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Abstract

Gambling online is growing exponentially. The Gambling Commission (2008) estimates that just under 10% of adults have gambled on line. The official figures may be greater, if the diversity of forms of Internet gambling and the reluctance to admit the extent of their gambling participation by survey respondents is considered. The availability of reliable regulatory structures that ensure age and identity verification, the integrity/fairness of the games, or other responsible gaming features, have only developed slowly and retrospectively. The Gambling Review Report 2001 and the Gambling Act 2005 do attempt to offer UK registered gambling sites guidance and leadership to encourage social responsibility. However, the 112 Internet sites regulated by the eCommerce and Online Gaming Regulation and Assurance (e-COGRA) independent standards authority, are a tiny fraction of the sites available to UK gamblerss, let alone the total population of Internet gamblers. Nottingham Trent University’s 2007 survey for e-COGRA, confirmed that registered sites had achieved “Play It Safe” assurance targets. In addition they verify that gamblers have reported disputes with the sites (often of technical problems rather than the honesty of transactions or fairness of the games), but these were largely resolved. Gamblers found Responsible Gambling Features (RGFs) useful e.g. limits on time and spending, self-exclusion, financial statements and responsible gambling information. They also appear distrustful, desiring sites to give information and guarantees on monetary deposits made and evidence of honest reputation. Most reported that they were unaware that Internet gambling was regulated. Only 50% of gamblers believed Internet gambling software to be fair and random. Yet Internet gambling continues to grow. Currently Internet gamblers put great emphasis on protecting themselves, enquiring about encryption and personal details security. They also value third party reports and logon to review and blog sites in order to screen possible Internet gambling providers. For security, many gamble on the ‘biggest named’ sites, most of which are not covered by e-COGRA. It might be argued that the regulatory responses of governments, including that of the UK, are too late to impact on the majority of gamblers. Further, as argued by Ligthelm (2004) when considering problem, compulsive or pathological gamblers, the form of regulation offered by external authorities or self regulation by the sites, is unlikely to deter the most extreme behaviours, which often result in significant damage to individuals and others. The nature of Internet gambling, without the physical checks of conventional forms, creates the possibility of unlimited damage for the most vulnerable. While it might be argued that the percentage of such gamblers at risk is small, perhaps 2%, increased participation, reduced social stigma associated with gambling and increased familiarity with Internet technology, will significantly increase the numbers of casualties. It remains unresolved whether there is a need for more draconian control to protect the vulnerable minority, at the expense of restricting the “freedom” of the majority non pathological recreational gamblers, even if this were technically possible. The authors recommend some features which might be adopted by regulators or sites to reduce the negative impacts, but fear the strength of the gambling wind is likely to silence the regulatory whistle.

1. Introduction
This article does not attempt to debate whether gambling or Internet gambling is fundamentally moral or immoral.  Inevitable those who believe all gambling is evil must despair at the dramatic increase in gambling of all types worldwide.  In as much as there has been an increase in gambling, there appears to be a prima facia sign of its social acceptance, in many different cultures and regulatory regimes.  A neoclassical economics approach employing rational consumer models might assert that adult internet gamblers, should know the risks and employ a caveat emptor, self protection mode of behaviour to their play, not requiring extensive regulation. Some regard gambling as relatively harmless indulgence. The Economist (2009) even reports that cyber-hedonism (which includes Internet gambling) might even be considered a cheap, easily accessible diversion from the discomfort of modern living, particularly for those experiencing the negative effects of the recession or an undemocratic political environment. Wingfield and Tam (2009) feel that it is a social anaesthesia, a de-stressing “soma” for the unemployed! Nevertheless, even the most libertarian would recognise certain externalities, which provide a rationale for regulation or government control.  The authors have focussed on the side effects of problem gambling and need to protect children.  Some authorities appear to focus on other areas such as tax evasion, money laundering, combating organisational crime or terrorism as additional or more important priorities.

The Internet could create special problems for gamblers beyond the traditional features which authorities have sought to regulate for centuries. The Internet’s pervasive presence (Hansmann et al, 2003), its ubiquitous engagement with every facet of modern life (Greenfield, 2006) make applications to work, play and living unavoidable, including activities which might be controversial. The special qualities especially ease of use, anonymity, global scale and difficulty of control (Weckert, 2000), create enhanced opportunities for life enhancement, but also harm. 

