilised society
may very well be prostitution, but probably just as old as a leisure activity or as a

2

more serious endeavour is the phenomenon of gambling.” Gambling is a
controversial leisure activity and despite its popularity has negative social and
cultural implications. Governments have recognised that gambling is an effective
means of generating revenue; but is also can produce harmful effects for the
gambler, their family, communities and society. The industry would probably like
nothing more than to be acultural, asocial and amoral; the problem is that this is
simply not possible and the industry has to embrace social responsibility. Corporate
social responsibility (CSR) or social responsibility (SR) is an ethical theory that
business has responsibility to society. There is no single, commonly accepted
definition of the concept but this thesis understands SR as every organisation having
responsibility to act in a manner that is beneficial to society and not solely to the
organisation and consequently, the industry must address the gambling-harms it
creates in a responsible way. CSR is an increasingly important objective for

organisations but the obligation to act responsibly in contentious industries is

debateable.

Business is embedded in society and not separate from the socio-cultural aspects
with which their business interacts. Eberstadt (1977, p. 22) wrote that “business has
seldom enjoyed so much power with little responsibility” and CSR has raised the
profile of responsibilities that businesses must have to society. Contentious
industries have their legitimacy and CSR policies questioned (Miller and
Michelson, 2012) and controversial products, services and industries have
traditionally included gambling along with tobacco, alcohol and pornography
(Meier, 1994). However, gambling has undergone significant changes due to
liberalisation and some aspects of the changes have not been researched. Its current

omnipotence has renewed interest in the sociological and cultural analysis of



gambling (McMillen, 1996; Castellani, 2000; Reith, 2002; 2003; 2007; Cosgrave,
20006).

This thesis seeks to analyse the lived experiences, the behaviour and responses of
‘problem gamblers’ (‘PGs’) and the extent to which responsible gambling (RG) and
responsible gambling features (RGFs) are effective in coping with ‘problem
gambling’ (‘PG’). The term ‘PG’ is always in inverted commas in this thesis to
indicate the lack of clarity with the term which is discussed in depth in section C.
‘PGs’ and key stakeholders provide expert opinion and contribute to the analysis of
the efficacy of RGFs and it is necessary to listen to key stakeholders to develop a

better understanding of ‘PG’ and harm minimisation (HM) measures.

This chapter introduces the key ideas that relate to the aim and objectives of the
thesis, the multidisciplinary context of the issues and literature, the structure of the

thesis and outlines the original contribution the study makes to the field.

‘Problem gambling’

Gambling has been presented historically as a moral problem, a sin, vice or criminal
activity condemned by society and regulated by government (Jones et al, 2013, p.
69). It was not until 1943 and the publication of Edmund Bergler’s ‘The Gambler:
The Misunderstood Neurotic’ that a shift was signalled. ‘PGs’ were individuals
“caught in the grips of an illness that necessitated medical treatment rather than
moral condemnation” (p. 69). This new construct, a medical model of gambling
regarded ‘PG’ as psychologically abnormal and emphasised the individual’s
responsibility to treat their illness. There are three repercussions of this. First, links
with governmentality which is how governments try to produce individuals best
suited to fulfil their policies and by responsibilising ‘PGs’ the government’s
responsibility for intervention is reduced (Foucault, 1991). By emphasising
responsibilisation government removes its burden of responsibility for the care of
‘PGs.” The central aim of governmentality is to establish social conditions that
produce the responsibilised individual who is morally responsible and who uses

rational choice when making market decisions. Second, understanding ‘PG’ as an



individual pathology means that the structural factors of ‘PG’ are under-played.
Third, individualising ‘PG’ means that behaviour change must be targeted at the
individual (ibid). This narrow focus on the ‘PG’ removes attention from gambling’s
impact on society and communities (Reith, 2006). Medicalisation introduced new
ways of regarding ‘PG’ and turned the consumer into a new type of person — an
addict (Reith, 2004). This process is related to Foucault’s (1976) ‘constitution of
subjects” where the classification of types and features of behaviour provides tools
for new ways of thinking and talking about individuals. Just as there are new ways
of conceptualising consumers, there are new ways of shaping and controlling
patterns of consumption. The ‘PG’ would have been constructed as the outcome of
dangerous and powerful substances but with the development of new forms of
governance associated with the move to neo-liberal societies, ‘PGs’ came to be
defined in terms of subjective, individual behaviour of loss of control. Tieu (2010)
suggests that ‘PGs’ may not be in control and therefore unaccountable for their
behaviour due to diminished agency. Several models are examined in this thesis to
understand ‘PG’ and Reith’s cultural model aligns with the perspective that
gambling can be explained as rational in a socio-economic setting. Reith (2007a)
argues that ‘PG’ is the result of modern consumer societies, the decline of external
forms of regulation and the rise of demands for individual self-control. The
liberalisation of the industry and the expectation that gamblers govern themselves
creates the conditions for the emergence of ‘PG.” The study of ‘PG’ is dominated
by medical and psychological perspectives and this narrow focus tends to draw
attention from the wider effects on communities and societies which has
implications for RG. Both the medical and cultural models of ‘PG’ seek to minimise
it through individual interventions including responsibility to seek help in the

medical model and self-restraint in the cultural model.

Responsible is a keyword in neo-liberal modes of governance and focuses on
individualised risk-management. ‘PG’ is immersed in neoliberalism; the rational,
self-interested consumer is supposed to be capable of balancing costs and benefits
and make choices that maximise personal welfare (Adams, 2016). The construct of
the rational consumer has given rise to multidisciplines including economics, law,

sociology and psychology underpinning the development of understanding normal



consumer behaviour. Rational choice theory contends that it is deliberative and
consistent and the consumer seeks to maximise choices in relation to resources.
Instead of examining internal concepts like needs and desires, consumer behaviour
identifies external benefits and costs. There are always factors that can be applied
to make a case understandable and sensible. Benefits and costs can always be used
to protect rationality; in the case of ‘PG’ - enjoyment, illness, chasing losses and
Goffman (1967) emphasised positive qualities associated with gambling like skill

and courage.

Social policy

In the post-war period after the Second World War, governments had a central role
in ensuring the rights of individuals to have a minimum standard of life, economic
welfare and security (Kennett, 2001). This was underpinned by mass production
and mass consumption and the welfare state model was seen an inevitable outcome
of a modern society. In recent times, this post-war consensus and social
Keynesianism has been dismissed, accompanied by increasing inequality and a
different social contract between government and individual. The rights of
individuals are being eroded by new economic policies that emphasise duties. This
renegotiated social contract has significant application to understanding the

responsibility of government, industry and gambler in this thesis.

The government is not the sole institution to provide welfare and Baldock et al
(1999, p. xxi) identify families, communities, market and the third sector
organisations as welfare providers. Kennett (2001) argues that in the UK, an
institutionalised and established private sector has promoted and provided welfare.
The morality of government has been transformed into a market, targeted at
gamblers who are now increasingly expected to manage their risky business.
Gambling social policy relies on responsibilisation of the gambler; ‘PGs’ are
expected to develop and manage their ‘self-control’ and learn that ‘PG’ is their
responsibility. Government and industry have designed new types of responsibility
which are promote through a largely compliant media and managed at arms-length

by organisations tasked with the job of raising and distributing funds from the



industry to prevent and manage harms caused by the industry. The abrogation of
direct government responsibility for managing RG and identifying and supporting
‘PG’ and the polluter pays principle (PPP) has ensured a significant role for the
industry in the decision-making processes around RG, PG and the funding of
research into these two important areas. Arguably a consequence of this is that
rather than independent evidence-based social policy development we have
industry-compliant social policy defining RG. The endorsed philosophy holds that
gamblers are capable of ‘self-control’ and that RG is most effective when managed
and controlled by the gambler. They may just need some RG instruction and
utilisation of RGFs represent ideal and balanced market behaviour. The philosophy
is that gambling social policy be produced, distributed and actively realised through

consumption.

PPP was first mentioned in an OECD (1972) recommendation where pollution costs
should be financed by the polluters and not the public in general. PPP is a popular
retrospective notion of historical responsibility. This perspective is advocated by
government and industry with the aim of minimising harm funded by a contribution
from operators who make their money out of gamblers themselves. However, not
all the costs associated with ‘PG’ is borne by gamblers. Communities and society
are damaged; family, work, education, health and personal relationships also suffer
(Downs, 2010). Industry money is not spent on these issues and operators do not
pay an additional tax to compensate for this harm. Economic theory recommends
that regulation to correct these costs and usually taxes and charges on goods are
used and a reliable source of government revenue (Enoch and Potter, 2003). George
and Bowden-George (2016, p. 115) say that “the Gambling Act 2005 enshrined the
principle of ‘polluter pays’ regarding gambling-harms channelled through
voluntary contributions to the Responsibility in Gambling Trust (RiGT) initially but
now Gamble Aware. It has been argued that industry funding influences the nature
of treatment and research and that research funded by the industry were ‘benefit-
benefit’ studies rather than cost benefit studies (Passas and Goodwin, 2010). Of the
eleven board members at Gamble Aware, six are from the industry and there is not

an independent chair (www.gambleaware.com, 2017).



PPP rests on neoliberal economics and there a question concerning why the
polluters are not responsible so that society does not suffer. There is no mandatory
tax applied to address gambling-harms and this is complicated by globalised
gambling and how to apply PPP equitably. Operators paying for the social costs
reflects the most fundamental principles of justice and responsibility, however the
current model of voluntary contributions raises just over £7m per year whereas the
government provided £650m on drug misuse services in England in 2013/14
(Crawford et al, 2015). Social policy regarding addiction to drugs is firmly in the
hands of the Home Office and Department of Health and is based on independent
academic research from the UK and around the world. The underpinning rationale
for this is that these are illegal drugs and this approach is needed to reduce crime
and minimise harm. There is a similar picture in social policy regarding alcohol, a
legal part of mainstream leisure provision and here the underpinning rationale for
government-led social policy is the potential to harm others. Gambling has the
potential for harm to others and to lie behind criminal activities among ‘PG’ but
since gambling moved from the Home Office to the Department of Culture, Media
and Sports (DCMS) and applied PPP, there has been no attempt to establish levels
of gambling-harms to society and no government-led social policy developments to

manage either RG or ‘PG.’

