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and t hankf ul

Doct or Lesieur.

DOCTOR LESI EUR  Chair James and nenbers of
the Conmission, I'd like to thank you for inviting nme
to speak here.

I'"d like to introduce nmyself first. | am
President of the Institute for Problem Ganbling. That
is a non-profit organi zation that has been set up
primarily for training treatnent professionals to
treat pathol ogical ganblers. |1'malso a nmenber of the
Board of Directors of the National Council on Problem
Ganbling. | ama menber of the Board of Directors of
t he Rhode |sland Council on Problem Ganbling. |'mon
t he Advi sory Board of the Council on Conpul sive
Ganbl i ng of New Jersey, and a good dozen ot her problem
ganbl er-ori ented organi zati ons.

' ve conducted research since 1971 on
probl em ganbl i ng, over 25 years. |'mthe author of a
book call ed, "The Chase,"” founding editor of the
Journal of Ganbling Behavior, which -- Journal of
Ganbl i ng Studi es, which Howard Shaffer now edits, and

| was a nenber of the Workgroup on DSM IV, one of the
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peopl e who hel ped draft the criteria for pathol ogi ca
ganbling for the American Psychiatric Association

"' m co-author of the South Caks Ganbling
Screen, which is a widely used instrunment to nmeasure
pat hol ogi cal ganbling around the worl d.

I want to address the follow ng topics,
the costs of problemganbling, and this is in one of
the papers that | sent to you, studies of surveys of
pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers and problens with tel ephone
surveys, which is in an article | sent to you on the
critique of nethodol ogi es, and di scuss teen ganbling,
which | was asked to do, and |I'm going to nake sone
recomendat i ons based on ny research and the know edge
of the problem on pathol ogi cal ganbling |I've had over
t he past 25 years.

First of all, the costs of problem
ganbl i ng, pathol ogi cal ganbling. There is a |ot of
ways we can neasure social and economc costs. W can
do a survey of the general population, we tried that
in Connecticut. The problemwth that survey was, it
wasn't a | arge enough sanpl e popul ation in

Connecti cut .
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Al so, when you ask peopl e who have probl ens
the extent of those problens, they tend to mnimze
the problens and tend to deny the problens in the
general popul ation surveys. They'll say they have
lost tine fromwork, but they won't tell you how nuch
time it was. They'll tell you they borrow from banks,
but they won't tell you how nuch noney they borrow
There's a |l ot of real nethodol ogical problens in
gaining that information fromthe general popul ation
surveys.

However, Ganbl ers Anonynous nunbers and
people in treatnent are nore likely to answer that
qguestion. They are a biased sanple, but | want to
gi ve you an exanple of the kinds of information that
|"ve gotten fromthree surveys of Ganbl ers Anonynous
menbers, one survey conducted in Illinois, another in
W sconsin, and another in Connecticut. This
represents 394 nenbers of Ganbl ers Anonynous, it's
just an illustration to make the point that | want to
make.

Most of these people were male, actually,

78 percent were nmale, and their average age was 42
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years old. Again, there were 394 peopl e surveyed.

Ei ght een percent of themsaid they had a ganbling-

rel ated divorce, 18 percent. Another ten percent said
they were separated as a direct consequence of their
ganbling. Mre than that were divorced or separated,
but this said that they were separated or divorced as
a consequence of their ganbling.

W asked about, how rmuch noney did you owe
when you entered Ganbl ers Anonynous? Well, these 394
peopl e, put that nunmber in your mnd, it's alnost 400
peopl e, owed $37,433,000, this is 394 people. They
owed an average of $95,000.00 a piece. There were
four people in that survey who owed over a mllion
dol I ars.

It turns out that no matter where you
conduct the survey you are always going to get these
outliers, these people who owe an enornous anount of
nmoney. So, taking those outliers out, the average is
about $21, 000.00 that they owed when they entered
Ganbl ers Anonynous.

Now, that $37 million is just for 394

people, not 2.2 mllion, it's just 394 people, and
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they owed nore noney than all of the states in the
United States spent hel pi ng probl em ganbl ers conbi ned,
that's just 394 people.

Now, where did they get their noney fronf?
Wl |, they owed the noney -- nost of them owed noney
to banks, credit unions, credit cards, credit
availability is a major factor. Do | have a credit
card available to me, can | get instant cash?

I was in Nova Scotia once, | was in a
casino, and | saw this guy, he just got absolutely
crazy, he threw the cards down, he was playi ng
Bl ackj ack, and ran right over to the credit card
machi ne and wi t hdrew noney, and then went back to the
table. I'msaying to nyself, what kind of nenta
state was this guy at? He lost -- you know, whet her
he | ost or won, he was |ike out of sync, his nenta
state was gone

Twenty percent had casino credit, and 18
percent had borrowed from |l oan sharks. Now, nales are
nore likely to borrow fromloan sharks than fenales.

