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 INTRODUCTION
Throughout the twentieth century the British Government has firmly believed that while gambling ‘should be reluctantly tolerated, it was essentially undesirable and should under no circumstances be encouraged.’
 Predominantly, gambling has had an economic meaning and usually refers to risking money or valuables on the outcome of a game, contest, or another event in the hope of winning additional money or material goods.
 Problem gambling may be used to describe gambling that, ‘compromises, disrupts or damages family, employment, personal or recreational pursuits.’

The current gambling climate in all areas of gambling in Britain was established by the Gambling Act of 1968, which, inters alias established casinos as members-only clubs and limited the facilities within them. A compulsory membership requirement meant that individuals were only allowed entry after first applying for membership, and then waiting for 24 hours for admittance. This served as a cooling off period, which would deter impulse gambling. A semi-formal dress code and a generally patrician atmosphere meant that casinos were not too attractive to large proportions of the population, and have served to curb problem gambling in the UK. In fact, these rules have meant that traditionally only 3% of the population visit casinos, far fewer than in most other countries across the globe.
 Moreover, due to tight legislation, it has meant that only 0.6%
 of the population has fallen into problem gambling.
 The Government, under the banner of modernisation believes that it is time to liberalise the laws on gambling, and allow a greater freedom of choice to adults, so that they can enjoy their free time in which ever way they desire. The Government simply sees the protections under the Act of 1968 as draconian and out of date.
 The 2005 Gambling Act, which is to be implemented throughout 2007 onwards, will radically change the nature on gambling in Britain. By far, the most significant changes will include the legalisation of Las Vegas style super-casinos, and the highly addictive category A Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs), allowing for unlimited jackpots; neither have been seen in the UK before. As well as this, the 24 hour membership and play rule will be repealed, bookmakers will no longer have to prove demand  in order to gain a licence, as well as a relaxation on the currently strict prohibitions on gambling advertising. One report has claimed that as this new legislation comes into effect over 10% of the population could become addicted to gambling.

Newham is one of the most deprived boroughs in England and sits within the Thames Gateway which has been identified as a national priority area for regeneration. There is clear evidence that Newham is disadvantaged in terms of employment and economic activity rates of its resident working-age population. Only 55% of Newham’s working-age residents are in employment. This is much lower than 69% for London. The unemployment rate in Newham is 9.4% almost double the national average, and the unemployment rate for women in Newham is 11%.
 Newham was awarded the option of having one of the eight large casinos, on the basis of the Council’s bid to the Casino Advisory Panel.
 Here, the Labour run Council, in their proposal identified several key areas that could be impacted by the establishment of a casino in Newham. These included the impact on employment, crime, health, leisure and environment, concluding that on the whole, Newham would benefit
. 

This paper will seek to expose the illusion behind the so called benefits of gambling, showing that the new Act will only serve to harm those who are the most deprived and vulnerable in society. The notion that employment will increase with the establishment of a casino will be challenged as will the bizarre concept that it could have positive effects on one’s health. The issue of crime will be examined, as will the adverse effects of gambling on the community, merely serving to perpetuate poverty, and further ill health and family breakdown. The report will finally look at the effects of the proximity of gambling venues to the community, arguing that this is the main cause of addiction, and that it is the local community which will ultimately pay the price.

EMPLOYMENT

· In Newham, an area of high unemployment and economic deprivation, the local authority has claimed that the casino could provide employment for the most disadvantaged. Research conducted by G Reith, Research on the Social Impacts of Gambling, for the Scottish Executive, however, has found that it is not certain how many of these jobs would go to the local people who need them most. The long term unemployed will most likely lack the skills required by the casino, especially in terms of better paid ‘front house’ jobs.
 

· A report carried out to investigate the relationship between gambling and employment in the USA, 2006, where laws have already been liberalised, found evidence that the local population rarely benefit from the gaming industry, especially if the area is deprived.

· The question to ask is not only whether casinos increase employment, but also for whom they increase employment. Most casino jobs require some skill, be it accounting, dealing cards, security, or other expertise. If a casino is planning to move to a deprived area that has a relatively less skilled work force, the casino probably will draw skilled labour from outside of the area. If this labour remains outside of the local area and workers commute to the casinos, then unemployment in the local area will remain unchanged.
 

