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European welfare states (e.g., Kaelble 2004) are founded with similar 
goals concerning the protection of citizens against the economic risks 
of old age, illness, accidents and unemployment. Services are provided 
under various forms of welfare regime (e.g., Esping-Andersen 1990, 
1999; Hall and Soskice 2001; Streeck 1999), and obviously need to be 
financed. The pecuniary premise has been based on efficient taxation 
of the population and of corporations operating within a territory. All 
this changed alongside the general liberalisation of the market economy 
during the 1980s and 1990s, when the proportion of corporate-tax rev-
enue declined. The bulk of the tax-revenue burden is now on average 
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earners or consumers, especially in the form of sales and excise taxes 
(Teeple 2000; Murphy and Christensen 2012; OECD 2016). The 
slower economic growth has further increased the financial burden 
on welfare states (e.g., Myles and Quadagno 2002), and in particular 
the effects of the financial crisis of 2008 (Cresby 2016) and the loss 
of manufacturing jobs (e.g., Chakrabortty 2011), only partly recom-
pensed by an economy of speculation (Sandel 2013). Ageing popula-
tions also require more investment in healthcare and pensions (Rogers 
and Philippe 2016). The message of the gambling industry is alluring: 
it has the potential to boost economic growth, generate jobs and deliver 
much-needed tax revenue to pay for public services.

Gambling has a long history as a supplementary funding source for 
social services. Nowadays, public revenue from gambling comprises, 
on average, one to two per cent of the value of national budgets, in 
many cases equalling the revenue from tobacco and alcohol products 
(Sulkunen et al. 2018). The perception of gambling as ‘voluntary taxa-
tion’ levied on discretionary spending has made it is easier for govern-
ments to accept it as an ordinary leisure industry. Governmental-level 
promotion of gambling during the last few decades has persisted even 
in situations in which popular opinion about the activity has remained 
negative or, at best, ambivalent (Orford 2011). The rise of Internet 
gambling and the free movement of goods and services across the 
internal borders of European Union (EU) member states explain this 
to some extent, but the increase in gambling availability started before 
that, and it seems to have more to do with the influence of neoliberal-
ism and with financial needs.

However, the economic returns may not be as high as they initially 
appear. The extent of gambling-related harm was poorly understood for 
a long time when wide-scale gambling was legalised across Europe dur-
ing the 1980s and 1990s. Only in the 2000s have improved research 
methods and increased research funding allowed the pinpointing of 
these negative outcomes (e.g., Langham et al. 2016). Gambling incurs 
a number of social costs, ranging from problem gambling to increased 
criminal activity, family disruption, health issues and economic difficul-
ties (see Sulkunen et al. 2018 for a summary). It has been estimated that 
there may be up to ten million problem gamblers in Europe (Jensen 
2017). Gambling does create employment, but the jobs tend to be low 
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paid, and may not contribute to the overall wellbeing of the commu-
nity (Grinols 2004). The taxation effects of gambling are regressive (see 
e.g., Barnes et al. 2011 on lotteries) or even exploitative (Young and 
Markham 2017), as Karl Marx noted already in ([1852] 1963) (cited 
by Garvia 2007). Studies from across jurisdictions have shown that up 
to 60% of gambling revenue derives from problem gamblers (Schüll 
2012). People from lower socio-economic groups and ethnic minorities 
also tend to gamble more, particularly on lotteries (Beckert and Lutter 
2013). Gambling-related revenue collection therefore disproportion-
ately burdens those who can least afford to contribute (Henricks and 
Brockett 2014), but also raises questions concerning whose responsi-
bility ‘responsible gambling’ is (e.g., Hancock and Smith 2017). The 
redistribution of gambling funds also creates systemic problems. Adams 
(2016) maintains that the consumption of gambling profits may be even 
more problematic than the consumption of gambling products, and evi-
dence of the redistribution of gambling funds in Australia (Livingstone 
2018) as well as the individual case studies of this volume supports this.1