Now, there's sone added noney that cones

from househol d resources. Now, that's not included in
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t he noney they borrowed or the noney they owed.

Al most 90 percent said they drained their househol d
savi ngs account. Half of them borrowed fromtheir
spouse, two thirds had borrowed from another relative,
and hal f had sold personal famly property.

Now, in Illinois we asked how nuch was the
val ue of that property, the 184 people in Illinois had
sold $15 million in personal property. This is 184
people. That $15 million is nore than the state of
II'linois has ever spent, ever spent, hel ping problem
ganbl ers.

Ganbl i ng i npacts on the job. Thirty-one
percent of these people lost their job or quit a job
as a consequence of their ganbling. Now, this
i nvol ves cost. W could neasure the cost of |ost days
at work. Seventy-two percent mssed tinme from work.
The average amount of tine mssed was 117 hours per
year. Forty percent stole fromwork, 40 percent of
t hese 394 people stole fromwork. Sone of themstole
alittle, some of themstole a Iot, sone of themstole
a lot of nobney. The question is, how nuch noney was

stol en, not just fromwork, but total, how nuch was
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stolen. There were 223 of these 394 people who stole,
who admtted stealing. They stole $30 million, this
is 223 people stole $30 nillion, that's $76,000.00 on
average. Although, there were four people, again,
these are outliers that crop up in all these surveys,
there were four people who stole over a mllion
dollars a piece. | take those four out and just |ook
at the average, the average was $1, 000.00 stol en, so
they skew this average up enornously.

Now, that $30 million for 223 people is one
and a half times as much noney as all of the states in
the United States spent conbi ned hel pi ng probl em
ganblers. In fact, there were ten problemganblers in
this study, only ten of them who stole conbined $20
mllion. There were ten pathol ogi cal ganbl ers who
stol e as nmuch noney as all of the states, not just the
three states, but all of the states in the United
States, had contributed to hel pi ng probl em ganbl ers.
This was only ten people. It's m nd boggling.

Bankruptcy, a little over 20 percent of
t hese pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers had bankrupted in their

lifetime, that was 87 out of 394 people. Oher court
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i nvol venents, well, 16 percent were sued by a creditor
in court, civil court, sued for rent or you nane it.
Twenty-five percent were arrested on ganbling-rel ated
charges, that's not other arrests, but just ganbling-
rel ated charges. Fourteen percent went to trial in
court, and 12 percent were convicted. It turns out
that 11 percent went on probation and ni ne percent
were incarcerated. Now, these figures may be slightly
different, but they are in the papers that |I've given
you. On average, they spent -- well, the tota
average of those incarcerated spent 208 days in jail.
VWhat were they incarcerated for? They were
i ncarcerated for things |ike enbezzlenent, fraud and
forgery, that's what they were incarcerated for

Well, that leads to a problemw th | ooking
at community studies of street crime, and thinking
that if sonmehow street crinme doesn't go up there has
been no increase in crine in a neighborhood. In
actuality, problem and pathol ogi cal ganblers, sone do
conmit street crine, but the overwhelmng majority of
them are conmtting enbezzl ement, forgery and fraud

and theft of various sorts, and those are the kinds of
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crimes that need to be investigated.

Unfortunately, I'"ma crimnol ogist, uniform
crime reports are notoriously terrible at |ooking at
t hose specific of fenses.

Al so, another thing that | note is that a
| ot of conpul sive ganblers, they live in one area, but
they steal -- and they ganble in another area. An
illustrative case is a woman who lived in Wsconsin,
went to the casinos in Mnnesota and she robbed banks
in Wsconsin. So, you can study M nnesota crinme rates
until the cows come honme and it isn't going to detect
t hose people who go from Wsconsin to M nnesot a,
crossing state lines, in order to steal. You are just
not going to capture that figure. So, it's a very
conpl i cated and conpl ex picture.

Anot her thing | looked at in this study is
that welfare costs actually were not that high, | was
surprised, and | think it's probably a bias of the
sanple. These are Ganbl ers Anonynous nenbers and
people in treatnent. Actually, in some ways they are
t he heal thi est of the pathol ogi cal ganbl ers, because

they are the ones that are seeking treatnent and
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trying to solve their problem Only four percent sold
Food Stamps to pay for ganbling, or welfare noney, or
Social Security, and while there were 20 percent who
sai d they used unenpl oynent checks to ganble with.
These are financial things.