· The report of the Scottish Executive found that casinos could have adverse effects on employment. Casinos having been promoted as hubs for the provision of jobs and financial stability, more unemployed people could move into the area, bringing their existing problems with them, to attempt to build a new life. If the only work available were part time and service positions, their problems could be exacerbated, and could lead them eventually, into financial distress and bankruptcy.
 

· Research carried out by Dr Mark Griffiths (Professor of Gambling Studies at Nottingham University), shows that gambling industry employees are more likely to become problem gamblers, and that this is due to their over exposure in the industry.
 

If it is really employment and regeneration that a local community wants, then why not opt for a leisure complex where families and individuals can come together to participate in events from bowling to ice-skating? The arena could include a theatre/show venue, cinema and nursery for children. This would surely attract more visitors, more jobs and greater financial stability for the community as a whole.

CRIME

Crime is usually the key concern in people’s minds when considering the introduction of a casino into their local area. Gambling, it has been purported, is associated with crime in two ways. Firstly, with regards to organised crime in the provision of gambling, and secondly with respects to gambling addicts who turn to crime to finance their problem. 

· One key study in the US which examined changes in crime rates over a twenty year period, from 1977 to 1996, found that increases in crime were associated with a time lag of about 4 years.
 The implications of this are quite serious in that a community will only be able to feel the effects of a casino after a prolonged period, by which time it will be too late to stop the process. 

· Another study carried out in Wisconsin found that there was an average of 5,300 additional major crimes a year due to the presence of a casino.
 

· A further report by the National Opinion Research Centre, at the University of Chicago found that 21.4% of problem gamblers had been imprisoned at one point in their life.
 

· A recent leaked police report revealed that casinos would cause crime and antisocial behaviour to rise, and that vulnerable groups could be lured into gambling.
 The report, written by Britain’s top police officer responsible for gambling, Detective Inspector Darren Warren of the Metropolitan Police’s Gaming Unit, has argued that casinos would risk, ‘increasing antisocial behaviour and diverting police resources, increasing organised crime and money laundering, and increase access to gambling for children and vulnerable groups.’
 

· The Police Report not only highlights a problem with the liberalisation of gambling laws, but coupled with the relaxation on drinking laws; it could be a recipe for disaster. With regards to the issue of children and vulnerable groups, Warner stated that large casinos would increase access to gambling for children and vulnerable groups.

· According to the London Metropolitan Police, Gamcare and Brent Council, the greatest concern in relation to crime is the increase in ‘loan sharks’. Individuals and organisations currently operate throughout London’s existing casinos offering immediate high interest loans to casino customers, which both enables them to continue their gambling to problem levels as well as leading to future difficulties in repaying the loan. These informal loan networks have also been found to use violent and threatening means by which to ensure repayment and, consequently, have left many individuals in significant danger and fear. This problem is difficult to control, as many of these organisations operate within existing networks and community structures, such as culture and religion, which are troublesome to infiltrate and monitor.
 

HEALTH

In their application to the Casino Advisory Panel, Newham Council commented that ‘the investment in a casino will create new jobs and earnings…allowing people to spend more on their own well-being, such as their homes, health, education…’
 To suppose that health will improve due to the introduction of a casino is an illusion. Gambling does not improve heath, nor does the possibility of a win. 

· The British Medical Association, in a recent Report, has argued that with the liberalisation of gambling laws will also come an increase in the number of problem gamblers that will have to be treated on the NHS. Problem gambling can negatively affect significant areas of a person’s life, including their physical and mental health, employment, finances and interpersonal relationships. There are co-morbidities with problem gambling including depression, alcoholism, and obsessive compulsive behaviours.
 What may start of as a harmless bet may come to completely over take an individuals life. 

· According to the American Psychiatric Association’s DSM-IV (1994) states that, although few individuals are hooked with their very first bet, for most the course is more insidious. There may be years of social gambling followed by an abrupt onset that may be precipitated by a greater exposure to gambling.
 A casino being established in one’s local vicinity is exactly the type of catalyst that could lead to this. 

· Just in the same way as smoking, gambling too, has negative affects on the health of those around the gambler. This is usually stress related. Professor Griffiths, when giving his evidence to the House of Lords Joint Committee on the Draft Gambling Bill argued that a gambling addiction in itself was a health problem.