Proceeds from gambling may be used for public purposes based on a vari-
ety of institutional arrangements. The majority of gambling revenue goes 
to state treasuries via taxes, licence fees and state ownership. The use of the 
Treasury to fund the welfare state then follows the normal procedures of 
democratic decision-making in parliament concerning the state budget. In 
addition, gambling revenues are also used for designated purposes. In this 
case, proceeds tend to be earmarked for, and then channelled to non-profit 
actors, civil society organisations (CSOs) or local administrators. The idea is 
to provide funding for ‘good causes’ that may go beyond the original idea of 
welfare-state expenditure, introduced to gain trust in the government in times 
of distress (e.g., Schmidt 1998). Causes supported with gambling money 
include sports, youth work, culture, social work and research, which were 
taken under state control during the creation of nation states and the expan-
sion of welfare states. This approach has become increasingly dominant as 
non-governmental actors and CSOs have taken a stronger role in welfare-ser-
vice provision (e.g., Miller and Rose 2008; Rantala and Sulkunen 2006).

States also differ in how gambling is operated. The state can offer 
gambling in the form of a state-owned monopoly. Another option 
is to allow non-profit actors to organise gambling and directly bene-
fit from it—traditional raffles in churches and workers’ clubs are a 
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good example of such gambling operations (e.g., Bedford et al. 2016). 
Finally, private companies are in many countries allowed to offer at 
least some types of gambling, provided they obtain a licence or con-
cession. Even when private companies are allowed to enter European 
markets, they come up against strong state regulation and fiscal con-
trol. Their gambling revenues contribute towards a country’s welfare by 
taxation and licence/concession fees, and they also sometimes support 
‘good causes’ directly in the name of Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) or legislative arrangements. Sometimes states are signifi-
cant shareholders in private gambling operators, which blurs the line 
between different kinds of gambling operators and welfare contribu-
tions (Bereiter and Storr, this volume). Table 1.1 shows how the coun-
try cases of this volume fit into our suggested typology of operators 
and beneficiaries of gambling. Natural cases are never clear-cut and 
thus fit into several categories, but table serves as a representation of 
main types.

Cases where the state is the operator as well as a direct beneficiary of 
some, although not all, forms of gambling are France, Italy and Spain 
(Marionneau and Berret; Rolando and Scavarda; Becoña and Becoña, 
this volume). With the new gambling legislation of 2016 and increased 
involvement of the state monopoly, Poland is a recent addition to the 
category (see Wieczorek and Bujalski, this volume). Norway is another 
example of a country that is consolidating its state ownership and oper-
ation in the EGM (Electronic Gambling Machine) market, but in  

Table 1.1  Beneficiaries and operators of gambling

asee Orford’s chapter for why we use “Britain” instead of UK

Beneficiary →
Operator ↓

State treasury (via taxes, 
state ownership and 
licence fees)

Earmarked for desig-
nated purposes

State (monopolies) France, Italy, Poland, 
Spain

Germany, Norway

Non-profit actors (e.g., 
clubs, CSOs)

Iceland, Netherlands, 
Ireland, Spain, Sweden, 
Britain

Licensed (or concession) 
private companies

Austria, France, Germany Slovenia, Britaina, France, 
Italy
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this case a considerable part of the revenues are earmarked for certain 
designated purposes (see Borch, this volume). In Germany, state lottery 
revenues are designated for social services (Loer, this volume). In Austria 
and France, the state is also a shareholder in private gambling com-
panies. The treasury therefore benefits not only through taxation and 
direct levies, but also in dividends based on company profits (Bereiter 
and Storr; Marionneau and Berret, this volume).

Slovenia, Britain, France and Italy are examples of countries in which 
part of the profits raised by private (licensed) operators are used by gov-
ernments for designated purposes. The purposes and the recipients of 
these funds are diverse. In Slovenia and France, local municipalities 
receive funds from the casino industry to develop their tourism infrastruc-
ture (Besednjak Valič and Macur; Marionneau and Berret, this volume). 
The National Lottery in Britain (operated currently by the Canadian-
owned private company Camelot) distributes its revenues, among other 
causes, to sports and culture via the Heritage fund (Orford, this vol-
ume). However, contributions to these ‘good causes’ are decreasing (UK 
Gambling Commission 2018) while private profits are increasing relative 
to each other (Neate 2017), possibly due to market cannibalisation (cf. 
Marionneau and Nikkinen 2018).2 In Italy, licensed gambling opera-
tors are obliged to use part of their profits to support charitable organ-
isations, but the choice of the cause is at their own discretion (Rolando 
and Scavarda, this volume). Direct involvement in gambling operation 
by non-profit actors and charity organisations is not common in Europe, 
but there are some examples. In Iceland, the University of Iceland Lottery 
raises revenue for this institution (Gidluck, this volume), while in Spain, 
the ONCE lottery raises funds for the blind (Becoña and Becoña, this 
volume). Bingo has traditionally been a way for small charitable organisa-
tions to collect funds for their activities (Casey, this volume). In Sweden, 
public interest non-profit organisations have also enjoyed a tax exemption 
for their gambling operation, but this might be a stumbling block in view 
of EU regulations (Cisneros and Hettne, this volume).