VWhat about personal things? Let's get down
to the person. | remenber there was a day a few years
ago when the state of Illinois said they weren't going
to spend $250, 000. 00 that they were supposed to spend,
and on that sane day | found out that a worman had
killed herself in Collinsville, Illinois. To say the
| east, | was rather upset about the coincide of those
two events on the same day for nmne.

So, it's inmportant, | think, to know what
is the suicidal ideation of problemganblers. And,

Chris Anderson, the person that | did this first

Ganbl ers Anonynous survey with in Illinois, suggested maybe

we shoul d ask these people, well, have you ever wanted
to die? Seventy-seven percent of the Ganblers
Anonynous nenbers stated that they have wanted to die.
That's an enornous figure. Two thirds contenpl ated

sui cide, slightly under half, 47 percent, said they
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had a definite plan to kill thenselves. W asked
them well -- | remenber in 1973 or '74 | was
interviewing this guy, he was a professional bow er,
he said, well, I thought I would take these bow ing
balls and tie themaround ny waist and 1'd junmp off a
bridge. | mean, this is -- he knew exactly how he was
going to do it. | had interviewed a guy who told ne
he woul d take a 45 and bl ow his head off. Two years
later, that's what he did, he relapsed, he was in
Ganbl ers Anonynous for five years, went on burned down
and he rel apsed, |ost everything, |ost the insurance
money and killed hinmself. | know, | personally know
peopl e who have killed thensel ves.

Now, these people, they are in pain. The
guestion, | nean, obviously, if they had these
sui ci dal ideations they were in pain, we are not
tal ki ng about sonebody who, you know, kind of, oh,
lost a lot of noney, ah, ah, ah, you know, we're
t al ki ng about pain.

One third of these people have no health
i nsurance, one third. W could ask the insurance

i ndustry to pay for treatnent, but one third of them
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have no insurance. Where are they going to get the
hel p, and they are not getting the help, the vast
majority of the states in the United States don't
provi de treatnent noney.

The state of Illinois nakes $800 nillion a
year, that's $800 nillion a year, and doesn't pay one
penny to hel p problem ganblers. Sone of that noney
coul d be used --

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  Excuse me, where do
they make $800 nmillion a year?

DOCTOR LESI EUR  They make that noney --
they make that noney fromthe lottery, they make that
money fromthe casino, fromthe race tracks, that's
where they make the noney.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Ckay, various gam ng
sources is what you are saying

DOCTOR LESI EUR  Yes, various gam ng
sources, |'msorry.

Ganbl ers Anonynous is not enough for a | ot
of people. The only study of Ganbl ers Anonynous and
the effectiveness of Ganbl ers Anonynous show t hat

ei ght percent, eight percent of Ganbl ers Anonynous
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menbers were in abstinence after two years in Ganblers
Anonynous.

Now, we know, we've done eval uation
research, that treatnent plus Ganbl ers Anonynous, we
i ncreased that, and the question is, actually, we
don't know how effective it is. W did one study
where 60 percent were abstinent, but that was after
about six months to a year, but what are called
controlled studies really need to be funded.

In nost places, alternatives to Ganblers
Anonynous are sinply not avail able, they are just not
avai l able. There are places in Texas, you have to
drive over 100 mles to get to a Ganbl ers Anonynous
nmeeting. O, they are too inconvenient, when we nake
treatment inconvenient, people who are addicted don't
go, they just don't go. Treatnent just isn't
available, it isn't around.

A second question, why do current surveys,
and it's ny belief they underestimate the problem and
I"mgoing to give you nmy reason for why they
underestimate the problem Howard Shaffer and

slightly disagree. First of all, when we conduct a

103



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

t el ephone survey, and you had your tel ephone cut off
for non-paynent because you | ost your phone as a
result of ganbling debts, you are not going to be in
that survey. So, mnus one probl em ganbler.

Sone i ndi vi dual s have no phone, and there
i s sone evidence that people wthout a phone have
hi gher rates of problem ganbling than people with a
phone. The only survey that | know of in North
America was a survey of Native Anmericans, conducted by
Rachel Vol berg, showed that over the phone ten percent
Nati ve Americans were problem ganblers. Wen they did
door -t o-door surveys that percentage went up to over
athird, three tines, three and a third tinmes higher
rate in door-to-door surveys than you get over the
phone. W don't know what that would be in the
general population, | don't know, or whether that's
restricted to just Native Americans. But, at a
mnimm | think that field and phone rates need to be
conbi ned, because phone rates are going to give an
underestimate, fromny point of view.

