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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A key challenge in the delivery of self-exclusion (SE) programs is addressing those who breach, particularly 
the small group of people who breach repeatedly. Multiple breaching can have a significant impact not only 
on the individual, but also on staff resources and morale. The purpose of the present study was to 
investigate how best to manage the issue of multiple breaching. 

The approach taken involved a rapid evidence review, policy review, and key-informant interviews. The rapid 
evidence review included peer-reviewed and grey literature and, in total, 27 documents were included. The 
policy review and interviews included operators from six jurisdictions – five Canadian and one Australian. 
Policy documents pertaining to SE programs and breach procedures were provided. A total of 14 informants 
from the six jurisdictions were interviewed. Included in the interviews were: SE administrators, directors, and 
managers of social responsibility; directors of compliance and security; directors of operations; surveillance 
management; and responsible gambling (RG) operations and management. 

In investigating how “multiple breaches” is defined, it was clear that this concept does not have a consistent 
definition that is used across studies and jurisdictions. It is also difficult to measure the prevalence of multiple 
breaching since the available prevalence data varies depending on a number of factors, and cannot account 
for the unknown number of breaches that go undetected. 

The impact of multiple breaching on venue staff is two-fold: (1) the amount of staff time spent on each 
individual breach, and (2) the frustration staff experience when having to respond to the same people who 
breach time and time again. There is some evidence to suggest that both educating staff further and 
ensuring that the person who breaches multiple times is receiving ample support that may help to reduce the 
negative impact felt by staff. 

The reasons why people breach, and some repeatedly, vary. However, problems with enforcement clearly 
play an important role. In particular, detection was identified as a key weakness of SE programs. Problems 
with detection have influenced some people to continue to breach when they feel that they are unlikely be 
caught or that there will not be any consequences if they are. Although some gaming operators have 
implemented technologies and procedures to aid in detecting breaches, the need to improve the detection of 
breaches further remains. 

The spectrum of consequences imposed on a person who breaches his or her SE is broad. A range of 
possible consequences were examined in this study and produced mixed results overall. One of the most 
consistent consequences was the support for withholding winnings as a consequence of breaching. There 
was some support for issuing a ticket or a fine. However, there was some uneasiness with imposing a 
financial penalty on a person who is likely already experiencing financial difficulties. There was also a level of 
discomfort expressed in imposing a criminal penalty on a person who may be struggling with controlling his 
or her gambling. 
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Imposing mandatory requirements such as a meeting with an RG professional, a treatment professional, or 
taking an educational workshop were also examined. Requiring a mandatory meeting with an RG 
professional was not believed to be effective or feasible, as many venues do not have an RG staff person 
available 24 hours a day. Results were mixed regarding mandatory treatment as a consequence of 
breaching. Some felt that multiple breaching indicated a struggle with controlling one’s gambling, and thus 
mandating treatment would likely not be beneficial. However, there was concern that such a requirement 
would deter people from enrolling in the program and may not even be effective. Mandating an educational 
workshop was suggested as potentially a more suitable, and perhaps more effective alternative since such a 
workshop could provide additional support while not appearing as daunting as mandatory treatment. 

Increasing the person’s ban length or expelling them from the program altogether were also investigated as 
consequences of repeated breaching. Overall, these were seen as rather ineffective responses to someone 
who breaches repeatedly, as neither appeared to address the issue at hand. Shifting the person from a 
voluntary ban to an involuntary ban was considered as an alternative, although the effectiveness of this 
approach is dependent on the specific policies pertaining to involuntary bans in each individual jurisdiction. 

The benefits of having some consequences in place were apparent, though it remains unclear precisely 
which consequences may be most effective. Overall, having escalating consequences in place for multiple 
breaches was generally seen as favourable because it provides an opportunity to offer the person additional 
support and information on the first breach, while imposing somewhat tougher consequences for subsequent 
breaches. 

Currently, there is no consistent definition of multiple breaches and little understanding of the underlying 
factors that distinguish a person who breaches multiple times from those who occasionally breach. As well, 
much of the information on the effectiveness of approaches to manage breaches is based on opinion, and 
often does not include the opinions of people who are breaching. Further research is needed to provide more 
informed direction on how best to manage an issue that is having a significant impact on staff, as well as the 
individual gambler. 
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INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

A considerable amount of time and resources have been devoted to the research, development, and 
implementation of self-exclusion (SE) programs worldwide to support people who strive to control or limit 
their gambling behaviour. A key challenge in the delivery of SE programs is addressing those who breach 
their SE agreement by returning to a gaming venue they have voluntary agreed not to visit for the duration of 
their ban. While breaching on occasion may be considered a normal part of the recovery process 
(Responsible Gambling Council [RGC], 2008), some breaching happens repeatedly, often in a relatively 
short period of time (Bellringer, Coombes, Pulford, & Abbott, 2010; Blaszczynski, Ladouceur, & Nower, 2007; 
Cohen, McCormick & Corrado, 2011; Gainsbury, 2014; Verlik, 2008). It is this type of breaching that is the 
focus of the present study. 

The Benefits of Self-Exclusion 

SE has been associated with a notable reduction in time and money spent gambling, although it may not 
entirely prevent all participants from doing so (RGC, 2008; Townshend, 2007). Indeed, this is one of the 
advantages of SE, as many individuals find it difficult to otherwise control their gambling behaviour (Cohen et 
al., 2011). SE has also been found to decrease some of the problems one may be experiencing in their daily 
activities, social life, work, and mood as a result of their gambling (Ladouceur, Sylvain & Gosselin, 2007; 
National Center for Responsible Gaming, 2010). Thus, it is important that as much as possible be done to 
help the person abstain from gambling at the venues from which he or she has self-excluded. Not only does 
this benefit the individual, it also benefits the gaming operator. 

