Gambling-related Harms

Developing Priorities for Harm Reduction Policy Setting

BACKGROUND

GREO brought together researcher and policy experts with the goal ot establishing gambling
research priorities for the province that would reflect emerging issues and information needs
of decision makers. Considerable interest was expressed in moving beyond prevalence studies
to a focus on gambling related harms and GREO was asked to obtain information and expert
advice about defining and measuring harms. We are now consulting with international experts
who study gambling-related harms to assist with identitying key gambling related harms for
the Province of Ontario. These harms could be targeted for measurement and evaluation, with
the goal of reducing gambling related harms at the individual, family, and community level.

Moving from counting heads (i.e., prevalence studies) to counting harms represents a shift in gambling
research. Rather than concentrating almost exclusively on the small percentage of problem gamblers, a harms lens
takes a broader public health perspective by including people across the risk spectrum and acknowledges that some
gambling related harms result from or are worsened by a combination of mental health and addiction disorders.
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