There are the in-patients and people in

drug treatnment, and Howard Shaffer nentioned this as
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wel |, they are excluded from phone surveys.

| conducted a survey, well, it's 12 years
ago now, of alcoholics in alcohol treatnent
facilities, and we found out that 19 percent of them
wer e pat hol ogi cal probl em or pathol ogi cal ganblers.

| recently did some surveys that were
Funded by the National Institute of Drug Abuse, Methadone
Mai nt enance dinics, it showed 30 percent were problem or
pat hol ogi cal ganblers. Those are people who are in
the conmunity that probably would be surveyed.

I n-patient popul ati ons have enornously high
rates of probl em ganbling, enornously high.
Psychiatric in-patients al so have high rates of
probl em ganbl i ng, rates about maybe three to five
ti mes hi gher than the general popul ation

In prison surveys, between ten and 30
percent, we don't know what the rate of problemor
pat hol ogi cal ganbling is anobng prisoners, but it is
high. 1It's like the rate anong the in-patient al coho
and drug treatnent popul ation.

Question of the honel ess, we have

absolutely no idea what the rate of problem ganbling
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i s among the honel ess.

Let's continue with the tel ephone survey
busi ness. Response rates are |lower and refusal rates
are higher in phone surveys than they are in field
studies. This we know. Non-response can nean at the
casino. O course, if you do a home survey you nmay
come up with the sane problem Also, it may nean at
the race track, or it may mean just out ganbling.

Non-response may al so nmean too obsessed or
too depressed with ny ganbling probl ens, and non-
response also may be, I'mso afraid of ny creditors
that I don't want to answer the phone. M creditors
are hounding me. Refusal, refusal may nmean ny spouse
is angry over ny ganbling, oh, this is a ganbling
survey, oh, I'mnot ganbling anynore, you know, no,
I"mnot going to answer this survey. O, the spouse
may be on the extension. You know, today, using a
tel ephone survey isn't like it was 25 years ago,
everybody has extensions. | pick up the phone and I'm
surveyed about ganbling, my wife or nmy husband is on
t he extension, how honest am| going to be in that

survey? | amgoing to get a greater degree of honesty
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in a door-to-door survey, where | can seclude that
ganbl er, or seclude that interview, than I wll over
t he phone. The tel ephone survey has sone
difficulties. Now, each of these problens will |ead
to an undercount of probl em ganbl ers.

| was al so asked to address the question of
teen ganbling. The rate of teen ganbling is between
four to eight percent of teens have a problemwth
ganbling. What are the characteristics of teens with
ganbl i ng probl ens? They begin playing at an early
age. We know that teens who start ganbling at an
early age are nore likely to have ganbling probl ens.
They are also nore likely to be illegal drug users,
teens who have a ganbling problemare nore likely to
be illegal drug users. They are also nore likely to
have a history of delinquency, and it's alnpost like a
chi cken and egg, they probably both occur at the sane
time, the delinquency, the drug use and the ganbling
are all part of this one behavioral -- kind of conplex
behavi oral pattern. Also, nore likely to have poorer
grades in school, nore likely to be truant from

school, and there's sone evidence that they are nore
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likely to have suicide attenpts, although that
evi dence needs to be concurred.

No one, as far as | know, has investigated
the teen ganbling and crime phenonmenon. It's like it
doesn't exist. W don't know how nuch it exists or
what ever it exists.

In the end, problemganbling, | think, cuts
across state lines. Lottery tickets are bought in

Rhode Island, and you live in Massachusetts, or vice

versa. | steal in Wsconsin, | ganble with stolen
money in Mnnesota. | live in Indianapolis and
ganbl e at the Paradise Casino in Peoria. | live in
U ah and | cross the state line, | go into Nevada,

even U ah, Utah and Hawaii don't have |egalized
ganbl i ng, U ah, you know, it's ringed by states that
have | egalized ganbling, and now we have the Internet,
and you are going to be looking at the Internet, well,
you ain't seen nothing yet. The Internet, it's a
regul atory nightmare, and things you coul d address.
Probl em ganbling is a nati onw de issue that
really currently is not being addressed adequately by

the states. [It's not being addressed adequately by
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the states. And, because of that 1'd |ike to make
sone recomendati ons.

One of the reconmendations is for the
creation of a national institute on problem ganbling.
Now, why do | reconmend that? | recomrend that
because you need sonebody who thinks -- who is paid to
t hi nk about probl em ganbling on a national |evel.
Currently, there is no one who is paid to think about
probl em ganbling on a national |evel, except in
vol untary organi zati ons.

Al so, we need a national clearinghouse for
probl em ganbling informati on. W have a hodgepodge of
hel p I'ines across the country, and there's really no
way of getting information about problem ganbling. |
can call up the National Institute on Al coholism the
Nat i onal Al cohol and Drug C earinghouse, right now and
get a wide range of information, | can't do anything
simlar to that with ganbling, with probl em ganbling.