The Problem with Multiple Breaching 

Repeated breaches can have a significant impact on staff time and resources (Cohen et al., 2011; RGC, 
2011); the most obvious impact being the amount of time and effort that security and surveillance staff must 
devote to monitoring and dealing with breaches. Repeated breaching can also significantly impact staff 
morale, as responding to the same individual numerous times can be frustrating for employees. Moreover, 
SE individuals may file lawsuits against the operator if they are able to breach repeatedly without being 
detected and then lose large sums of money at the venue. They argue that the venue could have done more 
to keep them from gambling for the duration of their ban (RGC, 2013). 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study is to learn how best to manage multiple breaching based on information gathered 
from the literature, policy documents, and key-informant interviews. Note that some of the information 
reviewed for this study is derived from what is known about SE and breaching in general, as multiple 
breaching specifically has received only limited attention to date. 
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The review first examines how multiple breaching is defined, how frequently it occurs, why people breach, 
and how it impacts staff at the venue. Next, we examine how breaches are generally detected, issues with 
detection, and how detection might be improved. We then look at what happens after a breach is detected, 
the consequences, and how operators have tried to improve SE programs and responses to multiple 
breaching over time. Finally, we discuss some of the conclusions that can be drawn about the best way to 
manage multiple breaching at the venue. 

APPROACH 

Information was gathered via a rapid evidence review, policy review, and key-informant interviews. They are 
each described in turn below. 

The rapid evidence review involved a search of both peer-reviewed and grey literature using a process 
adapted from the Knowledge to Action (KTA) research program at the Ottawa Hospital Research Institute 
(Khangura, Konnyu, Cushman, Grimshaw, & Moher, 2012). This process has been developed specifically to 
produce evidence and information summaries that cater to the needs of knowledge users in a timely, user-
friendly, and transparent manner. The strategy for gathering evidence to be reviewed for this study included 
keyword searches of electronic databases and Google, with no restriction on dates of publication or data 
sources. In total, 54 journal articles and public reports were reviewed, and 27 were included in the analyses. 

For the policy review and key-informant interviews, gaming operators from six jurisdictions were asked to 
participate in the study. Five of the jurisdictions were Canadian, and one was Australian. The gaming 
operators were: British Columbia Lottery Corporation; Alberta Gaming and Liquor Commission; SaskGaming; 
Manitoba Liquor and Lotteries; Ontario Lottery and Gaming Corporation; and Crown Melbourne. 

For the policy review, each operator was asked to provide a summary of their SE policies, including 
information on the protocols and consequences in place when responding to both breaches and multiple 
breaches. Some operators also submitted samples of SE registration forms, brochures, and other materials 
for review. Specific policies and comments made by interviewees are not identified by jurisdiction in this 
report, as SE policies are highly confidential in some of the participating jurisdictions. 

The key-informant interviews were conducted with a total of 14 people from the aforementioned six gaming 
operators. Participants were selected based on their involvement in the implementation and/or delivery of the 
SE program in their jurisdiction. They included SE administrators, directors and managers of social 
responsibility; directors of compliance and security; directors of operations; surveillance management; and, 
responsible gambling (RG) operations and management. 

Most participants had been working in the gaming industry in some capacity for many years; several had 
worked in the industry for at least 10 years. The purpose of the interviews was to explore how SE programs, 
and specifically multiple breaching are managed. The results of the evidence review, policy review, and key-
informant interviews are provided below. 
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RESULTS 

MULTIPLE BREACHING 101 

What is the Definition of Multiple Breaching? 

Breaching an SE agreement refers to the act of entering a gaming venue during the period in which the 
individual had voluntary agreed not to do so. While one might define multiple breaching as, “breaching that 
occurs on more than one occasion,” to date, there is no formal definition of the term. What is considered 
multiple breaching in one jurisdiction may not be considered so in another. For example, someone who 
breaches more than once may be considered a multiple breacher in one jurisdiction, while in another a 
person would have to breach several times in order to be considered one. In other jurisdictions still, it is not 
solely the number of breaches that are important, but rather the frequency of breaches within a specified 
period of time. For instance, someone who breaches three times in one week might be considered a multiple 
breacher, while someone who breaches three times over several years may not. In a study conducted by 
Cohen et al. (2011), self-excluders were defined as ‘prolific violators’ of their SE if they attempted to breach 
once or more each week. Generally, defining what would be classified as multiple breaching is something 
that has not been explored intensively in the past. Clearly, though, there would seem to be an important 
difference between breaching that occurs on occasion, and breaching that occurs multiple times, particularly 
over a relatively short time period. 

How Common is Multiple Breaching? 

While a proportion of those who self-exclude maintain complete abstinence from gambling during the time of 
their exclusion (Gainsbury, 2014; Ladouceur, Sylvain, & Gosselin, 2007; Ly, 2010; Nuske, Holdsworth, Hing, 
Tolchard, & Tiyce, 2013; Verlik, 2008), there is a proportion who breach their SE agreement, and some do so 
multiple times (Bellringer, Coombes, Pulford, & Abbott, 2010; Blaszczynski, Ladouceur, & Nower, 2007; 
Gainsbury, 2014; Verlik, 2008). How common multiple breaching is among self-excluders, however, is 
difficult to determine precisely. Data gathered from gaming operators relies on the breaches being detected; 
however, many breaches go unnoticed. On the other hand, breaching data gathered directly from either 
current or past self- excluders may be subject to error, as self- excluders might not always be truthful in their 
responses or may be genuinely unable to recall their breach history accurately. With these limitations in 
mind, the statistics on multiple breaching gathered for this study are presented below. 

Research Findings. In a longitudinal examination of SE in Quebec, Ladouceur and colleagues (2007) found 
that 36% of self-excluders in their study reported breaching an average of six times over the course of their 
exclusion. In a 2011 study conducted in British Columbia (Cohen et al., 2011), 22% of focus group 
participants reported attempting to breach once or a few times over the course of the study--and, overall, 
10% reported attempting to breach once or even a few times per week. Another review in British Columbia 
found that among a sample of 1,383 people who breached their SE agreement, 5% reported breaching more 
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than 25 times (RGC, 2011). In a Missouri study, 16% of participants reported breaching their lifetime SE 
agreement an average of 4.7 times1 (Gainsbury, 2014). 

In Australia, one longitudinal evaluation found that 15% of self-excluders were caught breaching their SE 
agreement an average of 3.2 times (O’Neil et al., 2003). In another Australian study, approximately 48% of 
self-excluders reported breaching more than once: 21% breached 2-10 times; 14% breached 11-20 times; 
10% breached 40-50 times; and 3% (one individual) breached 125 times (Ly, 2010).  Finally, a study 
conducted in New Zealand found that of the 32 participants who reported the number of times they 
breached, 22% said they breached once; the remainder reported breaching multiple times, and of those 
individuals, 56% said they breached on six or more occasions (Bellringer et al., 2010). 