The nature, extent and conditions for Internet  addiction are widely debated and have yet to produce a consensus. This study will not discuss site features which might be used for entrapment or whether addiction to Internet gambling is a reality. Psychologists are debating the exact nature of this form of addiction (Vreko, 2008). Their findings are being utilised by government and Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs), for example the Internet Addiction Test (IAT) by French agencies (Khazaal et al, 2008; Dowling and Quirk, 2009) and industry is debating its reactions to the charge of possible exploitation of such pathological customers (Maas, 2008).The qualities of the internet gambling experience appear to create ideal conditions for the two groups at risk, which are the focus of this account. 
Problem gamblers can play 24/7, from the convenience of their homes, avoiding the control systems employed by many conventional casinos; until their finances are depleted.  Similarly underage gamblers, often more internet active and aware than their parents or teachers, can anonymously gamble, easily avoiding identity checking protocols and are especially attracted by the sites’ music and graphic designed derived from interactive video gaming sites.

The challenge of how to avoid the external costs of this controversial business is immense. Governmental regulation has been sporadic, piecemeal , uncoordinated and has employed often contradictory objectives. Regulation has also been late, considering the growth of Internet Gambling Organisations (IGOs) in the last ten years, which have established their presence, learned the skills to deliver a service and avoid/evade regulation. While some commentators have always doubted the efficacy of government control (Davis & Endlar, 2001), it could be that the doors are shutting after “the horse has bolted”. 
Self regulation by IGOs and their customers might be seen as a viable alternative. There is evidence that IGOs do have Responsible Gambling Features (RGFs), codes and have made efforts to engage with stakeholders. However, the codes and architectures only go so far and are still not effectively excluding the two groups of concern to the authors. Self regulation by gamblers or their families is difficult, requiring skill, knowledge and monitoring. It may infringe some key personal freedoms and may impact on the majority, casual, non pathological gambling customer. 
Even if there were to be a concerted effort by government, educationalists, campaigning stakeholder groups and others, it might be questioned whether there is a capacity to control an industry which has such a global scale and is flexible in its response to regulations. Perhaps there may be something akin to the Goodhart Effect, analysed for money supply control, but in a time of failures of banking regulation possibly relevant. Paraphrasing and simplifying, as soon as a factor for control is targeted, it becomes uncontrollable (Goodhart, 1975: Chrystal & Mizen, 2001), hence we might be “whistling in the wind”.