These different arrangements have their advantages and disadvan-
tages. Direct industry contributions tend to serve as a marketing tool 
for the gambling business, and closely tie the beneficiaries to gam-
bling providers (Adams 2016; Rolando and Scavarda, this volume). 
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Corporate power may also have a negative influence on public health 
and wellbeing if industries are not efficiently regulated (Freudenberg 
2016; Orford, this volume), and corruption among public officials in 
relation to gambling has also been documented in countries such as the 
US (Walker and Calcagno 2013) and Poland (Wieczorek and Bujalski, 
this volume). Government-brokered contributions (Adams 2008) are 
meant to avoid such direct connections between the industry and its 
beneficiaries, but strong state involvement gives the state a problem-
atic double role as both a regulator and a beneficiary (Marionneau and 
Berret, this volume; also Australian Productivity Commission 1999), 
while channelling gambling funds to CSOs through the state reduces 
the independence of these organisations (Egerer et al. forthcoming). 
Different types of beneficiaries therefore have strong financial and polit-
ical interest in gambling revenue, or ‘addiction surplus’ (Adams and 
Livingstone 2015; Adams 2016), often at the expense of social and 
equality concerns (Nikkinen and Marionneau 2014). According to a 
study financed by the European Research Council (Cassidy et al. 2014), 
governments and funding bodies steer gambling research towards ‘safe’ 
channels as far as they and industry actors are concerned.

There is a clear need for studies focusing on these systems of redistri-
bution, the part that gambling plays in funding welfare provision, how 
the systems are regulated, and the pros and cons of different ways of col-
lecting public revenue from gambling and redirecting it back to welfare 
projects. The aim in this book is to narrow this research gap.

The focus in the first section of the book is on case studies in which 
the majority of gambling revenue is directed to state-run welfare. This 
means allocating funds to state treasuries or other administrative actors 
and stakeholders. This approach appears to be particularly popular in 
larger, highly centralised European countries such as France and Italy.  
In their contribution, Marionneau and Berret exemplify the actor net-
work and the interests involved in the French system, in which the 
state is not only the main beneficiary of gambling but also actively 
consolidates its position at the expense of other beneficiaries. This sit-
uation raises questions not only about the multiple roles of the state as 
a provider, regulator and beneficiary of gambling, but also about the  
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democratic process of redistributing the proceeds (Adams 2008, 2016; 
Orford 2011). Rolando and Scavarda consider the consequences of the 
rapid expansion of the gambling offer and the scattered field of its regu-
lation in Italy. Based on key-informant interviews with local gambling 
scholars and other stakeholders, they consider the positions of beneficiaries 
and industry actors. The Italian case exemplifies the problems associated 
with using gambling to generate public funds without adequate industry 
control. Bereiter and Storr discuss how funding State Treasury needs from 
gambling proceeds in Austria remains questionable in light of the decisions 
of the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU). The monopolis-
tic Austrian providers follow an expansionist policy in which consumer-
protection concerns seem to appear only on paper. Finally, Becona and 
Becona give an overview of the manifold ways in which gambling revenue 
is redirected to welfare expenditure in Spain. Spanish gambling provision 
is driven by arguments related to enhancing tourism, the aim being to col-
lect revenue for the State Treasury while externalising possible harm. The 
wide range of gambling products across the country has nevertheless not 
delivered on these promises: gambling problems have also increased in the 
Spanish population, whereas the conflicting interest in gambling revenues 
has created tensions between central and regional governments.