Interview Findings: Few jurisdictions provided actual, albeit somewhat rough, figures of the distribution of 
breaches in the past year. One jurisdiction indicated that of the approximately 545 individuals presently 
registered for SE, 53 had been caught breaching during that time. The majority were caught breaching once 
(77%), 13% were caught breaching twice, 6% were caught breaching three times, and 4% were caught 
breaching five times. An interviewee from another jurisdiction indicated that there are currently 4,000 people 
registered for SE in their jurisdiction, and that approximately 100 breaches are detected per month. 
Interestingly, it was estimated that of those who breach, 60-70% have breached more than once—
suggesting that the majority of recorded breaches are committed by the same subset of people. 

Interviewees from a third jurisdiction commented that according to their records, the majority of SE 
individuals have not breached and/or have not been caught breaching. Their data shows that in one fiscal 
quarter, 74 of 1,426 individuals (5.2%) breached cumulatively 124 times, with this rate being fairly consistent 
throughout the past year. In 2012, a study was conducted of this jurisdiction’s SE program using three years 
of data. Results revealed that roughly 78% of SE program registrants did not breach at all, 8% were caught 
breaching once, 4% were caught breaching twice, and 1.5% were caught breaching more than eight times. 

Taken together, the information gathered from the reviewed literature and the key-informant interviews 
suggests that the incidence of multiple breaching among self-excluders can range anywhere from roughly 
1.5% to 48%, depending on how multiple breach is defined. As expected, the incidence appears to be lower 
when the data are gathered from gaming operators (e.g., 1.5% – 15%) than when they are gathered from 
self-excluders (36% – 48%), as the former rely on breaches being detected at the venue.  Regardless of the 
source, the information should be interpreted with caution as there are a number of factors that could 
influence the estimated incidence of breaching, and thus multiple breaching. One factor may be whether the 
percentage of those who breach repeatedly is calculated based on the total number of self-excluders in a 
sample, or the number of self-excluders who breach within the sample. Generally, the latter results in a 
higher estimated percentage. Another example may be whether the research is dependent on the 
retrospective recall of participants, or follows them longitudinally so that they can report their breaches as 
they occur. Other factors that may influence the incidence of breaching could be: whether participants report 
                                                
1 Study participants had been self-excluded for roughly 4-11 years at the time the study was conducted 
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all breaches or only the ones that were detected; the duration of the study; the length of the ban that study 
participants are enrolled in; and, for how long study participants have been enrolled in SE at the time the 
study was conducted. 

How Does Multiple Breaching Impact Staff? 

As briefly mentioned, repeated breaching can have a significant impact on staff time and resources, 
particularly on surveillance and security staff who are generally tasked with monitoring and responding to 
those who breach. Each detected breach uses considerable staff time, as often it is not just one staff person 
who responds, nor is it a quick interaction. Interviewees commented that repeated breaching can also have a 
significant impact on staff morale since responding to the same person over and over again can be 
frustrating, particularly when it is clear that he or she is not taking the program seriously. 

Some operators are now taking steps to educate their staff about the difficulties patrons may be experiencing 
in staying away from the venue as they work through issues with gambling. Some gaming floor staff have 
commented that they now understand how important it is to help with the detection of breaches and to 
provide patrons with support and resources when they can; they feel that assisting patrons is part of their job. 
Participants also commented that venue staff started to feel more reassured that the people who breach are 
receiving help when the operator moved from a punitive approach towards a more supportive one. In 
jurisdictions that have designated RG staff who respond to breaches, interviewees commented that the 
venue staff feel reassured that there are specially trained people available to handle repeated breaches and 
to provide support. 

Why Do People Breach? 

In order to know how best to manage multiple breaching, it is important to know why someone breaches in 
the first place. The reasons discovered for breaching in this study are discussed below. (Note that while 
there may be differences between the reasons why someone breaches once or twice and why they breach 
repeatedly, much of the discussion below focuses on why people breach in general, since that is the 
information available at the present time). 

Research Findings: In some of the research reviewed for this study, those who breached their SE said that 
they did so because they wanted to gamble again (Bellringer et al., 2010); they were bored or felt an inability 
to stay away (Cohen et al., 2011); they felt alone while they were self-excluded (Ladouceur, 2012); or they 
missed the social aspects of the gaming environment (RGC, 2008). In other research, some people who 
breached said that they did so inadvertently because they were unaware of, or did not clearly understand, 
the re-entry requirements for returning to the venue (Bellringer et al., 2010). In other studies, some reported 
that they breached because they felt they would not get caught (Cohen et al., 2011), or they wanted to ‘test 
the system’ (Bellringer et al., 2010). Interestingly, in one study some people who self-exclude said that they 
felt tempted to continue to “challenge” the system since they had been able to breach repeatedly without 
being detected (Hing & Nuske, 2012). In another study, approximately half of those who breached stated that 
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knowing there would be no consequences if they did get caught contributed to their decision to breach 
(Cohen et al., 2011). 

While the above research explores reasons why people breach, it is also helpful to know why people do not 
breach. Some studies have found that the main deterrent is fear of embarrassment (Bellringer et al., 2010; 
Cohen, McCormick, & Corrado, 2011; Ly, 2010). Other deterrents included self-determination and fear of 
legal action (Bellringer et al., 2010). 

Interview Findings: When participants in the present study were asked why people may breach their SE, they 
said that some patrons have reported feeling they were entitled to come back to the venue whenever they 
wanted to since the SE program is voluntary. Others have reported that they experience a “rush” when trying 
to elude security and floor staff; they felt the need to win back money that was lost; they were tempted to 
stop at the gaming venue while driving by; or they did not believe they had a gambling problem and thus did 
not feel the need to stay away. 

ENFORCEMENT 

Detection 

How Breaches are Generally Detected 

Breaches are typically detected by venue personnel. Usually, it is the responsibility of security and/or 
surveillance staff to familiarize themselves with the photos of SE individuals, and to identify any who attempt 
to breach their exclusion. Some venues also share photos of SE individuals with floor staff so that they too 
can assist with detection. Technologies such as facial recognition, license plate recognition, and loyalty card 
alerts are also used in some jurisdictions. 