The gambling industry

The industry dwarfs all other forms of entertainment combined and the global
gambling industry has remarkable size and power (Mizerski, 2013; Markham et al,
2014) estimated to be worth more than half a trillion dollars $525tr by 2019
(Graham, 2015). The total contribution to the UK economy is 0.5% GDP, 0.3%
total employment, including a significant number of unskilled jobs and £1.5 billion
paid in gambling taxes annually (Deloitte, 2010). Global losses in gambling have
risen from approximately $250b in 2003 to $450b in 2013 (The Economist, 2014).
Gambling has changed from low profile, limited and an expression of local culture
(Binde, 2005) to a globalised industry, fundamental to market liberalisation
associated with the development of an international consumer society (Reith,2013).

Markham et al (ibid) say that the ‘emergence of Big Gambling’ (p. 1) is driven by



politics and economics and that gambling has permeated vulnerable communities
paralleling tobacco and alcohol with similarly harmful consequences. Economic
interests have an important role in rationalising gambling and separating it from

moral and cultural arguments and government.

Livingstone and Adams (2011) argue that globalised gambling has only been
possible with the collusion of the state. Liberalisation was a political strategy to
promote gambling (Jones et al, 2013). Liberalisation was part of the neo-liberal
economic project which also emphasised free markets, fiscal austerity and
privatisation (Harvey, 2005). There was pressure from operators over public policy-
making (Gaming Board for Great Britain (GBGB) 1995) envious of the National
Lottery’s (NL) success and selective liberalisation in the industry. Liberalisation
increased the industry’s political power with wide scale societal acceptance that
gambling is not addictive nor the cause of ‘PG.” Markham et al (2014) say that
liberalisation was a form of exploitation of the working-class by the elite and that
the industry used its political power to fast-track liberalisation and expansion and
resist ‘PG’ concerns. Further there was limited debate regarding gambling’s social
and economic desirability and without ethical debate (Black and Ramsay, 2003).
Historically, governments have opposed gambling for social, moral and ethical
reasons (Kearney, 2005) and though limited types of gambling have been permitted,
in many jurisdictions it has been prevented from thriving as a commercially
independent industry. This picture however has changed rapidly as the internet

destroyed physical barriers to gambling expansion (Wiebe and Lipton, 2008).

Online gambling

Online gambling (OG) is popular due to advances in technology, penetration of
high-speed broadband and liberalisation, which has led to a globalised industry. The
potential for OG was harnessed when Microgaming developed gambling software
in 1994/1995 and in 1995 CryptoLogic created software to process secure monetary
transactions online (Wood and Williams, 2009). In 1995, Internet Casinos Inc was
the first online site (Drayman, 2006). OG is an exponential sector of e-commerce

which developed quickly (Gainsbury et al, 2012). It has the heaviest concentration



of high-risk features for ‘PG’ such as 24-7 usage, access from any location, fast
gambling and regambling, multiple and continuous play and credit card play. In
many countries, the development of OG coincided with the relaxation of legislative
control of land-based gambling and government-sponsored lotteries which
proliferated since the 1990s. Increases in participation has the compound
cumulative effect of removing negative stigma attributed to risky behaviour (Hagen
et al, 2005) and its justification as a socially acceptable leisure activity (LaPlante
and Shaffer, 2007). Hancock (2011) goes further and suggests that the increase in
OG is matched by increases in ‘PG’ and that RGFs should be used by regulators to
prevent ‘PG’ to better protect online gamblers. She concludes that the Gambling
Act 2005 must be amended to ensure appropriate consumer protection for online

gamblers as well as a review of ‘PG.’

Research aim and objectives

The presentation of gambling as exciting, harmless entertainment is the result of
many overlapping media messages as well as everyday practices (Sklar and
Derevensky, 2010). When governments support the development and proliferation
of gambling, the implicit message is that it is acceptable. The message is reinforced
at home and work, where individuals engage in gambling in popular culture where
it is depicted as exciting and socially desirable in social contexts. International
evidence indicates that the greater availability and accessibility of opportunities is
likely to result in an increase in ‘PG’ with more gamblers, families and communities
affected by addiction (George and Bowden-Jones,2014). ‘PG’ is disproportionately
represented in under-privileged groups such as the poor, low-income, working-
class, women, older people and immigrants (Casey, 2008). The current situation is
being overlooked and a preventable future trend in addiction that we are ill equipped
to treat is being ignored (George and Bowden-Jones, 2014). Given the gaps in the
literature, it is necessary to conduct a review of the possible efficacy of RGFs and
to contribute to current knowledge about RG and a better understanding of ways in

which ‘PG’ could be minimised.



Aim and objectives

This thesis aims to evaluate critically the extent to which RG is possible in relation
to the interests of society and gamblers themselves. It examines the efficacy of
RGFs in the online environment. To achieve these aims, the following objectives

were established:

e Objective 1: to explore what ‘PGs’ say about their gambling life-stories

e Objective 2: to explore what ‘PGs’ consider might have prevented them
from experiencing ‘PG’

e Objective 3: to analyse the opinions of stakeholders towards the efficacy

of RGFs

To achieve objectives 1 and 2, it was necessary to meet with ‘PGs’ to discuss the
genesis of their ‘PG.” The third objective was achieved through an online

questionnaire (0Q).

OG has evoked the interest of the research community over concerns that its
availability and accessibility will lead to an increase in the number of ‘PGs’
(Griffiths, 1999; Parke et al, 2004; Orford, 2005a; George and Bowden-Jones,
2014). RG is the range of policies, strategies and programmes designed to prevent
or limit ‘PG’ and to minimise harmful societal impacts. RG may enable and support
gamblers to make informed choices and to take responsibility for gambling
decisions. It should inform gamblers when and where to get help if they experience
‘PG’ (Verlik, 2007). Campbell (2002) says it is a unifying concept bringing
governments, industry and the academic community together to prevent or
minimise ‘PG.” However, RG repositions social problems associated with ‘PG’
into individual problems and removes from them political influence or control,

whereby public issues are private problems (ibid).

RG was more a result of accident than planning and consisted of self-regulation and
voluntary codes of practice (Smith and Rubenstein, 2011). Helping gamblers

maintain a level of control, giving options if they experience problems and
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preventing underage gambling is not only the right thing to do, it makes good
business sense (Gambling Commission (GC) 2006; Grayson, 2006; Jawad, 2006).
The initiative for RG has been held back by the disinclination of successive
governments to accept the findings of empirical research, the aims of RG and the
mechanisms to achieve these aims (Hing and Mackellar, 2004). Modest progress
has been made (Smith and Rubenstein, 2011) but the risk of ‘PG’ should stimulate
government and operators to be proactive in ensuring safety (Hancock et al, 2008;
Miers, 2008; Livingstone and Woolley, 2007). There is insufficient published
research that provides adequate information to design an effective response to ‘PG’
(Smith and Rubenstein, 2011). It is critical that evidence-based recommendations
are developed to assist ‘PGs’ or gamblers at-risk and it is a small part of this gap

that this thesis intends to fill.

It is necessary to understand if RGFs can be effective. Research shows that they
must be perceived as effective if gamblers are to benefit from them (Parke et al,
2007, E-Cogra; Griffiths et al, 2009 Svenska Spel; Nelson et al, 2008 Bwin).
Operators legally provide gambling but gambling-harms affect some individuals
and necessitates the development of effective SR to minimise risk as well as to
promote a positive image for the operator. There are many factors that impact on
corporate decision-making and in the case of gambling, a decision to be responsible
is weighed against a range of factors including legislative necessity, shareholder

demands, customer needs, the impact on operating factors and profitability.

Rationale

There are three specific points that characterise the rationale for undertaking this
study. First, on a personal note, this study builds on work undertaken for an MBA
award which evaluated how online operators presented responsibility on their sites.
A recommendation was made by the examiners that research should be continued
and specifically to explore contributions from key stakeholders about SR. Second,
there is a gap in the gambling literature relating to SR from the business lens. Most
of the research in this thesis has been conducted by psychologists and the research

has largely been conducted in Australia, New Zealand, Canada or the US and in

10



11

those countries (other than the US) ‘PG’ is a public health (PH) issue. A less
common discipline examined in the thesis is sociology; legal experts and historians
are cited. There are only a small number of business researchers including Hancock
(Australia, UK) Hing (Australia) and Yani-de-Soriano (UK). There are several key
researchers including Orford and Monaghan (psychologists) and Goffman and
Reith (sociologists) who are key to the literature in the thesis but they are not
business specialists. Third, there is a paucity of qualitative research discussing
behaviours and experiences with gamblers and a methodological tendency to focus
on quantitative accounts of ‘PG’ (Casey, 2008). Finally there is limited
consideration of the perceptions of gamblers particularly from a bottom-up

perspective.

The number of ‘PGs’ are rising and social impacts are poorly understood and this
study seeks to provide some input into these gaps in knowledge. We are short of a

robust RG policy and so this thesis is very important.

Personal experience with gambling research

This thesis experienced certain difficulties in getting research approved and funded.
The following details are set out in chronological order. The university was
reluctant to use the term gambler in the OQ and as a result the researcher was
required to use the term user of gambling sites when seeking to understand the
participant’s interest in the research. The researcher was also requested to not
contact university staff and students as a group for study. This was never the
intention of the researcher but the university was concerned that if staff and students
participated, the findings could have implications for the university. If, for example,
findings concluded that staff and students at this university have a high rate of ‘PG’
or the incidence of gambling-harms is significant, this would be negative to the
good standing of the university. The research was monitored closely prior to the
data collection stage to ensure that every step taken in the research process was
approved before execution to uphold the good standing of the university. It was
clear that the university was anxious about this research and its possible

implications. As the university was inexperienced in conducting gambling research,
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it was important to have an experienced academic and researcher in the subject area
in the supervisory team. A highly qualified and experienced individual was
recruited to the supervisory team to contribute her wealth of knowledge to the
uniqueness of conducting gambling research. This supervisory team member was a

member of another university.