Now, 1'd like to -- | think that the
federal governnent, we need a federal role in
encour agi ng research into problemganbling, and I'm

rem nded of the nmonitoring of future studies. Every
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year, every year the U S. governnent finds out how
many ki ds are using drugs, every year, but we don't
know how many peopl e are ganbling, how nany teens are
ganbl i ng.

Chair James and nenbers of the Conmi ssion,
I"d like to thank you again for inviting ne.

CHAI RVAN JAMES: Thank you, Doctor Lesieur.

Are there questions?

Conmi ssi oner Bi bl e.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Doctor, what do you
know about the 300 -- | believe it's 394 people in
Ganbl ers Anonynous that you surveyed, in terns of
their actual ganbling habits? What types of
activities did they engage in?

DOCTOR LESIEUR It varied by state, but
about 30 percent of them were casino ganbl ers, about
30 percent were race track ganblers, and then the rest
were m xed, mxed type ganbling.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Did you nmake a
rel ati onship between the | egal ganbling activities and
the illegal ganbling activities?

DOCTOR LESIEUR  There's a |l ot of overlap,

110



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

so, for exanple, people who go to casinos or race
tracks also ganble illegally, particularly, on sports.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Thank you.

CHAI RVAN JAMVES:  Conmi ssi oner Lanni .

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Yes, Doctor, a couple
of questions, if | may.

Coul d you share with nme, unfortunately, ny
packet didn't have the material, so | apol ogize, but
what is the Institute for Problem Ganbling?

DOCTOR LESIEUR:  The Institute for Problem
Ganbling is a non-profit corporation devoted to
training, treatnment professionals, to treat
pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI @ And, where is it
|ocated? Is it located in Rhode Island?

DOCTOR LESIEUR: | amin Rhode Island, it's
i ncorporated in Connecticut. There are people in
Rhode |sl and, Connecticut and Maryland affiliated with
the Institute.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  Is that funded by a
state?

DOCTOR LESI EUR No.
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COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  How is it funded?

DOCTOR LESIEUR  No. It's funded through
the training that's done.

COW SSIONER LANNI:  So, it's a not-for-
profit, but you charge for the services then?

DOCTOR LESI EUR  Yes, right

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  And, your particul ar
expertise is as a researcher?

DOCTOR LESI EUR:  Correct

COWM SSIONER LANNI:  You are a researcher.
You sound to be nore of an advocate than a researcher

DOCTOR LESIEUR: | started out as a
researcher in 1971. 1've seen enough people with
probl enms to beconme an advocate.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI: | appreciate that, and
it's, indeed, a problem | don't nean to nake |ight of
it, | realize there's a problem

As far as the state spending, you referred
to the fact and you gave a nunber of nunbers about the
fact that the state doesn't spend anywhere near the
anount of nmoney. Do you what the state funding is?

For exanple, say in the state of Illinois, where
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there's legalized race tracks, paritmutuel, there's
off track betting, there's a lottery, very active
lottery, and there's riverboat gaming in Illinois
maybe.

DOCTOR LESIEUR  Right, on the riverboats,
right. The Illinois Riverboat Omers Association
currently funds the Illinois Council on Problem

Ganbl i ng for advocacy and for training.

COWM SSIONER LANNI:  |Is that on a voluntary
basi s?

DOCTOR LESIEUR:  Yes, and it also funds the
help ine in Illinois, but there is no treatnent being
funded in Illinois at all.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  You referenced al so
the issue of field as relative to phones.

DOCTOR LESI EUR  Yes.

COW SSIONER LANNI: It reminds nme of the
old times with Tom Dewey wi nni ng the phone survey and
not enough Denocrats had phones, but the issue -- |
guestion the issue, you seemto be -- again, accepting
the fact that you are an advocate, and | appreciate

that, as | said when | was nanmed to this Conmi ssi on,
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I can't be objective, I'man advocate on the other
side, certainly not on the issue of problem gam ng

| fully realize that it exists and it needs to be
dealt with. But, you were enphatic that a phone
survey, which produced a | evel of about a ten percent
return, as conpared to a field survey of 33, you
automatically assumed or reached the concl usion, at

| east it sounded to ne, that the phone had to be an
under survey, and it seens to ne if you are an
advocate | mght take the other position because |I'm
an advocate the other way. What significant support do
you have for the fact, on a research basis, that the
33 percent in the field is nore accurate than the ten
percent on the phone? You were very, very strong
about that.