The focus in the second section of the book is on cases in which 
gambling revenue is used to fund designated causes. In the German 
case, Loer gives an example of how charity beneficiaries become heav-
ily involved in and dependent on gambling funds and operations to 
the point of blocking more effective gambling policies. The ‘coalitional 
equilibrium’ between actors in Germany has stabilised the offer of gam-
bling between two poles: the privately run EGM market outside of casi-
nos, and a state monopoly on lotteries, leaving little room for outside 
actors such as online providers to enter the market legally. Besednjak 
Valič and Marcur similarly show in the chapter describing the channel-
ling of gambling revenue in Slovenia how municipalities have become 
dependent on casino profits, particularly in the region bordering Italy. 
In addition, and similarly to the German case, financial interest in 
channelling funds to earmarked causes, including sports and the disa-
bled, has taken precedence over consumer-protection concerns.
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Given the different ways of regulating gambling sectors, some specific 
game types appear more likely to contribute to earmarked causes than 
others. Although privately operated casino and EGM markets tend to 
contribute more to taxation, European lotteries are typically in state 
hands. As Gidluck’s comparative overview of European lottery regula-
tions and models of redistributing lottery funds shows, the main ear-
marked causes funded from lottery revenue include sport, charities, 
culture and science. However, earmarking funds creates dependence on 
this source of income, and good causes may also function as a smoke-
screen or a PR tool for lottery providers. Bingo is an example of an 
institutional arrangement by means of which charities directly operate 
gambling. Casey’s contribution focusing on the use of online bingo as 
a fundraising mechanism for charities in European markets shows how 
these charities create a ‘halo effect’ for what in practice resembles com-
mercial gambling and a digital business enterprise.

The third section of the book concerns regulatory changes. The 
CJEU ruled that the sole justification for acquiring funds for state-
welfare or charitable causes via gambling cannot be to intervene in this 
market (di Verona 1999). Restrictions on national gambling markets 
must therefore be justified with reference to crime prevention, con-
sumer protection or the prevention of problem gambling. The Court 
of Justice of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) gives simi-
lar reasoning (Ladbrokes 2006). The CJEU is nevertheless also toler-
ant of justification on historical and moral grounds, often including a 
component of financial benefit for the public, as long as national regu-
lators in Europe do not refer to their financial benefit directly (Haltern 
2016). However, the importance of European institutions in mould-
ing national gambling legislation should not be exaggerated (see also 
the concluding chapter of this book), given that similar arguments 
can be used to justify both liberalisation and restriction in the mar-
ket (Marionneau 2015; Euchner et al. 2013). In any case, regulatory 
changes seem to stem from national needs rather than pressure from 
the European Commission or the CJEU. Furthermore, the European 
Commission announced in December 2017 that it would no longer 
initiate infringement procedures or deal with complaints in the area of 
gambling, leaving legal control to the discretion of national legislators 
(European Commission 2017).
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In her case study on Norway, Borch discusses the justifications used 
in the monopolisation process of the Norwegian EGM market in 2007. 
Using key-informant interviews, she shows how the process was justified 
in terms of consumer protection, but also served the financial interests 
of the state and the charity associations that would benefit the most. 
Cisneros Örnberg and Hettne give an overview of current changes in 
Swedish gambling regulation, and of their compatibility with EU 
requirements. Sweden is in the process of opening its strong state-mo-
nopoly system of online gambling and sports betting to licensed mar-
kets, but the different statuses of the beneficiaries in both the new and 
the existing sectors may complicate the process of justifying the legisla-
tive change to the EU. Another case of legislative change is exemplified 
in Wieczorek and Bujalsksi’s contribution from Poland, where a major 
political corruption scandal in 2009 put gambling in the spotlight and 
turned public opinion against EGMs in particular. This resulted in the 
imposition of several restrictions and, similarly to the case in Norway, 
the later monopolisation of the market, making the state rather than 
private operators the main beneficiary.

In the fourth and final section of the book, we introduce theoreti-
cal perspectives on whether gambling can be compatible with the idea 
of welfare. Orford uses the example of Britain to demonstrate how the 
liberalisation of the gambling market was driven by economical reason-
ing and marked by a lack of a public health perspective. Despite criti-
cal public attitudes, the state continues to support the privatisation of 
the gambling market, although fixed-odds betting terminals are increas-
ingly under governmental scrutiny due to their negative impact on 
gamblers and communities in Britain. Orford asks whether the promo-
tion of gambling is in line with the idea of a ‘good society’. Järvinen-
Tassopoulos and Eräsaari discuss the concept of the ‘common good’ 
and its use in making gambling policies more democratic and solidary. 
Unlike the fiscally motivated public good, understood as providing 
funding for public projects, the common good is understood as a moral 
concept that could be used to highlight social concerns over financial 
interests. Sulkunen advances a similar argument, claiming that gam-
bling policies should be based not on a requirement for causal evidence, 
but on advancing the ‘public interest’. The author shows how seem-
ingly similar concepts, such as the common or public good, and the 
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common and public interest have very different connotations in real-
ity. According to Sulkunen, from a policy perspective, the public inter-
est is the most appropriate conceptual tool for drawing up sustainable 
gambling policies that advance the wellbeing of populations rather than 
focusing on fiscal gain.