The researcher sought funding from the Responsibility in Gambling Trust (RGT)
and completed numerous applications and submitted multiple proposals. The
researcher made short-lists of six candidates and then two for funded research.
Considerable expense was involved in travelling to London on several occasions
was which difficult without funding. Eventually the panel decided to fund
psychology-based research which sought to examine how psychological processes
affect gambling behaviour. The industry prefers psychology-based research
because individuals differ in their behaviour and personal qualities and therefore
problems are blamed on individual characteristics, therefore absolving the
government and industry of responsibility. A positive outcome of the RGT decision

was that the research in this thesis was completely independent.

As the research progressed, the Gambling Commission contacted the researcher and
requested a copy of the thesis. It was a flattering request and the response has not
been finalised. Conjecture could be that viewing completed PhD research studies is
a measure to save expenditure on research. There are many practical questions this
thesis seeks to answer including effective RGFs. The findings of this thesis
therefore could have relevance and application for regulatory bodies which may be
why the GC made an approach. BBC Wales also requested access to the research
and again the response has not been finalised but the researcher is reluctant for
journalists to use the findings for their own purposes. Using the findings of this
study would save BBC Wales research costs and reflects the problems involved in

conducting ‘PG’ research.
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Thesis structure

The thesis has been structured into seven chapters. It utilises theoretically informed
and related literatures that seek to establish a compelling interdisciplinary
framework. Eadington (1976) and Schellink and Schrans (2005) argue that
gambling is a natural interdisciplinary subject and when studied from an
interdisciplinary perspective there are direct and pragmatic benefits. This thesis
uses an interdisciplinary method so that when the different disciplines cross and
merge, they will be synthesised to the ultimate benefit of understanding more about

RG.

The business discipline in social science does not contribute significantly to the
understanding of gambling. Research that has examined SR and gambling is
psychology-based and the focus is on the individual. This thesis needed to explore
the role of the operator, which is why wider fields have been
employed. Consequently, the research has investigated the fields of ethics, CSR,

social policy, psychology and sociology.

This first chapter provides some background related to setting up the study, the
resistance felt initially and the interest the study has generated. The second chapter
is sub-divided into 6 sections so that the relevant material from across the
multidisciplines can be appropriately set out in the literature review. Section A
evaluates ethical theory seeking to understand how it can underpin the development
RG. Ethical issues surround the industry because of its propensity to create
gambling-harms and ethical theory explores why operators should be responsible
in the development and delivery of their business model. Section B examines CSR
from the main theoretical perspectives looking at the importance of theory-driven
explanations of CSR. It links theory to practice and considers how a SR framework
can be effective for key stakeholders. Section C examines the ‘elephant in the room’
and explores ‘PG.” It looks at models and their implications for key stakeholders
including wider society. Section D discusses regulation and liberalisation and looks
at the move from minor vice status, constrained by the Home Office and forbidden

from developing demand to a lightly-regulated leisure sector with unprecedented
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growth and a concomitant rise in ‘PG.” Section E explores RG strategies that can
assist gamblers and are later examined for perceived effectiveness. Finally, section
F reviews literature relating to sociological perspectives of gambling. It was
important to examine sociology because first gambling takes place in a social
setting and second sociological approaches to gambling seek to move beyond
individual-based explanations of the activity and place gambling in the context of
family, community and wider society, enabling notions of problem and responsible

gambling to be placed in a social context.

Following the substantial literature review, there is a chapter in which the chosen
research methodology of pragmatic mixed methods was discussed. The chapter
describes the research approach linking the choice with a constructivist stance and
why these choices were appropriate to meeting the aim and objectives of the thesis.
The chapter looks at issues of context, access, trust and ethics. The methods of data

collection are discussed and the measures taken to ensure methodological rigour.

The findings and discussion elements of the thesis are set out under three chapters,
which sit in a sequential order, reflecting the chronology of the research process.
At the beginning of each chapter there is a discussion of the data was handled and
analysed. The first of these findings and discussion chapters critically considers the
outcomes and implications of the group interview. The second details the outcomes
and implications of the quantitative elements of the study and the final findings and
discussion chapter describes the grounded theory arising from the analysis of the

open-ended questions in the online questionnaire.

The final chapter of the thesis, offers a final conclusion and the recommendations
draw out the overarching messages from the study; namely the need for a
partnership approach including gamblers and arguments for government action.
The thesis is concluded by discussing the implications of the research in terms of

the future development of minimising ‘PG.’

What follows now is an orientation to the methodology adopted for the study.
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Methodology

A pragmatic mixed methods approach was adopted for the theoretical framework
which allowed the use of any reasoning from qualitative and quantitative research
suitable for producing defensible and usable research findings. Pragmatism allows
mixed methods when social science researchers agree that neither quantitative nor
qualitative research single-handedly will provide satisfactory answers for research
questions (Tashakkori and Creswell, 2007). Considerable gambling research has
been quantitative so this thesis uses mixed methods and was eager to obtain rich
qualitative data about the behaviours and experiences of ‘PGs.” First, narrative
analysis was adopted following a group interview (GI) to analyse accounts of the
individual, lived experiences of ‘PGs.’ It is very unusual for a researcher to secure
access to a group of ‘PGs.” ‘PG’ is highly stigmatised and there are difficulties in
finding willing research participants (Scull et al, 2002). This research experienced
such difficulties and is discussed in chapters 3 and 4. Second, an OQ sought to
quantitatively analyse participants’ opinions about RGFs using statistical
applications. Third, analysis of open-ended questions in the OQ using grounded
theory. They were analysed in order that the data was collected and the GI was
conducted first as it was anticipated that it would inform the construction of the OQ

(Harrington and Mickelson, 2009).

15



16

Introduction

Literature
Review

i

. Responsible - Sociological
( Ethics ’ ( CSR ’ ( Gambling (Regulatlon ( RGFs ’ (Perspective
Research
Methodology
GI 0Q 0Q
Narrative Quantitative Qualitative
Analysis Analysis Analysis

Conclusion

Figure 1.1 Structure of thesis

Conclusion

The liberalisation of gambling is new and there is no precedent on which regulators
can base effective CSR. The thesis seeks to contribute to understanding the
responsibility of operators, government and gamblers. Operators claim to promote
RG but it is a market not known for high ethical standards. It will be argued that
currently there is a responsibility vacuum and regulation is needed to secure

responsibility.
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Chapter 2: Literature review

Section A: Ethics

Introduction

Whilst gambling may be viewed as ethically or morally wrong in many situations,
gambling itself is not regarded as unjust. Rawls, for example, would make no
judgement about the morality of gambling but writes that the “inequalities of wealth
and authority are just only if they result in compensating benefits for everyone and
in particular for the least advantaged members of society” (Rawls, 2005, p. 206).
Rawls would not have had a problem with the institution of gambling if it
redistributed money to the poorest in society but the moral issues that surround
gambling pose the question if we would be better off without it. This chapter seeks

to explore the relationship between ethics and gambling.

Ethics

‘Ethics’ is derived from the Greek word ‘ethos’ meaning customs and can refer to
the principles or standards upon which a group or community acts (Somerville,
2008). This is a descriptive definition of ethics and whilst useful to historians and
anthropologists, it may be inappropriate for normative thinking, which is often at
the heart of ethical questions, for example, ‘What do I do in this situation?’ (ibid).
Holmes (1984) summarises that ethics is about the good which is values and virtues
that must be cultivated and about the right, what our moral duties may be. Dienhart
(2000) relates this to the practical question of how to apply ethics in the business
world: “business ethics focuses on how we use and should use traditional ethical

views to evaluate how institutions orchestrate human behaviour” (p. xvi).

Blundel et al (2008) suggest there is a link between moral philosophy and a
prescription of what behaviour should be and that CSR is a term embedded in

societal expectations of organisations which has wider currency in the corporate
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world. CSR has developed concepts derived from the main ethical doctrines and
these have influenced ethical debate since the Enlightenment of the eighteenth
century. This has led to significant claims for CSR programmes. For example,
organisations may argue that CSR is the fulfilment of the duties and responsibilities
that they owe to the wider community or that CSR contributes to the common good
by benefiting both the organisation and society (Somerville, 2008). As gambling is
increasingly supported by new technologies, new variations on ethical issues have

arisen and impact on CSR is under-researched.

Moral rules

Somerville and Wood (2008) state that “societies have developed various kinds of
social rules, such as legal rules and rules of etiquette, which act as a framework or
guide to behaviour” (p. 144). Moral rules are social rules around which societies
are structured and can be applied to criticise the social rules which guide human
behaviour. Moral rules can be established through popularity and can be considered
valid if supported by society, which is the case with gambling (Sheng and Sheng,
2012).

Rules and legislation have a close relationship but are not necessarily the same and
there can be conflict between moral and legal rules (Somerville and Wood, ibid).
Examples include previous race laws in America and apartheid laws in South
Africa. These were eventually seen to be so immoral that the only moral action was
to go against them. It is possible to disagree with some moral rules (abortion, capital
punishment, euthanasia) and to question the likelihood that there are clear answers
to ethical problems. However, in all societies most individuals recognise that some
basic moral rules are essential and that breaking them can be met with sanctions
ranging from disapproval to legal penalties. Moral rules underpin society and many
decisions made by both individuals and organisations need to consider them.
However ethical behaviour in this basic and passive sense is not what is truly meant
by CSR which is based on businesses being proactive in relationships with

stakeholders and doing more than just not breaking moral rules (ibid).
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Virtue ethics

The application of virtue ethics to contemporary moral issues has received little
attention (Austin, 2008). Virtue ethics rely on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (350
BC) which examines how to achieve happiness and happiness depends on virtue. A
virtuous person behaves right, for the right reasons and enjoys behaving right.
Aristotle was one of the first philosophers to stress the importance of practical
reasoning. Living one’s life according to reason is vital: individuals will follow
reason willingly with a rational checking of passion/s. Reason leads to a virtuous
life. In virtue ethics, the role of one’s character is important and performing one’s
duty or in a good consequential way. Virtue ethics are not based on moral laws,
rules and or principles (Slote, 1977) but on inner qualities, character and motives
that qualify an individual as being considered virtuous. Aristotle, a teleologist
argued that all activity, including moral activity, aims at some good (Te, 2009). For
instance, the end of gambling is winning or wealth. These ends are not good in
themselves and are pursued not for their own sake, but for something else; winning
may give satisfaction or wealth and wealth provide others benefits. There must be
some good such as the enjoyment of gambling and is pursued for its own sake and
therefore can be the end of all other ends. Collins (2007) supports the Aristotelian
approach of virtue ethics to gambling; too much gambling may have negative

consequences but in moderation may have good consequences.