DOCTOR LESIEUR  Yes. | also qualified
that by saying that this is based on one survey, we
don't know if it would be true on a national |evel,
and the only way we'll find out if it's true on a
national level is to conduct both a field and a phone
survey. That's the only way we'll find out.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Can | ask a
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guestion?

CHAI RVAN JAMES: Certainly.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Two of the three of
you reconmended that the insurance industry play a
role in addressing sone of the cost problens, economc
consequence problens, that arise from pathol ogi ca
ganbli ng. None of you suggested any particular role
or responsibility for the ganbling industry itself,
whet her it's states who sanction lotteries, or private
entities that run casinos, or race tracks, or card
clubs, or whatever it is. Do you have any thoughts on
t hat ?

DOCTOR LESIEUR: | can answer that. |
think that that's actually a state responsibility. |
don't necessarily think the casinos should be forced
i nto hel ping problem ganblers. They are in the
busi ness of business, and | think that it's inportant
to make a distinction there.

| think the state can tax those
corporations, which it does. The state of Illinois,
for exanple, taxes the riverboats. The state of Rhode

Island taxes the jai alai fronton and dog track. The
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states do tax, and they can take sone of their tax
dollars and spend it for help lines, for treatnent,
for prevention, for research, et cetera. | think it's
a state responsibility.

We don't ask the sanme question, | guess, we
don't think about whether Budweiser should be the one
that's funding the research. |f Budweiser gets
together with other beverage industry representatives
and decides to contribute to that research, | think
that's a good idea, to fund research into probl em
drinking, but it's not Budweiser's responsibility. In
terns of, you know, corporate responsibility, yes, you
know, in terns of noral, but that's a different
guesti on.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: | - -

CHAI RVAN JAMES: Excuse nme just a mnute,
| prom sed Doctor Dobson | would recognize hi mnext.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: Actually, | nean this
poi nt that's being nmade nmakes no econonmic sense. 1'd
just like --

CHAI RVAN JAMES: Well, you hold that point

for just a mnute, and then after that | wll
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recogni ze you.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Actual ly, | have two
qui ck questions. | hope they'|ll be quick.

You made reference to the one small study
with regard to Ganbl ers Anonynous, they are having a
success rate of about eight percent. Do you have any
studi es that show what the success rate is with nore
traditional therapy in addition to sonething |ike
Ganbl ers Anonynous or even therapy al one?

DOCTOR LESIEUR:  Yes, that rate --

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  As an advocate for
treatnent, what kind of success rate can we | ook at?

DOCTOR LESIEUR:  -- that rate is between 30
-- well, between 40 percent and 60 percent, depending
on the study, and | woul d suspect that the treatnent
success would be very simlar to treatnent success for
al cohol treatnent, because the kind of treatnent
that's being offered is very simlar. The popul ati ons
are very simlar. And so, | would suspect that in the
long run, as a researcher | would suspect that that's
t he case.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: The second question
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woul d be for any of the three of you, | suspect Doctor
Shaffer, but any of the three of you.

It has been ny understandi ng, although I
don't know where | got this, that pathol ogi cal and
probl em ganbl ers are devel oped faster when the
turnaround time in the type of ganbling is faster. In
ot her words, people who are involved in race track
betting, dog track betting, Bingo, things of that
nature, take longer to get into trouble with that than
some people who are involved in video poker, and sl ot
machi nes, and Keno and things of that nature. 1s that
an accurate assunption?

DOCTOR SHAFFER Wl |, that position has
been devel oped from what we know about the ot her
addictions. In alnost every case with the other
addi ctions substances that are short acting, quickly
stinmulating, have very short duration of action, are
related with the nost rapid seduction into an
addictive state, for those who will experience it.

Not everyone does. So, cocaine, for exanple, and
crack, producing very rapid introductions. So, in

that sense, since we know, as | testified before, that
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there's a neurobi ol ogy of ganbling as well, that very
rapi d, short-lived games that have stinulating
capacity will change our central nervous system and
our subjective experience and can be the nost
seducti ve.

Literature on this is nmeek and scant,
unt heoretical at best, but I do think in the next
several years we'll see nore evidence, but as
clinically I can say that we see this and it's one of
the reasons that | believe the 1984 Conmi ssion
suggested that states not fund instant lottery
tickets, not pronote instant |ottery ganes.

CHAl RVAN JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Leone.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: Wl l, | just had to
i nterrupt because it seens to nme that what's been
described is in economic terns a classic case of
externalities, where the costs of certain activities
are not built into the price of those activities.
And, since one of the nost inportant things for making
a market econony work, perhaps, the npst inportant, is
getting prices right.