The Problem with Detection 

One of the reasons why people breach their SE is because they believe they will not get caught. Indeed, a 
key concern with breaching, and particularly multiple breaching, is the number of breaches that go 
undetected (Ly, 2010; RGC, 2008; Verlik, 2008). In fact, SE individuals have said that they found it fairly 
easy to breach their agreement (Cohen et al., 2011). Thus, poor detection is commonly identified as one of 
the weaknesses of SE programs more generally (Cohen et al., 2011; Gainsbury, 2014; Ladouceur et al., 
2007; Ly, 2010; Parke & Rigbye, 2014; RGC, 2008; Verlik, 2008). 

How Many Breaches Go Undetected 

Knowing precisely how often SE individuals breach without getting caught is difficult to answer. The best one 
can do is try to arrive at some sort of estimate, though it may be subject to some degree of error. 

In several studies, many self-excluders have stated that they have gambled at venues from which they were 
self-excluded and the majority had not been detected (Hing & Nuske, 2012; Ly, 2010), while others reported 
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that they were detected only after breaching several times (Ly, 2010). In a study by Ly (2010), 12 of the 17 
individuals (71%) who reported breaching said they had been caught. Of these, seven said they had only 
been caught once, even though they breached on more than one occasion (Ly, 2010). In the Missouri study 
discussed earlier, 16% of participants reported breaching their lifetime SE agreement an average of 4.7 
times. Of these, only 50% said they were caught (Gainsbury, 2014). In a study conducted by RGC (2008), 
69% of participants who breached their SE said they were never detected. 

Why is Detection Difficult? 

Difficulties in detecting breaches can be attributed to a number of factors including, but not limited to: poor 
quality photographs used to identify SE patrons (Bellringer et al., 2010); high staff turnover (Gainsbury, 
2014); excluded individuals disguising themselves when entering the venue (Bellringer et al., 2010); and the 
high number of SE individuals in a jurisdiction that staff must be aware of—as the number increases, the 
ability to effectively detect a breach decreases (Nowatzki & Williams, 2002). 

How Can Detection be Improved? 

While gaming operators have tried to implement several measures to facilitate detecting breaches (e.g., 
facial recognition, license plate recognition, loyalty card alerts, etc.), none have completely eliminated the 
problem. Some researchers have suggested that requiring patrons to show their ID when entering the 
gaming venue might help (Nowatzki & Williams, 2002). Support for this suggestion has been found in 
Europe, where gaming operators such as Holland Casino have found that requiring ID at the door has been 
effective in reducing breaching (Gainsbury, 2014). 

The inability of the gaming venue to detect all SE breaches has frequently led to a debate about the “duty of 
care” of the operator to enforce SE. However, as pointed out by Crowne and Harper (2010), there is no 
surveillance system without imperfections. Consequently, even if there were a duty of care on the part of the 
operator to detect breaches, it would be of “reasonable surveillance” only. Another point to keep in mind is 
that even when SE individuals are caught breaching, it does not always deter them from breaching again. 
Indeed, in a 2008 study conducted by RGC, 63% of those who were detected said that they still went on to 
breach again (RGC, 2008). Although improving detection might help decrease breaching, there are still 
people who will continue to breach even if they have been detected previously. Therefore, detection may not 
be the only road to reducing multiple breaches. Other avenues should be considered as well, such as what 
happens to the person after a breach is detected. 

What Happens After Detection? 

There appears to be a range of possible responses to a SE breach based on the information gathered from 
the policy review and key informant interviews. These responses are discussed in detail below. 

Before the interaction: In general, when a patron is suspected of breaching their SE agreement, security 
personnel—or, in one participating jurisdiction, a representative of the regulator—will approach the person 
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and ask for identification to verify that they are currently self-excluded. Sometimes a manager will 
accompany the staff that approach the person, as will specialized RG personnel if they are available. It may 
be part of protocol for staff to familiarize themselves with the individual’s history prior to approaching. This is 
usually done by searching a database accessible to all properties that are part of the exclusion. Those who 
are generally able to access this ‘global management system’ include the gaming operator’s security 
department, surveillance, and in some cases the venue’s management team. The specific type of system 
used may vary by jurisdiction. A common system that is used (iTrak) contains information related to the 
person’s entire SE history, including information on any prior breaches. This is particularly useful in 
jurisdictions that impose escalating consequences dependent upon how many times the person has 
breached previously. Other jurisdictions that do not impose escalating consequences might still find knowing 
the person’s breach history useful because it may influence the nature of the interaction. For example, if 
upon review, staff found that the person has breached multiple times, they may make a more concerted 
effort to engage with the person and emphasize the availability of RG staff at the venue. 

During the interaction: Once it has been confirmed that the person suspected of breaching is in fact doing so, 
they may be asked to go to a private area (e.g., an interview room or security office) where their personal 
information and photo may be updated. Usually, the interaction at the time of the breach is seen as an 
opportunity to provide the individual with RG information before they are escorted from the venue. The 
person may be asked if he or she would like to meet with an on-site RG professional, if someone is available 
at the time. (According to one interviewee, roughly 10% of individuals found breaching agree to meet with an 
RG profession, though staff do their best to encourage the individual in that direction.) In venues where an 
RG professional is unavailable, the person is usually offered information about local supports such as the 
helpline number and/or treatment services. Often, though, individuals decline the offer to receive this 
information. In some jurisdictions, the venue might also offer additional on-site support services if they are 
available, such as those of a psychologist. 

When a jurisdiction’s SE policy states that the police could (or should) be involved when responding to a 
breach (for example, when someone has breached repeatedly), the venue may discretely involve the police 
in the interaction. In some jurisdictions, this is made easier by having a police officer available on- site. Some 
interviewees stated that when the police are involved in an interaction, their presence gives a little more 
credence to the SE program and demonstrates that the operator takes both the program and breaches very 
seriously. 

After the interaction: Once the interaction with the person caught breaching is completed, they are escorted 
off the premises. The breach is usually then logged into a database. In jurisdictions that have a shared 
database amongst gaming venues, this allows the other venues to be notified that a breach has occurred. A 
“Be on the Look Out” (BOLO) alert may also be circulated to neighbouring gaming venues, particularly if the 
person caught breaching has done so multiple times and/or staff feel the person is likely to breach again. 
Staff may suspect this if the person commented about going to another gaming venue; another venue is 
nearby; the person has breached before; or, the venue has received reports from family members (RGC, 
2008). A notification may also be sent to the gaming venue’s corporate office so that it can send the SE 
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person a letter stating that a breach has taken place. The letter might remind the person of the potential 
consequences if they breach again. The corporate office may also instruct the venue’s RG staff person to 
follow-up with the person by telephone call. 