2. Historical Review
Internet access for the last two decades has expanded into workplaces and homes, gamblers have been introduced to a new realm of gambling opportunities and Las Vegas has officially entered the homes of millions of individuals worldwide.  Microgaming developed gambling software in 1994 but had to wait until Cryptologic launched its online payment processing in 1995 before the first Internet gambling site emerged.  The first Internet gambling transaction was an Internet lottery ticket purchased from the International Lottery in Liechtenstein on 7 October 1995 (Romney, 1995). Development was rapid.  The majority of Internet gambling sites were sport or race books and casinos.  Operations were based in the Caribbean and Central America exploiting permissive gambling legislation, low taxes, low license fees, and relatively lax enforcement. In January 1996, InterCasino, based in Antigua, became the first cyberspace casino to accept an online gamble (4 Online Gambling.com, 2006; Business Wire, 2005). 
Traditional gambling products soon appeared in an online form.  They are easily accessible with an Internet connection and credit card.  Internet casino games, slot machines, bingo, lotteries, sports betting, horse race betting, and skill games, are all now readily accessible.  New forms of gambling and new ways of remote gambling have emerged.  These include games consoles, 3G mobile phones and interactive television. The British Government has taken steps to implement and regulate Internet gambling opportunities.  There are a number of economic and political incentives for them to do so, however, it is vital to gain a more complete understanding of the social costs and risks of this endeavour.  High profile cases have hit the headlines.  Premiership footballers have been treated for their double addiction to Internet pornography and gambling sites (Alexander, 2006).  Cashiers at the Co-operative Bank in Manchester stole £350,000 to pay off their gambling debts (Cohen, 2007).  A financial adviser took £2.3 million from clients and used it to fund his Internet gambling addiction.  It appears that these stories of theft and ruin have become commonplace (Cohen, 2007).  The Internet means that gamblers can lose their money anywhere in the world.  Perhaps they should be encouraged to lose it in Britain, where at least the behaviour of gambling operators can be monitored and the government can tax 15% of their income.   There are areas of concern.  These include the difficulty in restricting access to prohibited individuals and the prevalence of online gambling by individuals such as self-identified problem and underage gamblers. Significant evidence exists suggesting that Internet gambling attracts problem gamblers.  It has been suggested it has a greater propensity to create problem gamblers (Wood and Williams, 2009). One Canadian study found a 42.7% prevalence rate of problem gambling among 920 Internet gamblers (Wood and Williams, 2004) and an Australian study found that one third of the industry’s total revenue was derived from problem gamblers (Chapman, 2006).  Wood and Williams suggest that 41.3% of the industry’s revenue in Canada comes from problem gamblers and 27.0% internationally.  Australia also provides a warning of the danger of the deregulation of gambling which it carried out in the nineties. Among the population as a whole, Australians spend more on Electronic Gaming Machines (EGM’s), with large jackpots for the exceptionally fortunate, than they do on food. The 330,000 Australian problem gamblers are poor and or desperate.  Their gambling spend is on average £4,800 a year (Cohen, 2007).  Furthermore, it is argued that it is ethically problematic for income to be disproportionately derived from a vulnerable segment of the population, especially in cases where the government is the primary operator and/or beneficiary (Wood and Williams, 2009). 
Regulation of gambling has been cited as the most significant issue in a multi-faceted prevention programme (Eliany and Rush, 1992; Kelly 2006). However, our understanding about the relative benefits of different regulatory regimes and approaches on gambling behaviour is minimal (Miers, 1996).  This is especially so in its application to a British context.  Wood and Williams (2009) argue that it is never a good thing to have laws that are widely ignored as that may lead to a disrespect for the general rule of law.  Regulated Internet gambling means that the economic benefits can be accrued and better player protection ensured. Some of this new revenue might then be used for prevention and treatment of Internet problem gambling. Whilst the Gambling Act 2005 requires that the gambling industry make donations to the Responsibility in Gambling Trust (RIGT), set up to help addicts, it has been suggested that the amount is insufficient.  The Social Justice Policy Group (2007) has called for the industry to spend at least £10 million a year to pay for proper research into gambling addiction and programmes design to prevent and treat the problem.  The report suggests that Britain already has roughly 300,000 problem gamblers, which is similar to the number of people addicted to hard drugs but fewer than the estimated two million with a serious drink problem. It also advises that problem gambling can damage many areas of an individual’s life, such as physical and mental health, employment, finances and personal relationships.  
It is argued that putting some of the new revenue into treatment does not offset the harm that caused by legalisation because most of the harms cannot be undone (Wood and Williams, 2009).  It has been suggested that legalisation increases legitimacy and availability, which increases both gambling and problem gambling. The prevalence of Internet gambling and Internet problem gambling in each country corresponds to its legal availability (Wood and Williams, 2009).  It has been argued that the nature of Internet gambling makes it intrinsically more problematic than most other forms of gambling .It is a normal regulatory practice to restrict access to forms of a product perceived to be more harmful than other forms.  Whilst Internet gambling is one of these inherently more problematic forms, recent liberalisation has increased choice and stimulated demand for gambling (Light, 2007).  Despite the efforts of government and industry to persuade us otherwise, ‘gambling is not just an industry like any other. What can be a harmless pastime for the majority may become a terrible addiction for a few’ (Light, 2007). The government accepted that people ‘need protection against exploitation or becoming addicted’ (McIntosh, 2004) but has dismissed as a ‘myth’ the claim that problem gambling will increase.  It has been argued that the government chose to ignore the extensive available literature linking volume of gambling with the incidence of problem gambling (Light, 2007).  In addition negative externalities such as depression, alcoholism and obsessive-compulsive behaviours are also linked with problem gambling.

It could be challenged whether it is the job of the government to shape people’s leisure behaviour or to determine how people should spend their money.  It is unclear to what extent individuals are protected from their weakness, even if the negative consequences are profound and does harm some people. Compared with other forms of gambling especially the UK National Lottery, Internet gambling revenue is less regressive than most other forms, because the average household income of Internet gamblers is higher than average (Wood and Williams, 2009). Finally if Internet gambling does initially increase the rate of problem gambling, the evidence from land-based gambling suggests that after time rates will stabilise and/or decrease (British Gambling Prevalence Study, 2007).  
There are compelling arguments for prohibition of Internet gambling. This study takes the prevalence of IGOs as a given, therefore does not evaluate this perspective. The purpose of law is not to determine society’s behaviour, but to structure its values (Wood and Williams, 2009).  Unethical or criticised Internet activities are hard to control.  There are laws which the general public does not strictly adhere to, for example illicit drug use, however legal efforts to limit these activities are preferable to no action or legalisation.  General disregard for the rule of law is more of a risk when prohibiting something the majority of people value, such as alcohol use, rather than when prohibiting something only a small number of individuals engage in.