· Recently, the British Medical Journal launched a scathing attack on the government’s casino policy, arguing that the implications to health have not been considered. The article makes it very clear that ‘gambling affects physical, mental and social wellbeing as well as creating debt.’ The article goes even further in saying that ‘gambling is an addiction that can destroy families’, and that medical professionals should be aware of it in just the same way as they are with ‘drinking and smoking.’

COMMUNITY IMPACT

Casino gambling has sometimes been seen as an activity of the wealthy, and so not a something that will impact those on lower incomes or society at large. This is not the case. Research is unanimous that it is the poor, those with the least disposable income, and the most vulnerable, who are disproportionately most affected. The dream of winning vast amounts of money and escaping poverty is ruthlessly dangled before them. The vicious circle is that they end up losing what very little they have, resulting in further poverty and further gambling in the hope of breaking free. 

· Results from the British Gambling Prevalence Survey in 2000 found that there were three and a half times more problem gamblers among persons earning less than £15,600 compared to those earning £31,200 or above.
 

· In a different study, the American National Gambling Impact Study Commission found that lottery players with incomes below $10,000 spend more than any other income group.
 This reinforces the point that it is those who can least afford to gamble that will spend a larger proportion of their disposable income on this pursuit, under the illusion that they can win, and that money will solve their problems.

· The report of the Scottish Executive, quotes from research that has found that the social costs of casinos tend to be exported to the area where the gamblers who play them live, so that those which draw on large non-local markets tend to be associated with lower social costs locally and those who rely on locals as their primary customers are associated with high social costs. 

· It has also been found that casinos located in urban areas tend to draw a large number of local residents to them, and so the social costs will remain in the community, where the gambling facilities themselves are located.
 As a result of increase problem gambling in these communities, pressure could be put on families causing relationship breakdown and neglect of children. 

· One report from the US has claimed that Problem gambling can have a negative effect on family and social relationships. Fifty-four percent of identified pathological gamblers report having been divorced compared with 18 percent of non-gamblers. Divorce has financial consequences for mothers and their children; by one estimate, women with minor children experience a 73% decline in their standard of living the first year after divorce.
 Children of problem gamblers report higher rates of certain negative behaviours. These children were more likely than children of non-problem gamblers to report using tobacco, alcohol and other drugs, except marijuana. Children of problem gamblers are more likely to gamble than are children of non-problem gamblers.
 

· In 2004, the Government itself stated that, ‘The Government does acknowledge, without any reservation, the destructive impact on individuals and families. Gambling brings with it self-evident public health risks.’
 It seems bizarre, therefore, that the government, or any Local Authority, after this admission would still press ahead with the liberalisation of gambling, knowing full well that there are serious impacts on the community. 

ACCESSIBILITY

Perhaps one of the most important factors when looking into the impact of gambling and of casinos on the wider community is the issue of the accessibility of the gambling venue. Most communities already have ample venues for those who wish to gamble to do so. Never has it been easier to gamble than today. There are now more betting shops, bingo halls, fruit machines, lotteries and scratch cards than ever before. Time and again, research has shown that the more accessible a gambling venue is, the more social problems there will be in that community, especially if the venue is in a densely populated and deprived area. 

· Professor Griffiths, in his evidence to the Joint Committee on the Draft Gambling Bill clearly commented that: Basically where you increase opportunity to gambling, not only do you increase the number of regular gamblers but you will also increase the number of problem gamblers…I certainly believe that where there is wide deregulation and massive increased opportunity to gamble, you will get people gambling who have never gambled before. This is not to say that they will necessarily become problem gamblers but you will see an increase in problem gambling as a result of massive deregulation.

· Professor Orford at the very same meeting commented that: I do not think there is anybody who has looked at gambling who thinks other than the increased availability will lead to increased problems…from a public health point of view, a 50% increase in any rate of disorder in society, putting it up to half a million, would be tremendously significant.

· The report by the Scottish executive also concluded that the location of a casino within 50 miles of an individual’s home can double the risk of problem gambling behaviour. Furthermore, for any to whom a casino is easily accessible could potentially encourage impulsive playing, which could in turn have negative effects on that individuals life.
 

· The recent Report by Brent council also found that, ‘the proximity to a casino is a major contributor towards vulnerability to developing problem gambling. Furthermore, the evidence also suggests that the most deprived neighbourhoods are some of the most vulnerable.’
 

· That Newham is one of the most deprived areas of London would suggest a considerable population who are likely to be significantly more vulnerable to developing problem gambling as a result of the development of a casino in close proximity to their homes. 