Consequences 

The consequences for breaching can range from being escorted out of the venue with no penalties, to 
receiving a fine and/or ticket which may or may not require the person to appear in court. However, there are 
conflicting opinions regarding the most suitable consequences for an individual who has been caught 
breaching their SE agreement repeatedly. In one study, while some participants said they were in favour of 
imposing a penalty on those who breach, while others felt that the person should not be penalized, given that 
a gambling problem is an addiction and the penalties may not deter them (Parke & Rigbye, 2014). In general, 
however, research suggests that people feel SE programs need “more teeth” in order to be effective (RGC, 
2008; 2011). Indeed, as mentioned briefly earlier, many people enrolled in SE programs with no established 
consequences have said that knowing nothing would happen to them if they were caught contributed to their 
decision to breach (Cohen et al., 2011). 

More generally, some have pointed out that there is a fine balance between addressing the need for a 
program to have “more teeth”, and ensuring that penalties are not so harsh that they deter the person from 
registering for SE altogether (RGC, 2008). Additionally, caution must be exercised when publicizing 
consequences that may rarely, or never, be handed down—as what may be considered ‘empty threats’ can 
actually serve to weaken the SE program (Cohen et al., 2011; RGC, 2008). Indeed, as argued elsewhere, 
the consequences for breaches should be “swift, certain and consistent” (RGC, 2008). 

Some of the types of consequences, based on the research reviewed for this study and/or the key informant 
interviews are reviewed below. Some of the discussion focuses on single—rather than multiple—breaches, 
depending on the availability of information gathered. 

Tickets and Fines 

Research Findings: Policies stating that a person caught breaching their agreement will be issued a fine are 
intended to deter a person from breaching.  Imposing fines may also be used to increase the credibility of the 
SE program (Ly, 2010). There is some concern, however, that fines may deter the person from enrolling in 
the SE program altogether (Cohen et al., 2011), and that fines may be hard to enforce. Additionally, there are 
concerns that fining a person suggests that they have control over their gambling when in fact they may not 
(Parke & Rigbye, 2014). Fines could also impact the financial situation of an individual who may already be 
experiencing difficulties in this regard (Parke & Rigbye, 2014; RGC, 2008). Not issuing fines for breaching 
might help reduce the possibility that the person would be motivated to breach again in order to recoup the 
additional financial losses (Nowatzki & Williams, 2002). 

Others have expressed concern with criminalizing people for breaching an agreement they have entered into 
voluntarily (RGC, 2008). In addition, having a criminal record could hinder the person’s ability to secure 
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future employment—which, in turn, may compound any financial hardships he or she may be experiencing. 
In such instances, imposing a criminal penalty seems counter-productive (Napolitano, 2003). As an 
alternative to fines, some have suggested that it may be better to connect the individual with treatment or a 
problem gambling awareness workshop, which may be more effective in helping the person to reduce his or 
her breach attempts (Cohen et al., 2011; Hing et al., 2014). 

Interview Findings: When asked their opinions on issuing a fine or ticket to an individual who has breached 
multiple times, interview participants were divided. In jurisdictions where these consequences are in place, 
some said that they can work well, as long as they are consistently enforced. Others, however, said that 
even though issuing a fine is an option in their jurisdiction, they never exercise that option because they feel 
conflicted about fining a person who appears to have an issue and is likely experiencing financial difficulties. 
Participants in a jurisdiction that previously issued fines but no longer does, said they stopped doing so for 
this same reason. Interviewees also commented that not only are the optics of issuing fines wrong, there 
could be problems with enforcement since a person’s case could get tied up in the court system for long 
periods of time. Such complications were felt to affect the intended impact of the consequences themselves, 
and generally the operators in these jurisdictions have tried to move away from such consequences. 

Another participant from a jurisdiction that does not issue fines said that doing so is something that could be 
considered for someone who has breached multiple times. This person believed that there needs to be 
something effective in place to address the issue of repeated breaching. They felt that issuing a ticket or fine 
would show the person that the corporation takes the SE program and breaching very seriously. 

One participant indicated that there is still room for improvement in the process in a jurisdiction that issues a 
ticket when an individual breaches. Currently, the process involves the SE person having to appear in court. 
It was suggested that it might be most effective if the court then ordered them to receive some type of clinical 
help, although currently, clinical help is not usually mandated. The interviewee said that for some people 
though, having to appear in court may be enough of a deterrent. 

Withholding Winnings 

Research Findings: Withholding winnings is a policy whereby if an individual wins a jackpot at a venue from 
which they are currently self-excluded from, he or she is ineligible to claim those winnings. Generally, the 
winnings are instead given to a problem gambling charitable organization. Participants in some of the 
research reviewed for this study said that they believe withholding winnings is a suitable consequence for 
breaching, as it may help to alleviate the motivation to chase losses (Parke & Rigbye, 2014; RGC, 2008). 

Interview Findings: A withholdings winnings policy was in place in some of the participating jurisdictions, and 
presently under consideration in others. Several interviewees felt strongly that such a policy is, or could be, 
effective in deterring people from trying to breach their SE. 
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Mandatory Meeting with an RG Professional 

Policy & Interview Findings. Although some gaming operators who participated in this study said they have 
an RG professional on-site at the venue (either full- or part- time), it is not mandatory for the person caught 
breaching to meet with them. When available, the RG professional will usually accompany staff as they 
approach the person who has just been caught. Or, staff will inform the person that there is an RG staff 
professional available for them to speak to if they wish. As mentioned earlier, it is not very often that the 
person caught breaching accepts this offer. Typically, they just want to the leave the venue as soon as 
possible. 

When asked if a meeting with an RG professional should be made mandatory for someone caught 
breaching, some interviewees questioned the potential benefit. They said that, generally, such interactions 
are most effective when the participant takes ownership of their issues and genuinely wants assistance, 
rather than if the assistance is forced upon them. Additionally, insisting on a mandatory meeting at the time 
of one’s breach may not be effective since this has to potential to be a stressful moment for the individual. 
One interviewee stated that the current process in place in their jurisdiction—which is to provide the person 
with a help information package—is the optimal response. 