Wood and Williams suggest 1–7% of individuals gamble on the Internet.   However, these small percentages reflect a large number of individuals.  According to the latest British Gambling Prevalence Survey 2007, 68% of the population, approximately 32 million adults, had participated in some form of gambling activity within the past year. This compares to 72% (about 33 million adults) in 2000.  Gambling Commission figures show that 9.7% of people in 2008 gambled online, compared with 8.8% in 2007, and 7.2% in 2006. 
A significant number of Internet gambling sites have unsatisfactory business and responsible gambling practices (Wood and Williams, 2009). It is unclear how to make sure these sites ever meet minimum standards in these risk areas.  Legally-sanctioned domestic sites (with better business and responsible gambling practices) are only patronised to the extent they offer a competitive advantage to the consumer (which is difficult to achieve). 
Although many debates take place on the type of legislation to prohibit Internet gambling, some question the very need to regulate the industry.  General criticisms of the morality of Internet gambling aside, two key segments of the market are of concern. Even the most economically liberal non interventionist considers that there is a need to exclude children from sites. Identity and age verification by sites is undeveloped, apart from payment capacity checking. Another issue that concerns regulators is addiction or pathological gambling may be exasperated by Internet gambling because of the attractiveness and ease of the gambling on line. 

Despite the growing popularity of gambling, the majority of the literature is critical, either categorically or conditionally (McGowan, 2007). Even the gambling industry recognises the addiction problem associated with gambling. In 2007, 68% of the population, 32 million adults in Britain, had participated in at least one type of gambling activity and 6% of the population had used the internet to gamble in some way (British Gambling Prevalence Study, 2007). 

Anti-gambling activists believe that gambling is innately immoral, against human nature and nobility. Gambling becomes the irrational effort to maximise chance against reason. It also destroys the will, since intentionally maximising risk ‘is the will to have no will’ (McGowan, 2007).  The government's encouragement to the gambling industry and to gamblers was based on Sir Alan Budd’s (2001) morally neutral report. Traditional opposition to gambling based its argument not on the fact that it could be an addictive behaviour, but that it fostered a damaging belief in the randomness of reward. Rewards bore no relationship to effort or worth and undermined the bond between hard work, thrift and prosperity (Adams, 2007).  It was for these reasons that governments of the 1980s and 1990s resisted the gambling lobby’s efforts to promote reform of gaming laws and initially rejected the idea of a national lottery. 

The pro-gambling position sees the main dilemma of gambling as concern between the desire to allow free choice and the fear that such choice may cause harm either to the individual or to society (McGowan, 2007).  Consistent with this stance, the pro-gambling groups want government to enact policies that promote greater freedom for mature adults, but with strict controls on the freedoms of children and vulnerable individuals.  These policies include limits on the size, hours of operations, and location of gambling establishments (McGowan, 2007).  They take the view that the state should respect the right of the individual to act as he or she wishes, provided there is no harm to others. They also argue that most regulation of such activities as drinking, smoking, and access to pornography represents a compromise between freedom and prohibition.

It would seem that gambling has become so socially acceptable because the pro-gambling argument is the norm that the majority of the population accept. As long as an action does not harm another person, it ought to be permitted.

3. Problem Gambling 

In the United States in 1999 the National Gambling Impact Study stated ‘the high-speed instant gratification of Internet games and the high level of privacy they offer may exacerbate problem and pathological gambling’. A UK government-funded review of previous research (DCMS, 2006) noted a small scale patient survey arguing that 75% of people who gamble online are problem or pathological gamblers, compared to just 20% of people who visit legitimate land-based casinos (Coates, 2006). However, the British Gambling Prevalence Survey (2007) states that approximately 0.6% of the adult population had problem gambling issues, which remains unchanged since figures quoted in1999.  The most significant problem areas were among those who participated in spread betting (14.7%), fixed odds betting terminals (11.2%) and betting exchanges (9.8%). The report also indicated a 4% drop in overall gambling, from a rate of 62% in 1999 to 58% in 2007. These two surveys clearly suggest that despite the rapid growth of Internet gambling, there has been no associated increase in the percentage of problem gamblers.
The prevalence of problem gambling is 3 to 4 times higher in Internet gamblers compared to Non-Internet gamblers (Wood and Williams, 2009). There are several variables that statistically predict whether someone is an Internet problem gambler. In order of importance, these are: 
· gambling on a greater number of gambling formats
· higher gambling expenditure 

