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Another option is fo r researchers to focus on research di rectly for or 
associated with the gambling industry. Yet, doing research on behalf of 
pro·gambling interests is the most problematic of all the options because, 
as a leader of the National Council on Problem Gambling, Joanna Franklin, 
once summarized, "[t]hey're not going to fund anything that's going to hurt 
them, or [that] has the potential to hurt them.',244 

The following conclusion was expressed by onc of the leading 
researchers in gambling issues, Dr. Henry Lesieur of the Institute for 
Problem Gambling; 

There isn't one piece of research the industry has funded on the 
social costs of problem gambling that is academically respectable, 
It's all self-serving ... Jt says a 101 aboul the nature oflhe field that 
research funded by the industry is going to dominate the dialogue 
for the next few years. That is a sad state?45 
The remaining alternative was to fund research via state governments 

and the federal government. However. even stale crime statistics have been 
redirected by law by pro-gamblmg intcrests. The unfavorable crime 
statistics, which have historically plagued Atlantic City, New Jersey, and 
the concomitant negative public perceptions, motivated a new 1998 law 
that "would force the state to take fluctuations III a resort's [primarily 
Atlant ic Cii,Y's] population into account when calculating [crime 
statistics].,,24 While such fluctuations may need to be considered from an 
academic perspective, questions arose involving the propriety of state laws 
mandating research and statistical methodology for crime statistics.247 

One goal of the federal legislation creating the 1999 U.S . Gambling 
Conunission was to fund research in the area of gambling issues. Yet 
again, questions werc raised concerning the considerable and direct 
influence of pro-gambling interests on state governments, as well as on the 
1999 U.S. Gambling Commission 248 Given what appear to be over
reaching efforts by pro-gambl!llg !Ilterests to Impact the academic/rescarch 
community a strategy of "stacking·' the 1999 National 
Commiss ion) 49 researchers are constrained to only two realistic 
alternatives: either to "follow the money,,250 of the gambling industry or to 
accept no funds linked to special interests. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

Studies that propose a change in the definitions of "pathological 
gambler" and "problem gambler" must academically justify the rationale 
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for such changes and show the transition between the old and the new 
standard. 

Similarly. when for almost two decades the overwhelming majority of 
academics/experts have utilized the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) 
as the "gold standard" for delimiting whether a person can be categorized 
as a pathological or problem gambler,251 any study proposing modifications 
to that standard must j ust ify those modifications. Although several 
academics/experts might argue othen.vise, the Christiansen Associates
NORC Group probably provided that justification by closely associating 
the questions for categorizing potential pathological and problem 
gamhJcrslSl with the fourth edit ion of the Diagnostic and Sralislical Manual 
oj Mental Disorders.253 However, the Chri stiansen Associates-NORC 
Group could have easily added/modified their questionnaire to allow for 
comparisons by calculating the infonnation under the SOGS gold standard. 
as well as under their newer proposed standard, as one of the Group's own 
authors recommended back in 1997. With a base research budget of 
$1.25 million, there was no financial reason as to why these basic standards 
could not be mel. 

Within these constraints, there are sound arguments fo r recognizing the 
modified DSM standard, but implications that their proposed modified 
standard has already supplanted the SOGS as the gold standard are 
unconvi ncing at best because the Christiansen Associates-NORC Group 
can only cite mostly to unpublished papers to support this assertion. 

If the national news media has raised substantial issues involving the 
gambling industry 's attempts to influence research via the industry's 
financial aura and other methods, then a jorliori the academic commun ity 
should be concerned. The academic community should distance itse lf from 
even the appearance of potential conflicts of interest with pro-gambling 
interests or other such interests. 

First Amendment academic debate necessitates that academics be abl e 
to discuss and analyze methodologies and data without the heightened 
concerns created by the gambling industry's direct or indirect interference 
or monetary influence. As indicated by the Chronicle oj Higher Education , 
the gambling industry's constant interferences with academic processes and 
debate should be rcjccted.1S4 

It is appropriate that the Chrisliansen Associates-NORC Group finally 
made thcir clari fications in a 2003 MDE issuc. Wilh a SI.25 mill ion 
budget, pcrhaps thesc basic clarifications should have been made in the 

>II See Ilafvard AddIctIons Meta-analySIS. Slipra notc 103. AppendIx 2 (showmg Ihat the South 
Oaks Gambhng Screen was used in appro~imatcly tW()-Ihirds of all Sludies during the 1980s and 
19905) , 

III See Christ ianscn Assoc ,-NORC 1999 O,"c1"\'icw Survey. supra note 14. ill Qllc~ti ons AppendIx, 
III Compare Id at 15-30 ("The Ecl ipse of the SOUlh Oaks Gambling Screen" ). wilh DSM-IV. 

supra OOIC 102 
n. Research Financed by Industry. supro nou: 24. 31 A 17. 
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original report. With more widespread input from the academic spectrum, 
these problem areas shou ld have received morc cons ideration in the past. 