· The Price Waterhouse Coopers Report for Greenwich Council also confirmed that ‘close proximity to casinos increases the prevalence of problem gambling,’
 and that the more disadvantaged members of the community will be affected the most. 

· As the majority of research shows that accessibility and proximity of a casino to the local population, especially in disadvantaged areas can only be negative, it is ludicrous that Newham Council could even think of establishing one in the heart of one of the most deprived areas in the country, under the guise of a social experiment. 

Even the Final Report of the Casino Advisory Panel clearly comments, that in its view, a casino in Newham is liable to have negative effects, but that more might be gained by using Newham as a social testing ground.
 That a local authority would be willing make its community a guinea pig for what is likely to have long lasting negative implications is beyond belief. 
ILLUSIONS

Perhaps the most perverse matter concerning the liberalisation of gambling laws is that, even after all the research that has been carried out, they are based on misleading arguments. 

· By arguing that only some people are vulnerable, that there is a pressing need to modernise, that the Bill will actually increase social responsibility and wealth creation. The Government has drawn a distinction between normal people and vulnerable people, arguing that only a small proportion of the population will be affected. Whilst this is true to some extent, the idea ignores the fact that gambling is addictive, and anyone can be affected by addictions without even suspecting that they are vulnerable in the first place. The point was made very clear by the Royal College of Psychiatrists.

· Research from the Christian Institute has found that in anticipation of deregulation, both the government and gambling industry have strived to present a socially acceptable image of gambling.
 To emphasise this point, the Government stated that they would put ‘social responsibility at the heart of the new regime.’
 Yet, as the Christian Institute has pointed out, the industry, with all its talk of social responsibility, exists only to make as much money as possible from gamblers. 

· The greatest of all illusions put out by the Government is that there is a pressing need to modernise otherwise keeping pace with technology will not be maintained, which could then have negative ramifications. The belief that modernisation is the key to solving all the UK’s problems is sheer lunacy. The 1968 Gambling Act had acquired a good balance between the freedoms of the individual to choose how to spend their leisure time, as well as ensuring that the vulnerable were protected. The only thing that modernisation will achieve is to increase problem gambling and addiction in the most vulnerable areas, that had previously not been exposed. 

· In any form of gambling there can only be one winner. The owners and shareholders of the industry always come out on top otherwise their seductive services would not exist. 

· In an area such as Newham and the East of London, it is those who can least afford to gamble that will be attracted. They see it as their only opportunity of landing a major windfall; their only way to escape from the cycle of deprivation, whereas in reality this is very rarely the case. The first priority of any local authority must be to protect the weakest in that society, and by supporting a casino, they would not be doing this.

CONCLUSION

Although gambling is not a healthy recreation at the best of times, the 1968 Act, which has regulated the industry until now, has been a very sensible piece of legislation, maintaining a balance between freedoms of choice and protection of the vulnerable. The 2005 Act will completely revolutionise the gambling laws in the UK, with mass deregulation and liberalisation turning this country into one of the gambling capitals of the world. Despite the Government claiming that the liberalisation of gambling laws will increase employment, better health, reduce crime and poverty, and generally make Britain a much better place, evidence from both abroad and the UK has suggested that this will not be the case. Most research has shown that particularly in deprived areas such as Newham there will be no benefit to employment, and if anything, those who need the jobs most, will just not have the necessary skills needed for most of the better paid jobs. Even with training programmes very few people will benefit. Health will not improve as a result of gambling. If any thing, gambling and a loss of money will lead to stress, and depression, as well as an increase in problem gamblers, which in tern will have an impact of families and relationship breakdowns. In an area such as Newham, where the community is already under so much strain from social ills, it would be shocking to introduce a casino that would exacerbate these problems bringing more misery and furthering deprivation. Research is also unanimous that the more accessible a casino is, then the more problem gamblers will emerge in that society. The consequences of this are likely to be much more severe especially if the Casino is in a deprived area such as the London Borough of Newham. Casinos promote the illusion that players can win a fortune and solve their financial problems. This is hardly ever the case. The only people that ever win in gambling are the owners of the gambling houses. If this was not the case then such venues would not exist. That any Government or council could support such an illusion would be an injustice to the weak, the poor and the vulnerable; the very people they are meant to be protecting.
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