· mental health problems

· family history of problem gambling

· Asian ancestry

· Single status

· lower household income

· having a greater number of gambling fallacies

· more negative attitudes toward gambling

· history of other addictions
Therefore it would seem possible to programme an expert system to exclude problem individuals; however this is likely to infringe the privacy rights of the majority and even of the problem gamblers.
Internet gambling, 11.3% of the total would seem an important contributing factor to gambling problems, but does not appear to be the main cause. This is consistent with the notion that Internet gamblers are already heavy gamblers and have simply added Internet gambling to their repertoire. 
4. Underage Gamblers 

Underage gambling is of particular concern considering that Internet use tends to be highest among teenagers, and they commonly use the free play sections of Internet gambling sites (Derevensky and Gupta, 2007). The significant issue here is the concern that free play does not require registration and in many sites, free play is for an unlimited amount of time.  For example, a study found that approximately half of high school and college/university students in a North American sample had played on free play Internet gambling sites (Derevensky et al 2006). There appears to be a reason for concern. 
A study in 2004, by the National Children’s Home (NCH), GamCare and CitizenCard in the UK, found that a 16 year old girl with a Solo debit card was able to register and place real bets online on 30 out of 37 sites tested (NCH, 2004).  A Canadian study found that 6% of 15-17 year olds in a province reported playing online poker for money in 2006 (Gillis, 2006). Derevensky et al (2006) found that 9% of a sample of Montreal, Quebec high school students reported having gambled for money online. The Alberta Alcohol and Drug Abuse Commission (AADAC) in 2007 found that 5% of students in grades 7 to 12 reported gambling online in 2005. 
A UK study found that adolescents who have gambled online are more likely to be problem gamblers, early exposure to gambling opportunities increases the risk for developing an addiction and that adolescents are gambling online and the rates appear to be increasing (MacKay, 2004).  It seems clear that underage online gambling is a problem, although its magnitude is uncertain (Wood and Williams, 2009). The current ability of online sites to prevent underage access  appears limited due to the wide legal availability of credit and debit cards to underage youth, and the fact that banks and credit reference agencies rarely provide reliable details on a person’s age to a third party. Addressing this problem is likely going to require greater cooperation from financial institutions, plus efforts by parents to block Internet gambling sites, either through normal browser content controls or specialised software (Canada News Wire, 2006; Jawad, 2006). 
There are only a small number of independent, factual studies about underage and problem gambling (Young and Todd, 2008).  In a simple comparison study between Sweden, which has a state monopoly model of gambling, and the UK, which operates a liberalised market, the rate of problem gambling is similar in both jurisdictions.  It has been suggested that it may be possible to conclude that the organisational structure and ownership of gambling is not a decisive factor regarding problem gambling (Young and Todd, 2008).
The public perception of online gambling is negative (British Gambling Prevalence Survey, 2007). A review of newspaper and internet articles relating to online gambling reveals stories of addiction, financial ruin, marital breakdown, theft and money laundering (Hagen, 2009).  A recurrent underlying theme is criticism of the UK government for relaxing the gambling legislative and regulatory regime, thereby creating an environment which allows Internet gambling operators to flourish and prosper. The regulatory impact may be worsened by the fact that operators are based offshore. This uncontrolled element, even allegations of links to organised crime, may be seen the further evidence of their notoriety (Hagen, 2009). In contrast it has been argued that the leading online gambling operators do operate relatively high social responsibility standards (Jawad, 2006; Jawad & Griffiths, 2008a). Many are certificated by leading problem gambling charities and several make voluntary contributions to the funding of research, education and treatment of problem gambling in the UK (Hagen, 2009).