In the conclusion, we summarise the main findings of the chapters by 
discussing three contradictions regarding the relationship between gam-
bling and European welfare states. First, justifications and motivations for 
gambling policies seem to differ. Although charitable causes and welfare 
projects funded by gambling cannot be offered to European institutions 
as justifications, they also do serve as smokescreens for public and private 
profit-making in local contexts. Beyond these legal and political discourses, 
the real motivators of gambling legislation or regulatory inaction often 
appear to be vested interests in gambling revenue. Second, gambling may 
be regulated in a number of different ways, as exemplified in the contribu-
tions to this book. However, more restrictive regulations are not necessar-
ily always the best policy option in terms of preventing gambling harms, 
particularly if these harms are not understood in the wide sense that goes 
beyond problem gambling and also includes societal and systemic prob-
lems. More efficient regulation can only be accomplished by better defin-
ing the role governments should take between a provider, regulator and 
beneficiary of gambling. Third, the fact that financial interest tend to take 
precedence over harm prevention challenges the idea that gambling could 
be in line with the idea of welfare ethically or even financially, as gambling 
creates a cycle in which the same revenue is only circulated between the 
same stakeholders. Finally, we discuss the implications of these contradic-
tions and the different institutional arrangements through which gambling 
and welfare provision have become intertwined across Europe.

Notes

1.	 In the state of Tasmania in Australia, the clubs obtain 0.9 per cent of the 
gambling machine revenue, whilst a Sydney-based family (which is the 
sole license holder in Tasmania for gambling machines) keeps 47.8 per 
cent. This is 53 times more than Tasmanian clubs obtain (Livingstone 
2018, see also Boyce 2017).
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2.	 Total contributions to ‘good causes’ were approx. 1.5 billion GBP in 
the UK between April 2016 and March 2017 via the National Lottery, 
a decrease of 16.9% compared to the previous fiscal year (Gambling 
Commission 2018). The profits of one British gambling company alone, 
Bet365, were 514 million GBP in the same period, with a rise of 15 per 
cent compared to the previous fiscal year. The CEO of the company paid 
herself 217 million GBP as a salary and dividend payments, being the high-
est-paid CEO in the UK. The amount is 22 times to what the whole gam-
bling industry contributes annually to treatment in Britain (Neate 2017).

Declaration of Conflicts of Interest   Michael Egerer, Virve Marionneau, and 
Janne Nikkinen are researchers in the Academy of Finland funded project 
‘Gambling in European Welfare Regimes’ (grant no. 277405). All three have 
previously received funding from the Finnish Foundation for Alcohol Studies 
based on §52 of the Lotteries Act; Marionneau and Nikkinen (travel grant) 
also from the Finnish Foundation for Gaming Research. Egerer is funded 
by the Finnish Ministry of Social Affairs and Health within the objectives of 
§52 of the Lotteries Act. The funds based on §52 stem from the gambling 
monopoly. The monopoly has no influence on how the money is distributed. 
There are no restrictions on publication.

References

Adams, P. (2008). Gambling, freedom and democracy. New York: Routledge.
Adams, P. (2016). Moral jeopardy: Risks of accepting money from the alcohol, 

tobacco and gambling industries. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Adams, P., & Livingstone, C. (2015). Addiction surplus: The add-on mar-

gin that makes addictive consumptions difficult to contain. International 
Journal of Drug Policy, 26(1), 107–111.

Australian Productivity Commission. (1999). Australia’s gambling industries. 
Report number 10. Canberra: Ausinfo.

Barnes, G., Welte, J., Tidwell, M.-C., & Hoffman, J. (2011). Gambling on the 
lottery: Sociodemographic correlates across the lifespan. Journal of Gambling 
Studies, 27(4), 575–586.