“Amusement is for the sake of relaxation and relaxation must necessarily be
pleasant, since it is a kind of cure for the ills that we suffer in working hard.”

Aristotle (Politics, VIII 5, 1339b, pp. 15-17, trans. T.A. Sinclair).

For Aristotle society shapes an individual’s morality through its traditions and the
laws of the political community. Human excellence is achieved within the political
community that supports virtue. Aristotle’s notion of making individuals good
through public responsibility happens when responsible government acts to protect
the public interest. For Aristotle, it is the government’s responsibility to determine
if the ends justify the means and if it is ever justified to enact laws to protect

individuals. Government needs to encourage responsibility by leading by example
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and develop skills in individuals that are central to being virtuous and successful
(Atkinson and Butler, 2012). Moral and practical questions about how government
may share from the profits of an industry that preys on greed and desperation were
simply not dealt with during liberalisation and consequently RG receives

inadequate government attention.

Aristotle argued that there is a means and an end to everything. The individual must
use reason and if this is based on proper virtues, the individual reaches the end,
which is the good life. Virtue ethics looks at reaching a ‘eudemonia’ in life, where
life comes to the best possible outcome. This requires good character traits
including personal reasoning and responsibility. Aristotle states that a person
understands being happy based on the kind of life that the individual leads. He
outlines three kinds of people. First, for most individuals, happiness equates to
sensual pleasure. Second, there are individuals who equate happiness with virtue.
Third, there are individuals whose happiness is synonymous with the true good,
eudemonia. If an individual derives happiness from only gambling, then gambling
prevents them from having a truly good life: if this individual is a ‘PG’ the
individual is without reason and so no gambler is experiencing the good life because
they is not fulfilling themselves through behaving in a virtuous way. Stanford
(2007) argues that it is imperative to always behave in a virtuous manner rather than
to develop specific good actions. Aristotle (like Mill who will be examined later)
subscribed to higher and lower notions of pleasure and would have shunned casinos

in favour of the theatre.

Aristotle defined ethics as a practical science and said that the practice of virtues
can lead to a better life (Sicart, 2005). Individuals must use their judgement to
evaluate situations and make choices based on being a good individual (ibid). If
Aristotle’s virtue ethics are applied to gambling, there are definite rules that the
gambler must follow to win. In an Aristotelian sense, it is possible to argue that a
good gambler obeys the rules and uses their judgement to achieve the goal
(winning). However, there is more to gambling than just playing by the rules and a
good gambler from an ethical perspective is one who more than follows the rules.

Arguably ‘PGs’ want to win and are unable to play in an ethical way. Aristotle’s
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virtue ethics may restrain or prohibit activities that are damaging to individuals and
society. Aristotle would agree with laws against gambling because he would believe

gambling is destructive to individuals, families and communities.

Gambling is an interesting case for virtue ethics. Gambling can be defended on a
personal rights argument if an individual is not harming anyone else directly and
gambled voluntarily with his personal money. Criticism of the promotion of
gambling is based on the negative externalities which affects individuals and
society (the consequentialist argument) and because gambling, particularly the
harder forms, is not in keeping with values which most individuals support (the
values-based argument). In defining hard and soft gambling, speed of play is the

main factor in determining the hardness of gambling forms (DCMS, 2012).

Regulation can stipulate behaviour and actions in certain clearly defined cases, but
to make well-formed decisions in complex social environments, more guidance is
required. This has been recognised in Aristotle’s virtue ethics which demands that
individuals must be virtuous to achieve a good life (Atkinson and Butler, 2012).
Regulation however is unable to control the behaviour of all individuals. If applying
Aristotelian virtue ethics to gambling, it could be argued that regulation is incapable
of preventing ‘PG.” Something else is needed, which is good character of the
individual; the trait of responsibility is especially key. It is also important to
consider virtue when trying to understand the ambitions of operators and the needs
of gamblers and not the profit made. For Aristotle, gamblers were on the same level
as thieves and plunderers (Ethic ad Nicomachum, lib. IV) Gandhi (trans. Vyas,
1962, p. 20) compared gambling to drinking, a destructive vice that ruins men’s
souls and makes them a burden on the earth. Gambling does not pre-date ethics and
vice versa and the debate about the morality of gambling and balancing the

individual and social costs continues.

Ethical theories

Seeking to understand good and bad morality is important. Cognitivism argues that

there are known objective moral truths and therefore a statement of moral belief can
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be true or false (Somerville, 2008). Non-cognitivism argues that morality is
subjective (or culturally relative) and moral rights and wrongs can only ever be
perceptions (ibid). Utilitarianism, Kantianism and rights theories which are
cognitivist perspectives generally presume that individuals make rational decisions

choosing the option that gives maximum total utility.

Cognitivist perspectives

Stresses moral qualities

Stresses duties/rules at
the core

Stresses proper actions

Operators praised or
blamed for behaving
appropriately

Regulation cannot
prevent ‘PG’, good
character is required

Operators have a moral
duty to gamblers

It is wrong to violate any
gambler’s right to treat
them as not having
inherent value

Operators should pay
attention to stakeholders

RG should be promoted
(so that operators do not
get bad publicity)

Individuals should
choose to not gamble

Individuals have a moral
duty to not gamble

Most gambling does not
do most gamblers more

harm than good

Table 2.1 Moral cognitivism and gambling

Utilitarianism

Utilitarianism is the traditional consequentialist theory and views actions as not
good or bad in themselves, but based on what they are good or bad for.
Utilitarianism is the notion that an action is right only if it causes more good than
bad to be produced. English philosophers Bentham (1748-1832) and Mill (1806—
1873) identified utility with happiness (ibid). The only thing desirable as an end is
happiness and all other things are only desirable as means to the end of happiness.
From a utilitarian perspective, actions are right to the point that they maximise

happiness or at least minimise unhappiness. Bentham however was unconcerned
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with the happiness or unhappiness of individuals; he was interested in the common
good that is the judge of right and wrong. Bentham’s greatest happiness principle
proposes that an action can be categorised as good when it gives the greatest
happiness for the greatest possible number. The usual objection to utilitarianism is
that it demands the maximisation of goods, including economic growth, in order to
achieve utility and this allows the forfeiting of individuals and minorities for the
greater good (Somerville, 2008). Donaldson (1992) suggests that whilst
utilitarianism starts out with principles of benevolence, it finishes with the
malevolence of the Victorian workhouse. Valued groups are protected and unvalued
groups pay the price because of the inability to prevent punishment of the innocent

or because of the biased application of law (Somerville, 2008).

Utilitarianism can allow telling lies, for example, to safeguard an organisation’s
reputation and consequently to safeguard employees’ jobs. If an organisation was
saved from bankruptcy due to lies told by its managers to improve its image and
reputation, this would be viewed as permissible. Utilitarianism would balance the
welfare of individuals whose jobs had been saved against the breaking of trust with

other individuals (Somerville, 2008).

Deontology

Utilitarianism can be differentiated with the non-consequentialist ethical position
that argues that motivation and not consequences is the determining factor
regarding whether actions are ethical (ibid). The deontological viewpoint is based
on the Greek word for duty (deon) principally associated with the German
philosopher Kant (1724-1804). In Kant’s view ethics are based on the notion of
duty and that some actions are morally obligatory despite the consequences. Kant
adds that an act is carried out from a sense of duty when it is implemented to the
categorical imperative. He defines the categorical imperative in two distinct but

supportive parts.

“I ought never to act except in such a way that I can also will (desire) that

my maxim should become a universal law . .. Act in such a way that you

23



24

always treat humanity . . . never simply as a means but always at the same

time as an end” (Kant, 1785).

Dienhart (2000) suggests more user-friendly versions of the categorical imperative

“Categorical imperative: Version 1: An action is only moral if you can make
your reason for acting into a rule that everyone can follow. Categorical
imperative: Version 2: Never use people simply to an end; always treat
yourself and others as beings with infinite value” (Deinhart, 2000, pp. 117-
118).

Universalising a maxim ensures that the principle acted on should be one which can
be suggested everyone else act upon (Somerville, 2008). The second maxim looks
at the relationship between individuals. For example, if managers of organisations
consider telling lies to safeguard an organisation’s reputation, deontology would
argue that it is not acceptable to tell lies in this way unless one is willing to live in
a world where anyone can lie if they think it is justifiable. Also for Kant, telling lies
selfishly breaks the categorical imperative of treating another individual as the

means to getting what you want (ibid).

The dilemma with deontology is when categorical imperatives conflict. Whilst
there is a duty never to lie, it is possible that telling a lie will fulfil the duty to
preserve the life of another individual. The example used to illustrate this refers to
what should happen when the Gestapo ask the location of Jews hidden in your
basement (Singer 1979). Kant argued that if a murderer asked you the hiding place
of their intended victim, there is a duty to tell the truth so as not break the rule about
telling lies. Kant argued that an individual cannot know the consequences but even
if the consequences are potentially negative, one must still fulfil the duty

(Somerville, 2008).