Mandatory Treatment and/or Educational Workshop 

Research Findings: Cohen et al., (2011) suggest that connecting the person with treatment or an educational 
workshop may be an effective way to reduce breaches. These researchers note that a mandatory treatment 
requirement may possibly deter people from the SE program. However, a mandatory educational workshop 
may instead be less daunting while still providing additional support. In particular, they suggest integrating 
this mandatory requirement into a system of escalating consequences. For example, on the first breach, the 
individual may receive a reminder of the terms of the agreement and additional information for help services, 
and further breaches could result in mandatory counselling or workshop (Cohen et al., 2011). However, there 
is some debate as to how effective it would be to make treatment mandatory. As Cohen and colleagues 
(2011) suggest, the person who breaches repeatedly has demonstrated that they are not deterred from 
entering the venue while excluded. Consequently, even if they fail to attend the mandatory treatment, they 
will likely continue to breach anyway. 

Policy & Interview Findings: Interviewees commented that if someone is breaching repeatedly, it is an 
indication that he or she may be struggling with their commitment. They suggested therefore, that there 
should be a mandated treatment component, otherwise the breaching will continue. However, some 
interviewees questioned the effectiveness of mandated counselling, saying that the motivation for seeking 
help must come from within the person him or herself in order for it to be most effective. They also 
commented that it would be challenging to monitor and enforce. Moreover, they said that including any 
mandatory component may deter some people from registering for SE to begin with, as it is a voluntary 
program. 
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In one of the jurisdictions participating in this study, the reinstatement process does involve a mandatory 
education program. The purpose of the program is to encourage participants to reflect on their gambling and 
to provide them with information about available support services. In this particular jurisdiction, the 
reinstatement process includes two-steps: the first is to complete the educational program, and the second is 
to write a letter indicating the intent to reinstate. This jurisdiction found that following the completion of the 
educational program, some people change their mind about reinstatement and instead, choose to remain 
self-excluded. 

Increased Ban Length 

Interview Findings: When asked their opinion on increasing an individual’s ban length as a consequence for 
multiple breaching, participants were divided. Some felt that for an individual who is breaching repeatedly, 
adding time to their SE ban seems counter-intuitive and likely ineffective because it does not really address 
the issue. In the jurisdiction where the process for reinstatement involves a mandatory education program, 
interviewees argued that adding time to the individual’s SE would only prolong the time before they have to 
take the educational course. In contrast, other interviewees felt that adding time to an individual’s SE ban 
was a reasonable consequence. Some noted, however, that it would only work to a certain degree. Adding 
too much time to one’s ban length, for example, would make reinstatement feel “unattainable.” Perhaps, they 
said, adding six months or one year would be reasonable, as it would still feel tangible and may motivate the 
person to stop breaching. Adding more than one year, however, might be ineffective, as the person may 
need to be able to focus on a goal that is not too daunting. 

Expulsion from the Program and Involuntary Exclusion 

Interview Findings. Interviewees were asked to provide their opinion on having someone expelled from the 
SE program entirely if they breach repeatedly. Most felt that this would be a counter-intuitive punishment for 
a person who is having difficulty controlling their gambling. By registering for SE, the individual is indicating 
that he or she has an issue they want to address, and allowing the person to return to the venue would make 
it that much easier to engage in the very behaviour he or she is trying to avoid. Another issue raised with 
expulsion from the program is that if the person knows they will be expelled after a certain number of 
breaches, they may be motivated to breach repeatedly in order to reach that number. In a jurisdiction that 
has a dedicated team available 24/7 to handle RG issues, interviewees felt strongly that removing the person 
from the SE program was not the best approach since there are resources to respond to repeated breaches 
and provide additional support. Many added, however, that for those jurisdictions that do not have a 
dedicated RG team to respond to breaches, expulsion from the program may be a valid option since dealing 
with multiple breaches can be taxing on human resources. Another interviewee suggested that rather than 
being expelled from the SE program for multiple breaching, perhaps the person could be placed on an 
involuntary exclusion list because—at least in their jurisdiction—breaching would result in more severe 
consequences (e.g., a criminal penalty). 
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Escalating Consequences 

Research Finding: Based on some of the research reviewed for the study, it appears that people believe that 
a standardized escalation of consequences would be suitable for individuals who repeatedly breach their SE 
agreement (Cohen et al., 2011; RGC, 2008; RGC, 2011; Verlik, 2008). The escalation could take one of 
many different forms. For example, on the first breach, the individual could receive a reminder of the terms of 
their SE agreement and additional information about help services. Further breaches could result in 
mandatory participation in counselling or an educational workshop (Cohen et al., 2011). 

Policy & Interview Finding: Few of the interview participants indicated that their jurisdiction offers escalating 
consequences. One jurisdiction’s policy is to add increasingly more time to the length of a person’s ban each 
time they are caught breaching (which means it would take them longer and longer to be eligible to apply for 
reinstatement). For example, the first breach results in a ban extension of six months; the second or third 
breach results in an extension of at least one year; a fourth or fifth breach results in at least a two-year 
extension; and a sixth breach results in the person not being eligible for reinstatement for another five years. 
Other interviewees stated that in their jurisdiction, fines could be escalated. On the first breach, the individual 
could be issued a warning. On subsequent breaches, he or she could be issued on-the-spot fines which 
increase over time (starting at $300, reaching up to potentially $2,500), with the possibility of being taken to 
court. 

In the jurisdictions that do offer escalating consequences, interviewees felt that such consequences are 
effective in deterring people from breaching repeatedly. They said that escalating consequences allows the 
individual time to seek assistance, rather than imposing a severe consequence after the initial breach. And 
for those who breach repeatedly, having more punitive measures in place works well. As mentioned earlier, a 
suggested improvement was to also include a mandated counselling component. Although, some did 
question the effectiveness of mandatory counselling, saying that the motivation for seeking help must come 
from within the person him or herself for it to be most effective. Another interviewee from a jurisdiction that 
offers escalating consequences expressed a similar opinion, while noting that it is important to remember 
that SE is a voluntary program. The participant said that the program would be most effective if it were to be 
provided in conjunction with a link to treatment support, and that the focus should be on better integration 
with treatment providers to ensure the person accesses help in a voluntary way. 