And, when you have a nmarket inperfection
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or you have a situation where there are externalities,
we go to great extremes -- we are going to great
extremes in other areas to try and get prices right.
Pollution taxing is one of those things, and cigarette
settlenent is another sensational exanple of getting
prices right.

It seens to ne only logical, to the extent
it's possible, to build into the price, either being
in the business of ganbling, or engaging in ganbling
activity, the costs, and capturing that. Oherw se,
you are basically taxing the rest of society or
charging the rest of society, even if it's paying for
an extra bank guard, which may not show up as a tax,
but may show up in sonme other respect, for the costs
that are generated by this activity.

So, | have no particular -- I'mnot taking
a position on how this ought to be done, but | do
think just -- and, I'"'mtrying not to force an economc
poi nt of view on everything, but I think it's
i mportant for us to think about these questions this
way.

The alternatives tend to be intervening in
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people's lives on other grounds in a regulatory and
i ntrusive fashion, or inposing a variety of controls
and regul ati ons on businesses that are |less efficient
and trouble ne a lot nore than getting prices right.

So, | just -- | don't want to get into an
argunent about this, but I think before we just assune
that building this into the price is not a good idea,
or just pass that out as sonething we can't do, nakes
you think very hard, to the extent -- in our society,
in our system one of the reasons it works well we
have a | ot of market inperfections, but we work very
hard to try and get prices right, and getting the
price right about ganbling, or anything else, is
tricky, but it's not sonething which you just say we
can't do or we shouldn't do

So, that conmes back to how you pay for
t hese things, whatever the costs.

CHAI RVAN JAMES: | happened to see
Conmi ssioner Lanni first, and then I will go to
Conmi ssi oner W1 helm

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Actual ly, just a

general comrent for us as the Commi ssioners. | have
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been having a difficult tinme reading a nunber of
docunents fromthe esteened representatives of the
research community, and the three nenbers present

bef ore us today, obviously, neet those particul ar
standards. But, I've trying to in ny own mnd define
probl em gam ng or ganbling, pathol ogical ganbling, and
there's a difference if they are conbined.

Conmi ssi oner McCarthy was referring to sonme
nunbers in level three that Doctor Shaffer referred
to, and used the term 1 think, pathol ogical ganbling,
but if |I understood it correctly I thought |level three
had probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganbling people in it,
but maybe | m sunderstood that aspect.

DOCTOR SHAFFER  CQur |evel --

COW SSI ONER LANNI :  Just one | ast thing,
if I may, Doctor Shaffer.

And then, | get even further confused
because Doctor Vol berg rai ses the term probable
pat hol ogi cal ganbler. Wat we are going to need to do
is to have sonme definition so that we can have sone
di scussion that has sone nerit to it, because | get a

little lost, and maybe the other conmm ssioners are
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not, but I amin disorders.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  And di sor der ed.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Exactly.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Di sordered ganbl ers,
t 0o.

COW SSI ONER LANNI @ Exactly. There are
others, | wasn't limting to those, but |I've been
trying to just work at defining in my own mnd the
meani ng of each of these, and then suddenly Doctor
Vol berg has thrown a new one in for ne.

CHAI RVAN JAMES: May | suggest this, that
we have our staff just to come up with a list of the
terns and work with sone of the people who have been
involved in the field for a while, and see if we could
conme up -- that would probably help very much in just
t he di scussion and the debate that's ensuing in our
country, so that when we use the terns on the
Conmi ssion we at | east know what we nean by that, and
peopl e who are covering our deliberations could know
what we nean by that.

COW SSI ONER LANNI :  and, | think I

i nterrupted Doctor Shaffer, who wanted to respond to
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DOCTOR SHAFFER W had the sane probl ens
in our recent research that you are experiencing as
well. There are many, many terns, and not al
researchers use the same term and operationalize it
the sane way, so that the notion of a problem ganbler,
for exanmple, to talk about Doctor Lesieur's inportant
scal e, the SOGS, the South OGaks Ganbling Scal e, sone
researchers reported results using three or four
positive responses as a problem other researchers
used two, three or four, and still others used
positive responses of one, two, or three or four to
that scale. As a result, we went to a different |evel
of language and tal ked about |evel one, two, three,
and we can discuss that at another point.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Coul d you answer
Conmi ssi oner Lanni's one specific point, Madam Chair,
| evel three, are we tal ki ng about pathol ogi ca
ganbl ers?

DOCTOR SHAFFER  Level three are ganblers
who neet the diagnostic code as defined by Doctor

Lesieur's SOGS as five or nore positive responses,
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DSM IV as five or nore, or equivalent measures in the
field. So, it would be the nost serious |evel of

pat hol ogi cal ganbling, the nost serious |evel of
ganbling, I'msorry, is level three.