Rights theories
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Deontology is similar to theories which argue every individual has rights to which
they are entitled and to violate an individual’s rights does not treat them an
individual with inherent value (Somerville, 2008). Rights theories are broadly non-
consequentialist with the standpoint that individuals cannot be sacrificed for the

common good because this would contravene their human rights.

During the political unrest of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, intellectuals
developed rights theories to transform structures of authority in society that had
been maintained by perceptions of loyalty to unelected monarchs (ibid). The
fundamental belief was that natural law, the objective moral order, gives limits to
the power of rulers and conferred rights to the governed. Life, liberty and sometimes
property were declared as natural rights conferred on individuals by natural law and
could not be taken away. Governments were bound to contractually respect these
basic rights. Locke (1632-1714) argued that it was not a contract between
government and individuals, but it was a social contract between individuals who
give power to the government. This significant concept is enshrined in several
declarations including the US Declaration of Independence (1776) the French
Declaration of the Rights of Man (1789) and Article 1 of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights which states that ‘all human-beings are born free and equal in

dignity and rights.’

Theories that promote absolute human rights have similar problems to the
deontological position where individuals have duties and responsibilities that
cannot be ignored under any circumstance (Somerville, 2008). Chryssides and

Kaler (1993) write that

“The aim of serving the common good has to be tempered by the admission
of rights and responsibilities. Likewise, rights and duties cannot generally
be examined separately and neither can they be pursued regardless of any

consideration of collective welfare” (p.103).

All ethical theories have basic problems and no theory is practical without being

qualified by another.
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Ethical theory applied to online gambling

Using Mill’s utilitarian approach, it is possible to argue that gambling liberalisation
causes more harm than good. In ethical terms, gambling is highly controversial and
for the individual its only benefit is entertainment and limited by the negative
effects of losing money (Fox, 2009). It is possible to win, to increase personal
wealth, leading to an improvement in wellbeing, however, the likelihood is minimal
and of no significance in determining the ethical value of gambling. The chance of
losing money is high and it is possible that it will negatively affect the wellbeing of
the gambler and other individuals who rely on the funds they possess for their
wellbeing (ibid). According to Mill’s utilitarianism neither gambler nor operator
can claim to act in a virtuous way or claim to follow the Kantian categorical
imperative. The rights-based perspective could be applied because providing the
gambler does not cheat and the operator provides an opportunity for winning, the
negative and positive rights of gambler and operator are maintained. Mill argued
that an ethical act does the most to increase happiness and decrease suffering and
simple mathematics means the more individuals are made happy or less unhappy
by the act, the more ethical the act is. Rights theories, utilitarianism and deontology

give an incomplete picture of the benefits and limitations of gambling.

Some forms of gambling, like the National Lottery (NL) may have a higher ethical
value in utilitarianism because of the chances of winning. Also, money from the
NL supports good causes in the community. The operator almost never gives money
that offers any ethical significance, other than taxes required by law (ibid). An
operator can become involved in charitable actions but it is not compulsory. ‘PG’
support provision is of positive ethical significance but it is unrealistic as it goes
against the industry’s operating principles (Yani-de-Soriano et al, 2012). Operators
rely on gamblers losing to generate revenue because it lacks the other revenues such

as food and beverages, available to their offline counterparts.

Operators paying taxes is not enough to justify their existence from an ethical

perspective; taxation is compulsory and many offshore operators are currently
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exempt from taxation. Paying taxes does not take into account the motivation or
outcomes of tax systems. Hypothetically, if the government used the tax raised from
operators to achieve the ultimate public benefit as conceived of within
utilitarianism, it still does not make gambling ethical (ibid). If gamblers believe that
there are positive public impacts because of their gambling, increasing the ethical
values of gambling by the increase in human happiness, misses the point. OG will
not increase human happiness and decrease human suffering and in fact it is more

likely to do the opposite and on a larger scale because access is greater.

Ethics and gambling

There is a paucity of reading material related to the ethics of gambling and limited
resources were available for this thesis. The Black and Ramsay (2003) article was
sponsored by Tattersalls and a bias is possible. They suggest a philosophical basis
for the ethical provision of gambling and four principles gamblers and operators
should adopt to be ethical. The first principle is promoting the common good which
is beneficial for the majority and is linked to Aristotle (Barnes, 1984, p. 6). The
common good also forms part of Kant’s moral vision (Humphrey, 1983, p. 381;
Paton, 1985, p. 429). The individual human good refers to valuable objectives
which must be pursued so that the individual can lead a fulfilled life and the
common good is society’s fulfilment for members (Black and Ramsay, ibid). The
common good is distinct from the overall good because promoting the common
good never acts against the good of any individuals whereas communities may
decide to act against the good of some individuals for the benefit of the overall good
(Black and Ramsay, 2003). Operators may argue that they contribute to the
common good by enabling individuals to follow meaningful and fulfilling
objectives, these objectives based on the reasons why people gamble are social
interaction, recreation, dreaming and hoping (ibid). The primary principle is to
provide gambling that promotes these objectives and control the strategy and
operations of operators (ibid). An organisation with a genuine commitment to a
community’s common good would not intend to harm any individual and so a clear
principle for an operator is not to exploit individuals for whom gambling may be

problem. Operators adopting the common good will initiate dialogue about the
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provision of gambling especially new types. Part of the involvement of business in
the community requires the paying of taxes and providing support for charities. It
has been suggested that this support for charity should start with addressing the
harms that the organisation may have caused as well as charitable preferences of

the organisation (ibid).

The second principle is to respect the rationality of others to make responsible
choices, based on the fundamental duty of fairness to treat others as you would like
them to treat you which is how Kant expresses duty. To make rational choices we
need to know all the facts. Respecting rationality in the business context has two
broad obligations. Firstly, gamblers need enough information to determine if the
product serves its purpose and whilst a benchmark in terms of information needs to
be set, it does not need to be a moral education. Second, operators must make sure
that their actions in communication and practice are truthful, clear and non-
manipulative, which implies several applied practices for operators including
ensuring that gamblers understand the risks involved. Although Black and Ramsay
apply a version of Kant’s duty-based model, they do not use a categorical
imperative to answer if it is right for an operator to treat gamblers as means to an
end, a means to their revenues. To eliminate ‘PG’ by treating individuals as ends-
in-themselves, or even to minimise this harm would mean turning the present

business on its head.

The third principle is to respect the reason and freedom of gamblers. Freedom is
not just being able to do whatever one wants; it is not possible to have freedom
without ‘self-control.” ‘PG’ is due to a lack of ‘self-control’ when faced with
potential financial reward (ibid) which operators have been accused of exploiting
(Passas and Goodwin, 2004). This shows a lack of understanding about ‘PG’ either
from a psychological or sociological perspective. Therefore, operators should
respect individual freedom and manage gambling in ways that improve ‘self-
control’ and provide adequate warnings. There needs to be recognition that
warnings have limited effect. Some gamblers will lose ‘self-control’ particularly
online and operators have a responsibility to provide immediate and follow-up

assistance (Black and Ramsay, 2003).
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The fourth principle is for operators to take responsibility for the harmful impacts
of gambling on the common good. Gambling’s negative impact on the common
good is a complex matter but most health professionals, sociologists and ethics
experts agree that gambling is harmful to the community and that ‘PG’ is a reality
for many individuals and communities (ibid). RG requires a commitment to social
responsibilities and for operators to review of RG strategies. Though it may never
be possible to eliminate ‘PG’ the industry should take responsibility for the
common good. Operators should be apologetic that ‘PG’ exists and should make
clear they do not wish to profit from it (ibid). However, the industry-commissioned
authors say that respecting freedoms and being rational to minimise ‘PG’ is

ultimately the responsibility of the gambler (ibid).

Adams et al (2009a, 2009b) discuss some of the problems developing social policy
around ‘PG.” Operators’ roles regarding SR and the protection of vulnerable
individuals must be examined (Griffiths, 2009b). The industry has been labelled
passive when it comes to ‘PG’ (ibid). There are two ways to deal with passivity
either work with the industry to minimise ‘PG’ or regulate to minimise ‘PG.
Whilst self-regulation does not seem to be effective in most cases of harmful or
dangerous consumption (such as alcohol and tobacco) there are some proactive
steps that the industry could adopt. Operators should provide and fund immediate
professional support for ‘PGs’ (Black and Ramsay, 2003). They suggest that a
responsible operator should consider that a gambler using this support is successful
and that responsibility is shared between operators and gamblers. The community
needs to be compensated for ‘PG’ which has damaged the individual’s respect and
participation in the common good. Family, work, education, health and personal
relationships also suffer (ibid). As public resources are spent on these issues,
operators should pay an additional tax in compensation for harming the community
and the common good. Government and industry should be committed to
considering the wider impact of gambling not just immediate commercial goals. If
gambling can contribute positively it must be responsible and Black and Ramsay
argue that it could be an ethical business (ibid). If gambling is to be responsible,

operators requires a fundamental change including an ethical shift to contribute to
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the common good (ibid). Unethical operators are harming potential human

fulfilment and not contributing to the common good.