Beckert, J., & Lutter, M. (2013). Why the poor play the lottery: Sociological 
approaches to explaining class-based lottery play. Sociology, 47, 1152–1170.



12        J. Nikkinen et al.

Bedford, K., Alvarez-Macotela, O., Casey, D., Kurban Jobim, M. L., & 
Williams, T. (2016). The bingo project: Rethinking gambling regulation. 
Canterbury: University of Kent.

Boyce, J. (2017). Losing streak. How Tasmania was gamed by the gambling 
industry. Melbourne: Redback.

Case C-67/98. (1999). Questore di Verona v Diego Zenatti. Italy: Consiglio di 
Stato. European Court Reports 1999 I-07289.

Case E-03/06. (2006). Ladbrokes Ltd. v The Government of Norway. Ministry 
of Culture and Church Affairs and Ministry of Agriculture and Food. EFTA 
Ct. Rep. 86.

Cassidy, R., Loussouarn, C., & Pisac, A. (2014). Fair game: Producing gam-
bling research. The Goldsmiths Report. Goldsmiths: University of London/
International Gambling Studies.

Chakrabortty, A. (2011, November 16). Why does not Britain make things 
anymore? Guardian Business. Retrieved from https://www.theguardian.com/
business/2011/nov/16/why-britain-doesnt-make-things-manufacturing.

Cresby, A. (2016). Welfare markets in Europe. Palgrave studies in European polit-
ical sociology. London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Egerer, M., Kankainen, V., & Hellman, M. (forthcoming). Compromising 
the public good? Civil society as beneficiary of gambling revenue. Journal of 
Civil Society.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Cambridge: 
Polity Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1999). Social foundations of postindustrial economies. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Euchner, E., Heichel, S., Nebel, K., & Raschzok, A. (2013). From morality 
policy to normal policy: Framing of drug consumption and gambling in 
Germany and the Netherlands and their regulatory consequences. Journal of 
European Public Policy, 20(3), 372–389.

European Commission. (2017). Press release: Commission closes infringement 
procedures and complaints in the gambling sector. Retrieved from http://
europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17–5109_en.htm.

Freudenberg, N. (2016). Lethal but legal: Corporations, consumption, and pro-
tecting public health. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Garvia, R. (2007). Syndication, institutionalization, and lottery play. American 
Journal of Sociology, 113(3), 603–652.

Grinols, E. (2004). Gambling in America: Costs and benefits. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

https://www.theguardian.com/business/2011/nov/16/why-britain-doesnt-make-things-manufacturing
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2011/nov/16/why-britain-doesnt-make-things-manufacturing
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17%e2%80%935109_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17%e2%80%935109_en.htm


1  Introduction: Gambling Regulations …        13

Hall, P., & Soskice, D. (2001). Varieties of capitalism. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.

Haltern, U. (2016). Soziokulturelle Präferenzen als Grenze des Marktes: 
Lotterieregulierung im Unionsrecht. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Hancock, L., & Smith, G. (2017). Critiquing the Reno model I–IV interna-
tional influence on regulators and governments (2004–2015): The distorted 
reality of “responsible gambling”. International Journal of Mental Health and 
Addiction, 15, 1151–1176.

Henricks, K., & Brockett, V. (2014). The house always wins: How state lot-
teries displace American tax burdens by class and race. In S. Haymes, M. 
Haymes, & R. Miller (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of poverty in the United 
States (pp. 56–74). Abington: Routledge.

Jensen, C. (2017). Money over misery: Restrictive gambling legislation in an 
era of liberalisation. Journal of European Public Policy, 24(1), 119–134.

Kaelble, H. (2004). Das europäische Sozialmodell. Eine historische Perspektive. 
In H. Kaelble & G. Schmid (Eds.), Das europäische Sozialmodell. Auf dem 
Weg zum transnationalen Sozialstaat (pp. 31–50). Berlin: Edition Sigma.

Langham, E., Thorne, H., Browne, M., Donaldson, P., Rose, J., & Rockloff, 
M. (2016). Understanding gambling related harm: A proposed defini-
tion, conceptual framework, and taxonomy of harms. BMC Public Health, 
16(80). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-2747-0.