Therefore there is pressure for reform, especially in the context of the failure and regulation of other industries in the current crisis. Benign capitalism has few vocal defenders. Most industries are being driven to demonstrate their CSR, particularly when they are dealing with emergent technologies and speedy innovation (Randles et al, 2008).
5. Governmental Regulatory Solutions
In Baldwin and Cave (1999) reviewed the nature and drivers for government intervention in markets, they identify twelve motivations for regulation;

1. Monopoly tendencies (natural or artificial),

2. Desires to equitably distribute windfall profits,

3. Externalities that are not accounted for in economic transactions,

4. Information inequalities (between firms or to the consumer),

5. Desire to ensure continuity and availability of service,

6. Threats associated with anti-competitive behaviour and predatory pricing,

7. The production of public goods and moral hazard
8. Unequal bargaining power between parties,
9. Scarcity and rationing of scarce resources,

10. Distributional justice and social policy,

11. Rationalisation and coordination
12. Long-term market planning.
With regards to the regulation of content online or behaviour online, different regulatory motivations come into play from Baldwin and Cave’s list. Overall, the stated intention of this form of IGOs’ regulation is associated with distributed justice and social policy - the protection of community values and safety in the online environment. 

It is important to consider the role of regulation and government in the market for online access. Like any area of market failure, the public will (and should) demand intervention and correction.  It is important to consider three areas of concern: flexibility – in terms of the range of issues that can be addressed by regulation; stakeholder engagement – for both industry and the wider public and, importantly; positive intervention without arbitrary paternalism – the recognition that members of the public have significantly different value systems to legislators and an emphasis on informed, active participation in the online environment. The future of effective regulation surely lies in individual education and empowerment.
There is a lack of clarity regarding Internet gambling legislation in many countries (Wood and Williams, 2009).  It has been suggested that online gambling operators have taken advantage of this ambiguity to establish operations exploiting complex or uncertain jurisdictions (Balestra and Cabot, 2006; Rose and Owens, 2005). Even in the USA where government statements are quite unambiguous, there is confusion (Csoka, 2008). Furthermore, diverse motives, themes, formats and protocols exist in countries that have legislation in place (Hutto, 2005). The target of generating government revenue by government monopoly lotteries or national casinos and attempts to control money laundering, vies with the desire to protect citizens and the vulnerable.
Some countries ban most or all forms of Internet gambling: United States, China, Russia, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Greece, Portugal, Bermuda (Wood and Williams, 2009).  Some have either completely legalised all forms of Internet gambling, permitting offshore and onshore operations to residents and non-residents alike, to gamble within and outside the country: Gibraltar, Antigua and Barbuda, Malta, Dutch Antilles, Panama (Wood and Williams, 2009). There are the countries who have a compromised stance;  for example Sweden, Finland, Germany, Hong Kong, Liechtenstein, New Zealand allow certain forms of Internet gambling (usually lotteries, sports and or race books, and games of skill including poker), but prohibit other forms (usually casino games).  Some countries permit only residents to access Internet gambling sites for example, Finland, Austria, Norway, Canadian provinces. Some countries prohibit residents from accessing Internet gambling outside the country for example, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Hong Kong, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Slovakia, Sweden.  Finally, a small number of countries operate Internet gambling, but prohibit their own residents from accessing these sites for example, Australia, Papua New Guinea (Wood and Williams, 2009).  Young and Todd (2008) report that where national governments have banned Internet gambling, for example in the US (2006) and Germany (2008), resolute gamblers will find ways round the ban.  

Between the extremes lies a multitude of opinions on what kind of gambling the government should permit and where it should be allowed to take place. Discussion of gambling forces public policy makers to deal with issues as diverse as addiction,  taxation, professional sports, organised crime, neurobiology, suicide, divorce, religion and in North America tribal rights and college sports.  It is this complexity that makes the ethics of gambling and its possible regulation so challenging.

United Kingdom 

Prior to the implementation of the Gambling Act 2005, in September 2007, Internet gambling was legal in the UK for residents. The anomaly was that it was illegal for any Internet gambling operator to be located in the UK.  Legislation tried to attract offshore operators back onshore with the lure of legitimacy through a UK licence. Conventional gambling legislation in the late 1960’s was admired and emulated by other countries. Perhaps it was hoped that the UK’s Internet Gambling regulations would be similarly adopted by other governments, closing the avoidance/evasion loophole. However, relocation onshore also meant a 15% tax on operators; this is particularly significant since Betting Tax (payable by the customer) had been abolished in 2002.  The abolition of tax was the turning point. That was the moment when the fortunes of the industry changed. For example, the following year William Hill's profits surged from £32m to £170m, a rise of 527 per cent (Jawad, 2009).  The change in the betting system meant that the operator was responsible for paying the tax and not the consumer. Before 2002, gambling had declined by up to 5% a year between 1999 and 2001. After the abolition of duty, gambling has risen every year.  