Defending gambling

Mill’s essay ‘On Liberty’ has been quoted to defend gambling: individuals should
be free to spend their money any way they like providing it does not harm others.
Mill asked questions about how gambling should be regulated one hundred and fifty
years ago (Reeves, 2007). Philosophers have always argued that certain kinds of
activity should never be subject to regulation because it could prevent the
development of freedom and virtue which individuals must develop themselves
(Wiseman, 2000). Harm is a popular term justifying smoking-bans in public (the
smoke that harms others) reducing consumerism (which in excess harms the
environment) and anti-social behaviour orders (ASBOs) (which prevent harm to
others) (Mayes, 2008). The harm principle is also used to attack this argument
because government interference harms individual rights (ibid). Reeves (2007)
argues that Mill would have approved of being cited by both sides of the debate
because truth is the outcome of justifying smoking-bans and the protection
individual rights. Many kinds of activity including drinking, drugs and gambling
have been said to involve harm, to both the user and other individuals caught up in
these activities (ibid). Regulating gambling is justifiable and necessary (Mayes,
2008). The only legitimate reason for regulation according to Mill’s harm principle
is to limit individual liberty to stop them directly harming the interests of another
(Wiseman, 2000). Government cannot control activities that do not harm others
directly (ibid). In this context gambling may not be considered morally dubious
because it can be classified as a self-regarding activity, which Mill believes may or
may not directly harm others. Other-regarding activities may or may not cause
direct or indirect harm and can be regulated. The distinction between self-regarding
and other-regarding activities is not clear (Babic, 2006). Gambling is a private
activity beyond the reach of law or by other means that society can use to restrict
individual liberty. Individuals are more knowledgeable than governments to know
what is good for them and society. Mill also describes other-regarding activities as

belonging in the public domain because they can cause direct and or indirect harm.
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These other-regarding activities can become a justifiable target for social and legal
regulation including gambling (Wiseman, 2000). Reeves (ibid) attempts to imagine
what Mill would say about the current smoking ban in public because Mill would
have required a lot more evidence than the government has accepted that passive
smoking was harmful to others. Mill argued for separate smoking and non-smoking
rail carriages and by arguing for separate carriages Mill argued for freedom of
choice (ibid). Mill’s view of harm is very narrow because man was viewed as heroic
and strong and by current standards today man is weak and vulnerable to the extent
that everything is harmful in society (Mayes, 2008). The government may be
interpreting harm in the same narrow way as Mill, despite robust evidence of its

wider social negative impact.

Conclusion

Ethical issues relating to gambling are concerned with the principle of harm. It is a
conflict between individual freedom which may produce harmful consequences for
the gambler and those around them versus government paternalism, protecting
individuals from harm. A significant majority of gamblers experience or say they
experience no harm and balancing the pleasure of the majority against the harms of
the minority cannot be resolved through ethical theory. The industry is operating
under few social and moral pressures and there are few concessions by industry
because it is now in the interests of the common good for the industry to grow and
the government to benefit from maximum revenues. Takala and Pallab (2000) argue

that although an action may be legal it still may be ethically dubious.

The next chapter examines the link between SR and ethical theory. SR is built on a
system of ethics in which decisions and actions must be ethically approved. If the
action or decision causes harm to society then it would not be considered

responsible.
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Section B: Corporate Social Responsibility

Introduction

This chapter seeks to set out the importance and relevance of CSR. The chapter is
based on the presumption that CSR is integrated into business practice. From a
critical perspective, it seeks to understand if operators can ever really be socially

responsible due to its relationship with ‘PG.’

Origins of corporate social responsibility

The origins of CSR can be traced back to the Middle Ages when questions about
the impact of business on society emerged for the first time due to the challenging
of merchants to the power of church and state (May et al, 2007). In the nineteenth
century, commercial organisations began to have significant impacts on
individuals, environment and society. As a result, governments enacted legislation
to curtail the power of organisations with employee protection and child labour laws
(ibid). In the first half of the twentieth century, economic globalisation made CSR
a global phenomenon. Post WW2, academia became interested in CSR (ibid).
Bowen (1953) an economics professor coined the term CSR when he evaluated “the
obligations of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to
follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values

of our society” (p. 6). This began a long period of many and varied CSR definitions.

Overlapping of corporate social responsibility concepts

The CSR concept is difficult to identify and overlaps with other models (Moon,
2004). CSR goes by many names including corporate citizenship (CC) sustainable
business, environmental responsibility, the triple bottom line, social and
environmental accountability, business ethics and corporate accountability. Werner
and Chandler (2005) and Asongu (2007) agree that consistent definitions, language

and terms are not established in the field, though many have been offered. It is not
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a good sign when there is no agreement on what to call the concept particularly

when it comes to its legitimacy.

An obligation by government and industry to provide good standards for
accountability and SR is vital for an industry based on gambler safety and the public
interest (Smith and Rubenstein, 2011). A culture of SR begins with respect for
gamblers and is a precondition for a just, ethical and caring society (ibid). This is
SR having priority over profit-making, though unlikely to be an organisational
objective in the gambling industry because it goes against the economic premise of
the operator’s financial security. However, it is not clear that the industry is based
on gambler safety. Griffiths and Wood (2008b) argue that industry CSR is good for
business because long-term sustainability is dependent on RG initiatives. However,
if the industry needs to be developed on a mass entertainment level with negative

impact, then CSR must be on a minimal scale (ibid).

Theories of corporate social responsibility

Carrega and Mele (2004) say that CSR is based on four groups of theories.
Instrumental theories

The first group of theories assume that organisations are instruments for wealth
creation which is their single SR. The interactions between organisations and
society are economic and social activity is only permissible if it is consistent with
wealth creation. These are instrumental theories and understand CSR the means to
generating profits, the ends. This resonates with Friedman’s (1970) stockholder
theory, a narrow and traditional emphasis of CSR.

Political theories

The second group of theories emphasises the organisation’s social power in its
relationship with society and the political responsibility connected to this power.

As aresult, the organisation accepts social duties and rights and participates in some
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social cooperation. These are political theories and resonate with the CC approach
of Crane and Matten (2010). CC theory is based on social contract theory and
generally has a strong sense of business responsibility to the community.
Partnerships are specific ways of formalising the willingness to improve the
community or environment. Crane and Matten (ibid) discuss three types of CC. The
limited view of CC is charitable donations or philanthropy in the local community.
It is about business putting something back and is fuelled by issues of organisational
self-interest. The equivalent view of CC is about meeting Carroll’s economic, legal,
ethical and philanthropic responsibilities and Carroll will be discussed shortly. The
extended view of CC defines citizenship as a set of organisations’ rights. These are
first, civil rights which ensure freedom from abuses, mainly government abuses and
includes the right to own property. Second, social rights are about entitlement where
CC goes beyond compliance which may be unrealistic for operators to go beyond
complying with what they are required to do. Third, political rights are the right to
participate in the process of objective-setting. This is reflected in globalisation
which has reshaped demands on organisations where organisations may carry out

actions from which governments have retreated.

Integrative theories

The third group of theories argue that organisations must integrate social demands
and that business depends on society for its continuity and growth as well as for its
very existence. These are integrative theories and include Freeman’s (1984)
stakeholder theory. CSR as stakeholder management happens when social concerns
are not external to an organisation but are integral to its being (Freeman, 1984).
CSR is essential for stakeholder identification, involvement and communication
(Mitchel et al, 1997; Morsing and Beckmann, 2006; Morsing and Schultz, 2006).
Stakeholder management determines how an organisation can serve its customers
and be profitable as well as serving other stakeholders including suppliers,
employees and communities. It is this view of stakeholder theory that has
dominated the CSR debate questioning the legitimacy and authority of corporate
power and forced the moral aspect of decisions made by management into the

background (Hockerts and Morsing, 2008).
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Carroll (1991) outlines the range of business responsibilities in the ‘Pyramid of SR.’
The four CSR components are structured in layers, which are built in levels from a
broader base to a narrow focus. The structure and details of the pyramid can be seen

in Figure 2.1.

quality of life

ETHICAL

Responsibilities
Be ethical: Obligation to do
what is right, just and fair.
Avoid harm

LEGAL
Responsibilities

Obey the law: Law is society's codification of
right and wrong. Play by the rules of the game

ECONOMIC
Responsibilities
Be profitable: the foundation upon which all others rest

Figure 2.1 Pyramid of CSR (Carroll, 1991, p. 42)

The four categories are not mutually exclusive and it is not a choice between
economic concerns or social concerns (Buchanan and Johnson, 2007). Stakeholders
are included as an integral part of CSR for Carroll because stakeholders gave
meaning to the social element by outlining to whom the organisation is socially

responsible.
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The economic responsibility of the operator is to operate in a profitable way. The
profit motive is the primary force for operators and all other responsibilities are
based on being profitable. Therefore, it is important for operators to commit to
profit maximisation and to being competitive and efficient. The legal responsibility
of the operator is to comply with regulation. Operators must obey relevant laws, be
law-abiding corporate citizens and provide gambling that meets the minimum legal
requirements. The operator’s ethical responsibility is voluntary and concerns how
to minimise harms to gamblers, to do the right thing. Operators should act in a way
consistent with the expectations of societal and ethical norms and to understand that
operator integrity needs to go beyond mere compliance with laws and regulations.
The philanthropic responsibility is also voluntary and should reflect that the
operator is a good corporate citizen. This involves the operator engaging in good
will acts however operators who do not perform good acts are not regarded as
unethical. If the operator’s charitable contributions include donations to GamCare
because this is about operators giving something back to society, giving money to

the harms that it has contributed to, is not philanthropic.

There is some acceptance that the pursuit of economic objectives has the potential
to cause social harm which requires corrective and strategic action to re-establish
stability (Hing, 2005). Increased priority given to profit maximisation is
contradictory with pressure for more awareness of social principles (Hing, 2005;
Turner, 2005). Hing argues that Carroll’s (1979) representation of CSR can be
applied to economic principles versus stakeholder expectations and to improve this
comparison by re-arranging the comparative importance of Carroll’s four domains
to pledge to RG. Hing (2001) investigated CSR practices and principles utilised in
Australian clubs to manage ‘PG’ and assessed RG management practices. The
results showed that management prioritised economic, legal, ethical and
philanthropic principles (value-driven) and most preferred secondary RG practices
(process-driven) followed by reactive primary intervention (Hing, 2005). Less
preferred were proactive primary intervention and philanthropic practices. The
practices and principles contrast greatly with those key stakeholder groups, who
preferred more balanced principles and management practices that are more holistic

when it comes to RG. They also validated Carroll’s (1979; 1991) construct of CSR
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and a more holistic set of management practices in RG.

Ethical theories

Carriga and Mele (2004) argue that the fourth group of theories believes that the
relationship between business and society is embedded with ethical values and leads
CSR from an ethical perspective. Therefore, organisations must accept social
responsibilities as an ethical duty above any other considerations. This is the
naturalistic group of ethical theories where there are objective moral properties that
can be determined by empirical knowledge and reducible to natural or ethical
properties such as needs, wants or pleasures. Stakeholder management can be
included in the integrative group of theories because it can integrate social demands
(ibid). Stakeholder management however is an ethically-based theory since
Freeman (1984) wrote that managers have a “fiduciary relationship to stakeholders’

(p- xx) replacing the previous duties to stockholders.