Interviewees from jurisdictions that do not offer escalating consequences said that implementing them would 
not really make a difference. These participants suggested that the issue is not so much the severity of 
consequences that are, or are not, in place for breaches, but rather the detection of the breaches. Support 
for this suggestion was found in the present study: in jurisdictions where the SE policy was changed to 
reduce consequence severity (e.g., from imposing fines to just escorting the person from the venue), there 
did not seem to be an increase in breaches following the policy change. The interview participants 
concluded, therefore, that the more severe consequences must not have had a deterring effect to begin with. 
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No Consequences at All 

Interview Findings: Participants were asked for their opinion on not administering any consequences when a 
person breaches repeatedly, other than escorting the person from the venue. Several felt strongly that there 
should be something in place to act as a deterrent for multiple breaching. They felt that without 
consequences, there is nothing in place to prevent SE individuals from continually attempting to breach their 
agreement. 

Attempted Improvements to the Management of Multiple Breaches 

Interviewees in the present study were asked to discuss any improvements they have made over the years 
in how multiple breaches are handled. While participants from several jurisdictions indicated that the protocol 
has generally remained the same over time, there were some who said that it had in fact been modified. 
Some interesting insights gained from these modifications are discussed below. 

More Support Focus 

In one jurisdiction, previous policy dictated that if an individual was caught breaching three or more times, he 
or she would be removed from the SE program. However, this policy is currently being revised as the gaming 
operator is striving to make the SE program more support-focused. Rather than expelling the person from 
the program after multiple breaches, he or she will now remain self-excluded. However, the breaches will 
trigger a telephone call from the corporation’s social responsibility department. The call is aimed to facilitate 
a discussion with the individual regarding their multiple breaches and to provide additional support 
resources. Interviewees commented that the new approach is designed to better support the person’s best 
interest and provide assistance, particularly to those who are having a difficult time abstaining from gambling. 

More Individualized Response 

Interviewees from another jurisdiction stated that the main change to their breach protocol is that they now 
provide a more individualized response to each breach. For example, their on-site RG professional looks 
carefully at each case of breaching. They are also responsible for conducting the initial SE program 
registration, and they are available on-site 24 hours a day. Thus, RG staff in this jurisdiction are in a unique 
position of being able to provide more individualized attention to each person caught breaching because they 
most likely have interacted with them previously; may have developed a rapport with them; and, are more 
likely to have a deeper understanding of their history and current circumstances. 

Involuntary Ban and Warning 

One interviewee said that their jurisdiction had once tried to change the voluntary nature of their SE policy, 
such that if an individual was caught breaching multiple times, his or her ban was converted from being 
voluntary to involuntary. However, they found this to be ineffective because, with an involuntary ban, people 
were able to appeal the decision and have it overturned, which is precisely what they did. The operator also 
tried issuing a warning after an individual’s first breach, and then issuing a ticket for any breach thereafter. 
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However, they found it difficult to recall who had breached once already, and there was not enough time to 
check iTrak before responding to a potential breach. Thus, this procedure was eliminated and replaced with 
issuing a ticket for all instances of breaching. 

A FINAL NOTE ABOUT SELF-EXCLUSION PARTICIPANTS 

One person interviewed for the present study noted that there are a variety of people enrolled in SE. They 
said that although ideally operators may want to tailor the program to those who take it seriously, there are a 
number of individuals who are only semi-serious, or not serious about it at all. Thus, they said that policy 
makers need to ensure that the program is designed to address the broad range of people who are enrolled, 
particularly when it comes to the enforcement aspect. It may also be important to keep mind, as pointed out 
by another interviewee, that there will always be some people who breach repeatedly, regardless of the 
consequences. 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

This study has shown that although multiple breaching is an issue that has not yet been thoroughly explored, 
it is clear that there is, at the very least, a small subset of SE individuals who breach repeatedly. However, 
multiple breaching is not only difficult to measure, it is also difficult to precisely define. Overall though, it is 
evident that it is a topic that warrants further study. 

For the most part, SE programs have been shown to be a useful tool for individuals who take the program 
seriously and make best efforts to maintain the commitment to control their gambling. It is important to note 
that an occasional breach by an individual does not reflect the lack of success of the SE program, or of the 
person, and may even be considered part of the recovery process. However, it is not these occasional 
breachers that were the focus of this study, but rather, the individuals that attempt to breach many times 
during their exclusion, perhaps even several times within a week or a single day. It is these people, and 
these instances of breaching, that were the focus of this study. 

First and foremost, the study highlights the degree of variation in defining “multiple breaching.” Depending on 
the jurisdiction, it may not only be the number of breaches that are taken into account, but also the frequency 
of breaches over a particular period of time. The inconsistencies in how it is defined lead to differences in 
measuring the extent of multiple breaching. While some jurisdictions consider any individual who has 
breached more than once to be a multiple breacher, other jurisdictions may not. However, in examining the 
available data on multiple breaching, it becomes clear that while the number of SE people who breach 
repeatedly may be small, there does tend to be a group of this nature – those who breach their SE 
agreements repeatedly and/or frequently. 

The reasons for breaching were investigated to try to better understand these individuals, and how they may 
differ from people who breach minimally or not at all. While some of the reasons given were clearly indicative 
of the single or occasional breacher (e.g. the person was unaware of the reinstatement requirements, etc.), 
there were several reasons that could be applied to both the occasional and multiple breacher (e.g., the 
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person wanted to gamble again, they felt bored or missed the social aspects of the gambling environment, 
etc.). More interestingly, however, the following reasons for breaching that were given are perhaps indicative 
of a bigger issue: the person felt they would not get caught; they wanted to “test” the system; they felt a 
“rush” when they were able to elude venue staff; they knew there would not be any consequences if they 
were caught; and they had breached previously without being detected. In fact, other studies have 
highlighted that some SE individuals have stated that it was actually fairly easy to breach. 

It is evident, therefore, that enforcement is an issue that is relatively common among a number of 
jurisdictions. More specifically, detection is understandably a cause for concern, particularly given the 
reasons for breaching outlined above. These limitations of the detection process were fairly evident 
throughout the study, and in accordance with previous studies. As such, it is also apparent that a number of 
breaches are going undetected, further compounding the ability to accurately determine the actual frequency 
of multiple breaching. This was further apparent in the differences observed between the number of 
breaches reported by gaming operators versus the number reported by self-excluders themselves, with the 
latter reporting much higher figures than the former. Although some gaming operators have implemented 
several technologies to aid in the detection of breaches (i.e., facial recognition, license plate recognition, and 
loyalty card alerts), and procedures such BOLO alerts, there still remains a need to further improve the 
detection of breaches. 