While several National Commissioners indicated concerns over the 
report by the Christiansen Associates-NORC Group, it was the gambling 
industry's crit icism that raised the specter of intimidated academics. The 
concern with the alleged intimidation tactics outlined in the Mega-Lawsuits 
art icle should be interpreted as support ing all research, incl uding that orthe 
Christiansen Associates-NO RC Group. While denying that the alleged 
intimidation had any impact, Volberg of that Group has recognized that 
"some [National] Commission members and others who were interested in 
the results made efforts, on the record and off, to influence NORC's work. 
One could reasonably label some of these efforts as attempts to 
intimidate.,,255 However, when confronted with intimidation tactics by 
special interest groups, academic independence should be emphasized and 
asserted when that intimidation first appears, instead of months or years 
after "sleep in g on those rights." 

With regard to frami ng the methodology, there does not appear to be 
sufficient input, if any, from the initia l researchers addressing the socio
economic costs of pathological and problem gambling. In addition, there is 
insufficient, if any, focus on the issues raised by Pol itze r, Morrow, and 
Leavey both in their 1981 paper256 and their subsequently published Johns 
Hopkins Report.257 This concern applies equally to the in suffic ient 
references to a class ic 1990 work, Gambling Addiction in Maryland,258 by 
Drs. Robert Politzer, Valerie Lorenz, and Robert Yaffee, and to the 
tangential cost issues raised by Professor Robert Goodman in the 1994 u.s. 
Gambling Stud/59 by the University of Massachusetts. Similar omissions 
have involved a lack of attention to the ground-breaking and still relevant 
report on costs entitled Casinos In Florida: An Analysis of the Economic 
and Social Impacts , produced by a team of economists, that included 
Dr. Subhasis Das in the Florida Govemor's Office of Planning and 
BUdgeting.260 

The Congressional Hearings in 1994261 and 19952
1>2 certainly provided 

a framework of experts for beginn ing the costs analyses . However, the 
degree to which these leading-edge authorities were consulted when 
framing the analysis appears to be minimal to non-existent. Laudably, the 
Christiansen Associates-NORC Group's report acknowledges some of its 

m Letter from Rachel Volbcrg. Gemini Research. to Earl Gnnols. Professor of Economics, 
Uni\'er~i t y of Illinois (Oct . 17. 2001)(copies to Paul Rubin , David Mustard. John Kindt, Dean Gerstein, 
and E~cne Chrisliansen). 
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shortcomings. Nonetheless, an analysis of the testi mony before the 1999 
U.S. Gambling Commission indicates that the Commission and the NORC 
itself should have more closely reviewed the direct and indirect influences, 
which could have been exerted by the gambling industry in framing the 
analys is.263 As indicated in the 1994 Columbia Journalism Review/64 

academics new to the issues need to be alert to being misdireclcd/65 as the 
gamhlinr;: industry has been increasing its adroitness at obscuring the 
ob\, j ous , ~(,6 

Attacks upon the credibility of academic sources by the chief lobbyist 
for the gambling industry, Frank Fabrenkopf, have been almost totally 
ignored by the press267 and have, in fact, opcmted to confirm the crcdibility 
of those attacked by pro-gambling interests, including the NORC.268 For 
example, the former executive director of the U.S . Gambling Commission, 
Tim Kell~4 has repeatedly rebuffed Frank Fahrcnkoprs attacks on academic 
sourccs. 2 In addition, one of Fahrenkopf's targeted academic 
organizations, for example, is now listed on the first page of the "Sources 
of Infonnation and Resources on Gambling" recommended by the Final 
Report of the 1999 U.S . Gambling Commission,no 

It may be argued that the pattem of inappropriate behavior by 
pro-ga mbling interests has prejudiced the research environment in volving 
gamb li ng issues and created disharmony and disagreements thai should not 
exist. Furthermore, the critical analysis of the infonnation disseminated by 

l6) See '''pm nOle 193 (aecompan>illg text Includes sc~eral SOl11"(:es on the gambhng industry's 
allcm~IS to skew Ih" 1999 U.s. Gambling Commission's tindmgs) 

.... COlUl>1. JOURN,\LlSM REv.. ~r,pru nOle 5. at 36, 37·38. 
l'J/d. 
]o.Jd. 