Livingstone, C. (2018). Estimating the revenue share of the Farrell Group and 
other gambling industry participants from gambling operations in Tasmania. 
Discussion Paper. Canberra: The Australia Institute.

Marionneau, V. (2015). Justifications of national gambling policies in France 
and Finland. Nordic Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 32(3), 295–310.

Marionneau, V., & Nikkinen, J. (2018). Market cannibalisation within and 
between gambling industries: A systematic review. Journal of Gambling 
Issues, (37). https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.v0i37.3988.

Marx, K. ([1852] 1963). The eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. New 
York: International Publishers.

Miller, P., & Rose, N. (2008). Governing the present. Cambridge: Polity.
Murphy, R., & Christensen, J. (2012). Tax us if you can. Tax Justice Network. 

Retrieved from https://www.taxjustice.net/cms/upload/pdf/TUIYC_2012_
FINAL.pdf.

Myles, J., & Quadagno, J. (2002). Political theories of the welfare state. Social 
Service Review, 76(1), 34–57.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-2747-0
https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.v0i37.3988
https://www.taxjustice.net/cms/upload/pdf/TUIYC_2012_FINAL.pdf
https://www.taxjustice.net/cms/upload/pdf/TUIYC_2012_FINAL.pdf


14        J. Nikkinen et al.

Neate, R. (2017, November 12). Bet365 chief Denise Coates paid herself 
£217m last year. Guardian Business. Retrieved from https://www.the-
guardian.com/business/2017/nov/12/bet365-chief-denise-coates-paid- 
217m-last-year.

Nikkinen, J., & Marionneau, V. (2014). Gambling and the common good. 
Gambling Research: Journal of the National Association for Gambling Studies 
(Australia), 26(1), 3–19.

OECD. (2016). Tax policy reforms in the OECD 2016. Paris: OECD.
Orford, J. (2011). Unsafe bet? The dangerous rise of gambling and the debate we 

should be having. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell.
Rantala, K., & Sulkunen, P. (Eds.). (2006). Projektiyhteiskunnan kääntöpuolia. 

Helsinki: Gaudeamus.
Rogers, J., & Philippe, C. (2016, July). The tax burden of typical workers in the 

EU 28. Paris‐Bruxelles: Institut Économique Molinari.
Sandel, M. (2013). The moral economy of speculation: Gambling, finance, and 

the common good. The Tanner Lectures on Human Values. Delivered 
February 27, 2013, University of Utah.

Schmidt, M. (1998). Sozialpolitik in Deutchland. Historische Entwicklung und 
internationaler Vergleich (2nd ed.). Opladen: Leske + Budrich.

Schüll, N. (2012). Addiction by design: Machine gambling in Las Vegas. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Streeck, W. (1999). Korporatismus in Deutschland. Zwischen Nationalstaat und 
Europäischer Union. Frankfurt/Main: Campus.

Sulkunen, P., Rossow, I., Room, R., Orford, J., Nikkinen, J., & Marionneau, 
V., et al. (2018). Setting limits: Gambling, science and public policy. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.

Teeple, G. (2000). Globalization and the decline of social reform: Into the twen-
ty-first century. Aurora: Garamond Press.

UK Gambling Commission. (2018). Industry statistics. Updated January 15, 
2018. Retrieved from http://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/news-ac-
tion-and-statistics/Statistics-and-research/Statistics/Industry-statistics.aspx.

Walker, D., & Calcagno, P. (2013). Casinos and political corruption in the 
United States: A Granger causality analysis. Applied Economics, 45(34), 
4781–4795.

Young, M., & Markham, F. (2017). Coercive commodities and the political 
economy of involuntary consumption: The case of gambling industries. 
Environment and Planning, 49(12), 2762–2779.

https://www.theguardian.com/business/2017/nov/12/bet365-chief-denise-coates-paid-217m-last-year
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2017/nov/12/bet365-chief-denise-coates-paid-217m-last-year
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2017/nov/12/bet365-chief-denise-coates-paid-217m-last-year
http://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/news-action-and-statistics/Statistics-and-research/Statistics/Industry-statistics.aspx
http://www.gamblingcommission.gov.uk/news-action-and-statistics/Statistics-and-research/Statistics/Industry-statistics.aspx

	1 Introduction: Gambling Regulations and the Use of Gambling Revenues in European Welfare States 
	References




