
 
 

What this article is about 

Some gambling products pose a higher risk for harm 
due to their design features. It is important for 
regulators to assess the potential risk of gambling 
products before they are introduced to the market. 
One common way is through a formal risk 
assessment. ASTERIG is a tool for such purpose. It has 
10 criteria to capture different dimensions of risk. 
Each criterion is scored on a scale of 0 to 10. The 
scores are then weighted to form a final score that 
can range from 0 to 620. In this article, the authors 
discuss five limitations of ASTERIG that need to be 
considered and addressed.  

What was done? 

The authors discuss five limitations of ASTERIG and 
how to address those limitations.  

What you need to know 

The fist four limitations have a direct impact on 
scoring. Limitation 1 concerns relevance and 
applicability. The authors argue that some criteria are 
not clearly related to risk based on how they are 
currently defined. An example is the criterion “chance 
of winning a profit.” A game with a greater chance of 
winning might encourage people to gamble for longer 
periods, which presents greater risk. But, a game with 
a lower chance of winning might mean people lose 
their money more quickly, which also presents greater 
risk. It is not clear how scoring in either direction is 
related to greater or lower risk. Profit requires 
calculating how much people have spent versus how 
much they have won. The timeframe for calculating 
profit is not clear (e.g., over a gambling session? Over 
the entire duration of a game?). Some other risk 
criteria are too narrowly defined or are not defined 

precisely enough. For example, the criterion “sensory 
product design” is defined by its presence or absence. 
That means a game may be given the highest risk 
score if it has visual and sound effects. There is no 
explanation for why these effects can influence risk.  

Limitation 2 concerns scope and ambiguity of 
definitions. It applies to all ASTERIG risk criteria to 
some degree. For example, the two criteria “multiple 
playing or stake opportunities” and “variable stake 
amount” do not account for the size of stake, game 
speed, and return-to-player percentage. All of these 
can affect the cost of play and financial loss. Other 
criteria such as “event frequency”, “continuity”, and 
“interval of payback” are also not clearly defined. 
ASTERIG defines event frequency as the ‘‘unit of time 
between stake, gambling result and the stake 
opportunity.’’ This strays into continuity since the 
longer the time interval between result and the next 
stake, the less continuous the game. This can lead to 
double scoring. ASTERIG defines continuity as ‘‘the 
period of time during which it is possible to gamble 
without interruption.’’ This can be misinterpreted as 

Why is this article important? 

ASTERIG is a tool to assess the risk of harm for any 
gambling product. It can be used by regulators to 
guide their decisions. In this article, the authors 
argue that ASTERIG has five limitations that need 
to be considered and addressed. The first four 
limitations present difficulties when applying some 
of the ASTERIG risk criteria and have a direct 
impact on scoring. The last limitation is about the 
omission of important dimensions of risk. The 
authors suggest how to address the limitations.  
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referring to the duration of a gambling session. The 
authors suggest that “the time between the result of 
the previous bet and the opportunity to place a 
subsequent bet is a more accurate and useful 
definition: The shorter the interval, the more 
continuous the game and the greater the risk score.”  

Limitation 3 concerns the sensitivity of rating scales. 
Some ASTERIG risk criteria may not adequately detect 
subtle differences in risk based on their current rating 
scales. For example, differences in game speeds as 
brief as a few seconds, or even milliseconds, can have 
a large impact. The rating scale of “event frequency” 
needs to be able to capture this. Also, some risk 
criteria use rating scales with broad categories. For 
example, the criterion “near wins” is based on 
“yes/no” consideration of whether near wins are 
present and are intentionally designed into a game 
(greater risk). It does not capture impact. But, near 
wins that are not deliberately designed may lead to 
harmful gambling, and intentionally designed ones 
may not have much impact. The authors suggest that 
this risk criterion should be revised to consider impact 
rather than intent, and to capture the extent of 
impact (e.g., use of a scale ranging from 1 to 5).  

Limitation 4 concerns the relationship between risk 
criteria. ASTERIG encourages independent scoring of 
each criterion. This overlooks existing relationships 
between some game features. For example, lottery 
tickets offer very large rewards that are subjected to 
restrictions, as well as lower tier rewards that can be 
easily claimed. It is not clear how a lottery ticket 
should be scored. Should large rewards be scored 
higher on “jackpot size” and lower on “interval of 
payback”, and the opposite for lower tier rewards?  

Limitation 5 concerns the omission of some important 
dimensions of risk. For example, the size of stake is 
omitted from some risk criteria despite its relevance. 
However, stake size on its own may not be a reliable 
indicator of the cost of play. The authors suggest a 
composite measure that takes into account all 
relevant factors (e.g., stake size, game speed, return-
to-player percentage) would be more ideal.  

Who is it intended for? 

This article provides useful information for gambling 
regulators and researchers. The authors suggest 
several guiding principles for revising ASTERIG: (1) 
each risk criterion should be based on research 
evidence and/or theory; (2) use of clear definitions; 
and (3) use of rating scales and scoring methods that 
can detect subtle differences in risk. Future research 
will need to continue evaluating the tool.  
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About Gambling Research Exchange (GREO) 

Gambling Research Exchange (GREO) has partnered 
with the Knowledge Mobilization Unit at York 
University to produce Research Snapshots. GREO is an 
independent knowledge translation and exchange 
organization that aims to eliminate harm from 
gambling. Our goal is to support evidence-informed 
decision making in safer gambling policies, standards, 
and practices. The work we do is intended for 
researchers, policy makers, gambling regulators and 
operators, and treatment and prevention service 
providers.   

Learn more about GREO by visiting greo.ca or emailing 
info@greo.ca.  
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