CHAI RVAN JAMES: |'m going to recognize
Conmi ssioner Wl helm and, unfortunately, he will be
the last one with this particul ar panel

Conmi ssi oner W1 helm

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | have a question
which is -- first, this is for Doctor Lesieur,
although I'd certainly be interested in the views of
ei ther of the other of you.

Doct or Lesieur, you have argued very
forcefully and very persuasively about the persona
pain and the personal costs, and the fanmly costs, and
the societal costs of pathol ogical ganbling. The
Chair of the research committee and ot her
conmi ssi oners have often repeated in the course of our
meetings that a primary goal of this Conmission is to
try to provide the tools for state and local officials
who want to think about, well, should we have nore

ganbl i ng, or |ess ganbling, or no ganbling, or so on
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It's also -- there's also anple evidence to
show t hat some of the kinds of problens you tal ked
about, and other very serious problens, infant
nortality for exanple, tend to acconpany chronic
unenpl oynent .

Met hodol ogi cal Iy, do you have any
suggestion as to how the Conm ssion m ght go about
hel ping state and | ocal officials balance these kinds
of costs and the kinds of benefits, as one exanple
that go with nore enpl oynent, steady enpl oynent,
decent wages, good benefits, those kinds of things?

DOCTOR LESIEUR: | think I'll answer that
maybe indirectly. | was struck by the fact that the
crime rates don't seemto go up in comunities that
get increased ganbling. Wen you take into account,
for example, influxes of popul ations, for exanple,
Atlantic Cty, you can't base Atlantic Gty's crine
rates on its base population. There's a mllion
peopl e that get put into here, so you have to control
for this visitor popul ation.

And so, | say, okay, well, how do I explain

that? | think part of that explanation goes to the
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guestion you asked, part of that is that, okay, the
unenpl oyed people are committing fewer crimes and they
are being replaced by problemand pathol ogi ca

ganbl ers who are committing nore crinmes. And so, you
get a net wash. There's no increase because as one
goes down -- unenpl oynment-related crinme goes down, the
probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganbling rate of crime goes

up, and they are kind of washi ng.

I mean, | don't know if that's true or not,
that's a research -- that's one way | explain that
ki nd of data, but | have no idea whether that's -- you

know, that explanation is accurate or not.

It's a sticky wicket. W are not talking
about sonething that's very sinple to understand,
there's a lot of variables and they are not al
control l able, and they are not all neasurable. For
exanpl e, how do you neasure the tears of sonebody at
a funeral, for sonebody who conmtted suicide? You
can't. O, how do you neasure, you know, when
children are angry at their parent for not being
there, how do you neasure that? You can't. You know,

where's Dad, well, Dad is at the race track, Dad isn't



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

with ne, you know, that kind of pain you just can't
measure, it's not neasurable. Econonists give up on
it, you know, and, frankly, | don't know how to
nmeasure it either.

DOCTOR LESIEUR Wl |, you could probably
measure things like that as well or as poorly as you
can neasure a |l ot of the consequences of chronic
unenpl oynent .

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Ri ght, yes.

CHAl RVAN JAMES: Wth that, 1"mgoing to
end on that note, and want to thank our distinguished
panel , and, again, |ook forward to working with you as
we go throughout our work and our deliberations.
woul d particularly ask your help as we conme up with a
set of definitions of terms, as we are describing
probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganblers, that we can al
work off to make sure that we are all using the sanme
and appropriate | anguage.

I"mgoing to ask for a recess for five
m nutes and ask that we cone back together at 11:00,
and we' Il hear our panel then.

(Whereupon, at 10:57 a.m, a recess until
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11: 11 a.m)

CHAl RVAN JAMES: Here today to discuss the
treatnent side are Doctor Valerie Lorenz, Executive
Director of the Conpul sive Ganbling Center in
Balti nore, and Edward Looney, Executive Director --
I"'mgoing to ask for quiet in the room please, we
have a very full agenda and we really do need to get
through this -- Executive Director for the Council on
Conmpul sive Ganbling of New Jersey, and each of you
wi Il have 15 m nutes, and please allow tinme for
guestions within that 15 m nutes. Welcone, and we
greatly anticipate your testinony. Thank you.

Doctor Lorenz.

DOCTOR LORENZ: Thank you, Chairman Janes.

First of all, I would like to thank you
for the opportunity of being able to speak with you.

I had sent information to this Conmm ssion prior, |

understand there's a question of whether or not you
have it, so | will have to change nmy comments from
what | had intended to make and, perhaps -- you do
have it now?

CHAl RVAN JAMES:  Yes.