Sustainable development is another values-based concept which was popularised
by the Brundtland Report (1987). “Sustainable development seeks to meet the needs
of the present without compromising the ability to meet the future generation to
meet their own needs” (World Commission on Environment and Development,
1987, p. 8). Though the report originally only referred to the environment, the term
has since been expanded to include consideration of the social dimension as being

inseparable from development (Carrega and Mele, 2004).

Organisational legitimacy and corporate social responsibility

CSR incorporates the principle of organisational legitimacy based on Davis’ (1973)
Iron Law of Responsibility. This means that society can define the organisation’s
legitimate functions and under which circumstances an organisation must take
responsibility for the problems it has caused or are related to their business (Preston
and Post, 1975). Further to this, organisations must not misuse the power that
society has given to them or they risk losing the approval of society (Hockerts and

Morsing, 2008). Organisations seek legitimacy to ensure commitments and support
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for the organisation from internal and external stakeholders. This may be a useful
strategy for organisations seeking legitimacy in controversial industries (Reast et
al, 2013). Some organisations seek to align themselves with CSR for social
legitimacy (ibid) and legitimacy-seeking strategies can be exercised in the gambling

industry (Han, 2014).

A review of key concepts in the CSR debate shows how it works for organisations

on the following levels (Wood, 1991);

Institutional level: legitimacy

Society gives legitimacy and power to business and in the long-term, organisations
who do not use it responsibly will lose it (Davis, 1973). Wood (1991) says this is
supported by three theories. First, functional theory where tasks are accomplished
by institutions such as government for welfare, economy for good and services
where organisations should be socially responsible because they operate in a joint
environment. Second, Freeman’s stakeholder theory defines stakeholders as
“groups who can affect or are affected by the definition of an organisation’s
purpose” (1984, p. 49) makes the abstract concept of society more clear. If
stakeholders lose confidence in the organisation’s performance, legitimacy may be
withdrawn because stakeholders refuse to give their share of benefits (Wood, 1991).
Third, the argument that utilitarianism and the pursuit of self-interest leads to the
most efficient allocation of society’s resources and maximum well-being may be
unfair and ignores basic questions of rights and justice where disfavoured groups

like PGs’ lose out.

Organisational level: public responsibility

Carroll (1999) examines if and how organisations are responsible for solving the
problems that they have created and for helping to solve problems related to their
business operations and interests. A function of management is public
responsibility and there are two areas of management involvement with society
(Wood, 1991). First, issues that arise directly from the organisation’s role and
second the impact on society that is generated by the organisation. This is specific

for organisations; a gambling operator would be held responsible to help solve

38



39

problems of ‘PG’ but it would be difficult to justify an operator’s support for charity
for a charity, for example, Help for Heroes because the area that charity focuses on
is not related to ‘PG.’ Public responsibility can be explained in terms of broader
relevance and operators would have to justify social involvements that were not
related to ‘PG.” However, if an operator is reliant, for example, on members of the
armed forces as customers, it may justify taking some responsibility for the Help
for Heroes cause. However, social responsibilities should be relevant to the

operator’s interests, operations and actions.

Individual level: managerial discretion

Within every organisation, managers are obliged to seek socially responsible
outcomes. For Carroll, philanthropic responsibility or corporate philanthropy is
illustrated in voluntary social commitments not specifically necessary because of
their other responsibilities. Philanthropic responsibility is related to managerial
discretion, an organisation’s social responsibilities are conducted by individual
actors (Wood, 1991). Managerial discretion is based first on the fact that managers
have organisational and societal choices, second the idea that manager’s actions are
not all prescribed by organisational rules and third, that managers are moral actors

and have choices about fulfilling their responsibilities.

Global level: CSR as sustainable development

In addition to Wood’s institutional, organisational and individual levels, Hockerts
and Morsing (2008) add a fourth, the global level. They say that sustainable
development has had an impact on our understanding of CSR. They argue that the
Brundtland definition of sustainable development extends the responsibility of
organisations both intergenerational and intragenerational. As a result, operators are

expected to bear in mind unrepresented stakeholders such as future generations.

Sustainability

CSR refers to an operator’s responsibility to act ethically and to consider its effects
on gamblers and the community and sustainability refers to an operator conducting

its business in a way that is conducive to the long-term. Sustainability is often
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described as how organisations manage their financial, social, environmental risks
and responsibilities. The sustainability debate is particularly relevant to gambling
because of the shift towards the focus of encouraging societal wellbeing. Dragicevic
and Tsogas (2010) conducted stakeholder interviews to examine if the industry can
be sustainable. In the interviews, Blaszczynski (ibid) said that gambling is like the
alcohol and tobacco industries, because their negative externalities are burdensome
to society. From a sustainability perspective, operators in the gambling industry are
not required to do more than other industries, because organisations regardless of
industry should adopt the highest levels of responsibility regardless of industry.
Dragicevic and Tsogas (ibid) argue that government is becoming focused on
operators maintaining socially responsible standards that protect gamblers,

however, there is little evidence for this.

The sustainability of industries with social or environmental impacts depends on
whether adverse impacts are being effectively addressed. The idea of a sustainable
industry where gamblers gamble responsibly seems unlikely. A sustainable industry
needs to empower gamblers, without limiting the appeal of the game nor limiting
its contribution to government revenue. The industry is sophisticated and knows
that it needs to be sustainable but that the governance of gambling probably requires
a regulated environment. Hing (1999) argued that neither a purely economic nor
social orientation to gambling is sustainable in the long term and that a balancing
of economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities is necessary. She
concludes that the nature of operators’ CSR responsibilities would be determined

by the extent and nature of gambling impacts.

Sustainability does not appear to be a natural fit for gambling. Gambling been
around for thousands of years and likely to be around for thousands of years more
and so it is important to take a proactive position to deal with the social and
psychological harms that gambling can create. This will probably require the
participation of a variety of stakeholder groups and this thesis seeks to contribute
to our understanding of what the different stakeholder groups say and feel about

‘PG’ and RG.
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Corporate stakeholders

If operators want long term development, sustainable long-term businesses models
are required. Freeman argued that organisations can achieve their strategic
objectives when they engage with their stakeholders who have their own objectives
and both sets of objectives can be merged together. Each stakeholder has its own

relationship with the organisation in a hub-and-spoke format (Jonker and Foster,

2002; Steurer, 2006).
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‘ Industry ’ O ‘ Government ’

Communities

'Problem
gamblers'

Employers of
'problem

Support for
'problem
gamblers'

Software
manufacturers

Figure 2.2 Adapted from Representation of relationship between the
organisation and stakeholders (Donaldson and Preston, 1995, p. 69)

This approach allows stakeholders to contribute to an organisation’s SR. A
significant part of stakeholder theory is to inform management of decision-making
(Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Jones and Wicks, 1999; Vilanova, 2007). Freeman
has a wide understanding of stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect
or is affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” (1984, p. 25).
This contrasts with Friedman’s narrow interpretation of CSR, where stakeholders

(or stockholders) have financial ownership in that organisation. The general debate
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over how organisations should be run may need to take on a different focus when
looking at the gambling industry because of the negative externalities of the

activity.

Kant and the stakeholder approach

The stakeholder model argues that the manager’s task is to balance the interests of
the different groups who have a ‘stake’ in the organisation, including shareholders,
employees, customers, suppliers and the local community (Somerville and Wood,
2008). This model requires the organisation be cognisant of its social
responsibilities and to consider all stakeholders when making business decisions.
Evan and Freeman (1993) argue for adoption of the stakeholder model from a
Kantian perspective. Kant’s categorical imperative is used to argue that all
individuals have a right not to be treated as merely a means to an end but as ends in
themselves and all groups affected by an organisation should have a role in making
organisational decisions. The stakeholder perspective does not view CSR as an
optional extra but as integral to the responsibilities of the organisation. The
organisation must pay as much attention to its social duties as it does to maximising
profits. Carroll’s (1991) theory can be applied to introduce RG beginning with the
identification of stakeholders, their stakes, opportunities and threats, CSR meanings
to different stakeholders and an action plan for minimising harm. Without the co-
operation of different stakeholders, the implementation of RG policy is unlikely

(Blaszczynski, et al, 2004).

Ethical decision-making

Kohlberg’s (1969; 1981) moral development theory, based on Piaget’s stages of
moral development is that individuals progress in their moral reasoning through
stages. Kohlberg’s theory has three levels each with two stages. The first level is
pre-conventional morality; stage one is the obedience and punishment orientation
where moral reasoning consists of good behaviour to avoid punishment. McCown
and Howatt (2007) says that ‘PGs’ are usually stuck on the pre-conventional

morality level. The second stage is self-interest orientation and moral reasoning is
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based on ‘what’s in it for me?” The second level is conventional morality; stage
three is social conformity orientation where moral reasoning is based on the impact
decisions have on relationships with others. Stage four is law and order orientation
where moral reasoning is based on obeying laws and social conventions taking into
consideration society when making judgements. The third level is post-
conventional morality; stage five is social contract orientation where moral
reasoning is based on general and democratic principles that promote both
individual and community welfare. Stage six is universal ethical principles where
moral reasoning is based on abstract reasoning and the ability to put oneself in other
people’s shoes and linking itself to Kantianism. Kohlberg argued that everyone
begins at stage one and moves through the stages as they age until stopping at a
certain stage, some conservatives will reason at post-conventional stages and some
liberals at pre-conventional ones. An individual can stop at any stage and at any
age. He believed that moral reasoning development depended on maturation and
opportunities to control ethical issues and there is no research that has investigated

Kohlberg’s moral development and ‘PG.’