Determining the most suitable consequences for multiple breaching proves to be a challenging task. The 
spectrum of consequences that are imposed on an individual who breaches their SE (be it once or 
repeatedly), is broad. A range of possible consequences were examined in this study and produced fairly 
mixed results overall. 

One of the most consistent findings was the support for withholding winnings as a consequence of 
breaching. While there was no concrete empirical evidence to support the notion that such a policy is in fact 
effective in reducing breaches, it was viewed as something that would likely help to deter SE individuals from 
breaching. 

There was some support for issuing a ticket or fine. Interview participants stated that in doing so, the 
operator shows that they take breaching seriously, and it can also be an effective way to minimize breaches 
if it is consistently enforced. However, there was a degree of uneasiness with imposing a financial penalty on 
a person who is likely already experiencing financial difficulties.  Some tickets may require the person to 
appear in court, and overall, there were mixed responses to this as well. While having to appear in court may 
be effective in deterring people from breaching, it could also be seen as a deterrent from enrolling in the 
program altogether. There was also a level of discomfort in imposing a criminal penalty on a person who may 
be struggling with controlling their gambling. 

Imposing mandatory requirements such as a meeting with an RG professional, a treatment professional, or 
taking an educational workshop, were also explored. While currently, meeting with an RG professional at the 
time of a breach is not mandatory, a meeting is generally offered if there is an RG staff person available on 
site. Making such a meeting mandatory was not believed to be effective, nor is it necessarily feasible as 
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many venues do not have an RG staff person available 24 hours a day. In terms of making treatment 
mandatory in response to multiple breaching, the results were mixed. Some felt that multiple breaching was 
indicative of a struggle with controlling one’s gambling, and thus, mandating treatment would likely be 
beneficial for them. However, there was concern that such a requirement would not only deter people from 
enrolling in the program (similar to imposing fines), but it may not even be effective. Rather, studies have 
shown that treatment is most effective when the individual seeks it on their own accord. There were also 
concerns regarding how imposing mandatory treatment would be monitored and enforced. Mandating an 
educational workshop may be a more suitable, and perhaps a more effective, alternative as it has the ability 
to provide additional support while not appearing as daunting as mandatory treatment. 

Increasing the person’s ban length or expelling them from the program altogether were also consequences 
that were examined. Overall, these were seen as rather ineffective responses to someone who breaches 
repeatedly, as neither were seen as being able to address the issue at hand.  A person who is breaching 
repeatedly would likely continue to breach, irrespective of any time added to their ban. And, there is a fine 
line as to how much time would need to be added to potentially have an impact and still feel like a tangible 
consequence. Expelling the person from the program appears to be counter- intuitive, given that the person 
is already demonstrating difficulty with abstaining from gambling. 

Shifting the individual from a voluntary ban to an involuntary ban was considered as an alternative. However, 
the effectiveness of this approach is dependent on the specific policies pertaining to involuntary bans in each 
individual jurisdiction. 

The overall concept of having escalating consequences in place for multiple breaches was generally seen as 
favourable, although the specifics of what the consequences should be need to be further investigated. 
Escalating consequences allow the first-time breacher an opportunity to be reminded of the terms of his or 
her agreement and to seek assistance, if need be, on their own. Such a system would also allow the 
operator to impose somewhat harsher consequences on those who breach repeatedly. Some suggestions 
for this secondary level of consequences included connecting the person to treatment and/or imposing a fine, 
although as discussed, each of these consequences has its own advantages and disadvantages. 

The impact of multiple breaching on venue staff is two-fold. The amount of staff time spend on each 
individual breach is an important issue, particularly when staff are responding to the same subset of 
individuals repeatedly and/or frequently. Repeated breaches can also be a source of frustration for staff, 
particularly for those who have had to respond to the same individuals breaching time and time again. There 
is some evidence to suggest that further educating staff on the difficulties that someone who has problems 
with gambling might be experiencing can help to alleviate some of these frustrations. Additionally, ensuring 
that the multiple breacher is receiving ample support for their issues with gambling may also reduce the 
negative impact felt by staff, as they may feel comforted in knowing the person is being supported. 
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CONCLUSION 

This study looks at the relatively unexplored issue of multiple breaching. Although there is some available 
data on multiple breaching, it is a concept that has yet to be clearly defined and thus clearly understood 
since it is difficult to measure how prevalent multiple breaching is. The available data on the prevalence of 
multiple breaching varies depending on a number of factors, and also cannot account for the unknown 
number of breaches that go undetected. However, we can conclude that there is at least a small subset of 
SE individuals who breach their exclusions repeatedly. Further, there appear to be some important 
differences between these people and those who never breach, or breach only on rare occasions. 

The reasons why people breach, and some repeatedly, are varied; however, there are clear indications that 
problems with enforcement play an important role in this issue. In particular, detection was identified as a key 
weakness of SE programs, and has influenced some people to continue to breach if they feel they will likely 
not be caught or that there will not be any consequences. It is therefore evident that investigating ways to 
improve detection need to continue. 

The benefits of having some consequences in place are apparent, though it remains unclear precisely what 
consequences may be most effective. Escalating consequences provides an opportunity to offer the person 
additional support and information on their first breach, while imposing somewhat tougher consequences for 
subsequent breaches. There is general agreement, however, that there needs to be a balance when 
determining appropriate consequences; it is important that the program have ‘some teeth,’ while also 
keeping in mind that penalties that are deemed too severe may deter people from enrolling in the program 
altogether. Another important consideration is the variability of program participants. While some take the SE 
program seriously and may genuinely be struggling with controlling their gambling, there may also be others 
who are not necessarily as committed to the program. 

Currently there is no consistent definition of multiple breaches and little understanding of the underlying 
factors that distinguish a person who breaches multiple times from those who occasionally breach. As well, 
much of the information on the effectiveness of approaches to manage breaches is based on opinion, and 
often does not include the opinions of those who are breaching. Further research is needed to provide more 
informed direction on how best to manage an issue that is having a significant impact on staff as well as the 
individual gambler.  
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