l.1 ror e,amples of the American Gammg Association lobbymg group's attack.> on the credibility 
and re"earch of the J\ational Opmion Research Center at the University of Chicago, see 'upm note); 
65·1'>6, 196·200 and accompanying text See. "g.. '\ Inerican Galiling Association Criticizes/Spins 
NORC Repon to r-.. G ISC. ,upro notc 65; American Gammg Association Claimed NORC Alters 
Findmgs. supra note 65. See al.w American Gaming Association, Pres, Rebl'~, Sl;Ilement by CEO 
Frank Fahrenkollf. Jr., AGA. during the Heanngs of thc National Gambling Impact Study Commission. 
Chicago. IlIlIlois (May 21. 19')8). Although attended by many members of the national press who "ere 
covering the hearings of the National GmnbliLlg Jmp',el Study Commission. Frank Fahrenkopf's 
May 21, 1'<98 pr~ss conferencc (ll1~ckmg the academiC community (as IIlvoJ~cd In a conspiracy theory 
to discredit the gambling industry) was ignored by virtually all of the ne"s media except Ihe 
Nevada/Las Vega~ press 
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pro·gambling interests has almost become a science. At the beginning of 
the twenty-first century, the research controversies that manifested 
themselves were largely centered on the potential research infl uence and/or 
interference of pro-gambl ing interests. These issues highlight the researc h 
problems that are likely to be raised in any discovery process of 
infonnation pursuant to the litigation process. 
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APPENOIX: TABLE 2 
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APPENDIX: TABLE 3 

Percentage 01 E_pendltures by Problem Gamblorslor s..leclGd Forms 01 Gambling by StatIlJPro"inca.· 

Alberta Billish Columtlia Nova Scol ... WashinlltOll Loob!llma ,~, New York Avera!l!!; 
Bingo <%) 43.6 37.3 '" 44.6 N" N" 39.5 J9 
Lotto (%) 11.31oIto; 11.910Ito: 6.2 101to: 22.7 24.2 dmly gmoo 176 ai l iono 24.4 inSlant 21.9 lotto; 36 14 lotto: 20.6 

19.3111$tam 14.3 scrntch ~." gam611 quick draw InSlanl4cratct1 
Casino (%) 37.2Io(:a l, 26.7 resofl; 46.7 55.0 card/dice N" )8.4 table 41.4 418 table games 

34 4 cardldice 33.1 tatlle 
Slots (%) " WA 89 WA NIA 16.1 NIA '" Video Machine (%) 46.9 WA 50' 23.9 '" WA 74.6 46.8 
All Games (%) 32.3 226 ,.. ,,, 

'" >G' 39.1 '" Horus("I4) S4.2onand 29.5 on-track WA 25.9 52 7 QIlotracic 48.4 50 
011 !Jack 84 9 oll. track 

Sports <%) 19.0 fnend$/' 217 sporlS; 19.7 WA 189 pools. 82 7 '" 43.9 50 
co-workers lriends. 152 pools --pun Iatls ("4) 45 .1 20.9 WA "', NIA WA WA 

Raffles (%) '" 11.1 WA NIA N<A WA NtA 

AlI(%) 31.3 21.6 ". ,,, 41.2 26.6 39.1 

' Sources: Les.ieur (1998, table): "Measurlll9 Itle Costs of Pnthologocal Gambling," AddleSf; b~ Pro' Henry R. Lesieur, Illinois State University. Mille 
National Conference on Gambling Behavior. Nahonal Coor'ICIl on Prnblom Gamblll1g, ChlGaQo, l lllnoiIl, 3-5 September 1996 (table). 

NlA. root applicable 

Added notes Q/ PTofessor L-.r' 
Pathological gamblers $pOnd an inord,nale 9Inount 04 monoy 011 gambloog compared 10 others who gamble (les.ieur. 1998). FOI exempie. problem 

video 101tefy players In Nova Scot.a iICCOOntlor .. % oIlh06O who play. yet contribute 53% of net l"8\1'8flue for video lottery playing (Focal ReSCS8fch 
1996). The AuSlre)ian PrO<lucl1Vi1y Comrnrssion P999) e!Wmal.!d that problem gamblers account for 5.7% of money Spenl on lottery play. 107% 01 
casino table game pIey, 19% 01 scratch locket sales. 33% 01 WDg6mIQ on tmrs.es and dogs, and 42% of money spent on gam.ng mach,ne play. 
Overall, protllem gamblers eKpend::>3% 01 all monoy spout on garnbhng in Australia 

Focal Research (1998). 199711998 Nove Seo/'Illo"my players' survey Prepared for Protllem Gambling Sefvices. Nove Scotia Oe-partrnenl 01 
Health. HalifaK, Nova Scotia: 
Author. See elso. Mogll·LIlWSUlls, supra note 15, III 25 
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