Kohlberg’s ideas were developed by Rest (1979; Rest et al, 1999) where the latter
proposed four phases of ethical decision-making. The first phase is recognising that
an ethical problem exists although it is possible that individuals who have not
developed moral sensitivity are unable to recognise issues and therefore evade the
ethical decision-making process completely (Adams, 2016). The second phase
involves processes that enable an individual to make moral judgements. The third
phase is preparing to act. The fourth phase is implementation of the ethical decision.
Jones (1991) introduces into Rest’s model the concept of moral imperative and that
responsiveness to an ethical issue is based on the seriousness of the risk of harm
and the proximity of the individual to the harm. The ethical dilemma involves

balancing wanting to minimise or stop ‘PG’ commitment with profit maximisation.

Kohlberg’s theory can be applied to how organisations develop CSR. Models
developed in an organisational context expand on Kohlberg and assert that
organisations like individuals respond to ethical problems differently, vary in their
reactions to ethical problems and show various levels and stages of moral

development (Maon et al, 2010). Kohlberg’s theory was developed looking at
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children not managers but his theory can be applied to the moral development of
managers. When applied to business the first level (preconventional/premoral) can
explain how managers may act when they join an organisation and will try to avoid
upsetting employees or superiors and seek to meet their own goals in their new
environment. The second level (conventional) as managers become more
comfortable in this environment they still want to meet their own goals but begin
to think about the good of the organisation, how they fit in to the organisations and
they their actions can best help the company. In the third level (postconventional)
managers help secure their rights and responsibilities within the organisation. An
operators’ ability to deal with ethical problems is only as good as the ability of

managers to deal with problems.

Carroll’s moral, immoral and amoral managers

According to Carroll’s CSR pyramid (1991) the ethical section comprises three
descriptors immoral, amoral and moral management. Carroll considers that moral
managers exemplify high ethical standards that go beyond legal requirements. CSR
is the moral choice of managers who are responsible for the work environment and
the moral outcomes of the choices they make (Ackermann, 1975). This view of
CSR is based on business ethics literature (Jones, 1991; Donaldson and Dunfee,
1994; Crane and Matten, 2003). Wood (1991) argues that managers are essential in
cultivating sustainable business practices. Hing (2001) examined CSR in New
South Wales (NSW) venues and found that managers did prioritise economic, legal,
ethical and philanthropic principles relating to RG. Hing argues that the results of
her study support Carroll’s (1979; 1991) concept of CSR. Fallon (2008) also
examined gambling venues in NSW and suggests that managers of gambling venues
have a better understanding of the harmful impacts of gambling. He suggests that
several managers could lower the reliance for income from gambling products such
as Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs). This is a significant acknowledgement of
the moral choice of managers. Fallon’s research emphasises that gambling venue
managers need to balance responsibility to the community with continuous
organisational financial profitability (ibid, p. 150). The attitude of managers to CSR

may be influenced by the approach of society and/or the government to
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responsibility for ‘PG.” In an industry where CSR may be an oxymoron, one where
60% EGM revenue is derived from ‘PGs’ (Productivity Commission, 2010) the

morality of managers and the government and industry could be questioned.

Immoral managers act, behave and make decisions in a way that suggests an active
disagreement with right or ethical behaviour. Decisions made by immoral managers
are incompatible with ethical behaviour and involve active opposition to the moral
position and their priority is the profitability and success of their organisation.
Immoral managers overcome regulation to achieve goals and seek to exploit

opportunities for personal or organisational gain.

Amoral managers are neither moral nor immoral but are insensitive to the harmful
impacts their business decisions may have (ibid). They believe that the actions of
their organisations do not have an ethical dimension. Amoral managers may not
understand the implications of their actions on stakeholders. They comply with
regulation as their ethical guide. These are “unintentional amoral managers” and
there is another group, the “intentional amoral managers.” This group maintain that

ethical choices are not for business but are for personal lives.

Ethical decision-making by managers and or employees seems to be different from
the ethical decision-making of the holistic organisation. In the former situation, the
individual is acting to the advantage of himself or herself and or the organisation
but in the latter situation the organisation itself manifests its own unethical
behaviour, for example, having no RG policies for ‘PGs.” There is limited literature
in this subject area but Laczniak and Inderrieden (1987) evaluated the influence of
stated organisational concern for ethics on managerial behaviour. They found that
when potential unlawful behaviour was tempered with a high level of organisational
concern, managers were influenced to change the morality of their actions by
organisational policy (in this case a code of ethics with CEO endorsement).
Therefore, if there is minimal (or no) organisational concern for RG, then
managers/employees may be influenced by this. This is likely because operators
would be unlikely to support RG policy when its main impact would negatively

affect revenue.
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Corporate social responsibility dilemma

Hosmer (2006) described the tensions between an organisation’s financial
imperatives and its social obligations as the dilemma of management; the “conflict
between an organisation’s financial performance and its social performance” (p. 2).
Typical CSR perspectives seek to establish the business case to show that being
socially responsible is profitable (Blundel et al, 2008). Vogel (2005) argues that
there is limited evidence that CSR is related to profit in a positive way and that CSR
is unimportant because there is powerful evidence showing that other businesses
processes directly affect profit (such as marketing and training). However, Orlitzky
et al (2003) conducted a wide-ranging review of research and concluded that there
is a positive link between CSR and profit (ibid). They conducted 52 studies and

found that organisations engagement in CSR can pay off.

Smith and Wynne (2002) estimated 39% of Alberta gambling revenue came from
moderate and severe ‘PGs’ and Wood and Williams (2007) estimated a similar
figure with 35% of Ontario revenue coming from severe and moderate ‘PGs.” Banks
(2007) argues that if 30% of revenue comes from gamblers at whom RG is aimed,
the incentives for the industry to take effective actions are not strong. Further,
research towards the development of effective policy is needed (ibid). The industry
could lose significantly and government-funded research may be designed to avoid
sensitive questions and not to challenge the status quo (Livingstone, 2012). In 2010,
the BGPS was discontinued due to a lack of funding; arguably this is evidence of a

lack of seriousness about research into gambling and ‘PG.’

Smith and Rubenstein (2011) argue that profit maximisation taking precedence over
any other goal is a significant issue; concentrating on profit may affect an operator’s
integrity, accountability and SR standards (Marin, 2007). SR 1is unlikely to be the
guiding principle for operators. There may be commercial tensions between the
profit motive and the protection of ‘PGs’ and at-risk gamblers. Further, operators
may perceive RG as a threat to their revenue and autonomy. Lantos (1999, p. 224)

argues that “morally upright behaviour can help fend off government regulation”
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which is often unwanted because “excessive government regulations increase
compliance costs.” Smith and Campbell (2007) argue that by ‘soft-peddling’ the
dangers of gambling and being preoccupied with profits, governments have placed
more importance on generating revenue than on the welfare of gamblers. Room
(2005) and Light (2007) argue that the collaboration between governments and
operators gave “gambling interests extraordinary bargaining power” (Room, 2005,

p- 1226) which resulted in liberalisation.

Hing (2002) investigated how gambling venues managed ‘PG’ to the satisfaction
of significant stakeholders. She argues that industry expansion, increased public
concern, governments, operators and community and pressure groups are key in
acknowledging ‘PG’ as a social issue. Some operators were utilising RG initiatives
but these were cosmetic attempts dealing with unacceptable ‘PG’ levels (ibid).
Pressure increased and responsibility was placed on governments and operators to
stop or reduce ‘PG’ and find ways to advance SR in the provision of gambling.
Hing (ibid) concludes that operators manage social impacts based on the
environmental impacts that affect the corporate social intentions of the organisation.
This is illustrated in the priority given to the economic, legal, ethical and
philanthropic principles which influence the effectiveness of CSR processes used
to deal with the problem and which then impacts on how the organisation
implements its CSR (ibid). These responses determine the scope of the operator’s

social impacts.

CSR initiatives make it non-zero-sum game for operators and its environment
(Lindgreen et al, 2008) because CSR has a positive influence on stakeholders
(Dawkins and Lewis, 2003). Margolis and Walsh (2003) argue that an
organisation’s poor social performance damages its financial performance.
However, there is little discussion over the measurement of social performance
particularly related to gambling. Bhattacharya and Sen (2004) found that consumers
behaved negatively towards organisations behaving irresponsibly or when
organisations do not practise CSR or behave in a socially irresponsible way. Also,
consumers were more loyal and more positive by word of mouth towards

organisations who they believed to be practising CSR (ibid). Griffiths et al (2009)
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observed high levels of gambler loyalty in his research with a Swedish operator
using PlayScan; two-thirds of gamblers were exclusive to that operator. Griffiths
(2010a) say that “successful online gaming affiliates need to establish and develop
user loyalty and affinity” (p. 32) because gamblers want to gamble with trustworthy
operators. However more proactive gambler protection interventions are needed
from government and industry or the threat of legal action may be needed (Hancock
et al, 2008). It has been argued that the government has the responsibility to protect
the public from harm and it should demand more accountability and responsibility
from the industry (Yani-de-Soriano, 2012). Lindorff et al (2012) argue that
organisations in controversial sectors can contribute to the social good with the
basic intention that some social good is better than none. Orford (2010) suggests
that there is a discrepancy between making a profit and reducing harmful impacts
and that operators should embrace CSR to avoid tighter regulation. He refers to the
conflicts of interest present in alcohol and tobacco companies over price increases,
advertising and selling restrictions and happy hour or concessions for female
drinkers. Critics highlight how these industries prefer reductions, which are
unlikely to hugely affect demand and supply. When operators support RG
education, it helps create the image of an industry keen on harm reduction. CSR
practised by organisations that provide harmful products may be an attempt to
prevent exposure of harm (ibid). Orford contends that democracy is at-risk, if
organisations that seek to profit from a dangerous form of consumption are involved
in setting the agenda for regulation. Miers (2004, p. 117) wrote “an acceptance that
the promotion of RG is a better public position than one that merely seeks to exploit
the consumer (.... is due to enlightened self-interest). The operators’ acceptance of
responsibility for its products became, in effect, part of the price 