The UK was the first leading jurisdiction to enact and implement a legislative and regulatory regime for Internet gambling and to deal directly with the political and technological challenges involved in the regulation of Internet gambling. The legislation introduced a new regulator, the Gambling Commission. It is potentially one of the most powerful statutory bodies in Great Britain. For the first time, Internet gambling operators must obtain operating licences and the Commission is specifically required to promote socially responsible gambling through licence conditions and codes of practice. In short, the UK has the infrastructure in place to regulate Internet gambling effectively, but unfortunately the exorbitant tax rates have deterred most online operators from relocating to onshore to the UK.  
The government’s decision to impose a 15% gambling tax on the gross profits of Internet operators, perhaps responding to politically sensitive pressures, has undermined the new regulatory regime. This tax, which is in addition to other taxes, including corporation tax, has made the UK uncompetitive. It is the most important reason why so many of the leading Internet gambling operators are based offshore, rather than any desire to operate in less well regulated jurisdictions (Hagen, 2009). That is not to say, however, that the new regulatory regime has not had an impact upon the standard of regulation in some of the leading Internet gambling jurisdictions worldwide. Under the Gambling Act 2005, only operators licensed within the European Economic Area (EEA) or jurisdictions ‘white-listed’ by the UK government are allowed to market their products in the UK (Hagen, 2009).  In effect, the UK government is doing its best to ensure that certain regulatory standards apply in the jurisdictions whose licensees are allowed to market their products in Great Britain.

Europe

In March 2009, the European Parliament voted to determine if it would, or would not regulate online gambling throughout Europe.  If the Parliament had chosen to do so, there would have been a chance that online gambling could have banned from Europe. The parliament has chosen that individual countries will have to deal with regulating online gambling.  The European Parliament did vote that gambling is not a commodity like others and backed member states’ right to decide on market liberalisation, with 544 in favour, 36 against and 66 abstentions.  The final resolution underlined that member states have the right to regulate their culture-specific gambling structures, which finance sports and other social activities.
The legislative and regulatory landscape for Internet gambling in the European Union (EU) is not uniform and still changing (Young and Todd, 2008).  There is no one EU market for either Internet or traditional gambling and it has been argued that so great is the diversity between member states that there is little chance of a single market emerging soon (Young and Todd, 2008).   Twenty EU member states permit Internet gambling and seven do not, either allowing or banning it through specific legislation or allowing or banning it by the application of older legislation established for traditional gambling. Thirteen Member States that allow Internet gambling operate a liberalised market, six operate state-owned monopolies and one has licensed a private monopoly.  Member States that have banned Internet gambling and those that permit it only under monopoly conditions indicate that it is necessary to keep gambling free of crime, to control problem gambling and to protect underage gamblers.  
It has been argued that in Europe, with its diverse gambling policies, gambling operators and regulators have begun to consider Codes of Conduct or their counterparts (Young and Todd, 2008).  Regulators view Codes as important for consumer protection and operators view them as good for consumer confidence. Whilst Codes will be ‘diverse in form and content, there will also be significant agreement on key themes. For example player identification, player protection, self-exclusion, time and money limits, clear game rules, integrity of software, the exclusion of criminality and problem gambling information (Young and Todd, 2008).  Codes of Conduct can strengthen consumer protection more quickly and more consistently than a reactive strategy.  Also, Codes may be the first step on the way to a single EU Internet gambling market.  Whether or not a Code of Conduct for licensed online gambling operators is adequate to ensure the integrity of operators will need to be reviewed.
USA
Conventional gambling activities have traditionally been strictly regulated at national level to protect consumers against addiction, fraud, money-laundering and fixed games.  Gambling, along with sex services, appears to be one of the largest and most consistent sources of business revenue generation on the Internet (Australian Parliamentary Librarian, 1997).  Sex and greed, are the “sin industries” target of the most basic human wants. Assurances of success and satisfaction/pleasure are inspired and original amid the spam, banners and pop-up messages displayed on thousands of websites featuring porn and gambling. 
In the case of Internet gambling, the banning arguments may be countered by reference to the negative impacts of Prohibition of alcohol in the 1920s. Prohibition might make dedicated consumers more resourceful and draw otherwise respectable citizens into criminality. The USA has totally banned online gambling.  Despite this sites are flourishing and being used by US citizens. Most sites keep their businesses and servers outside the US to attempt to avoid prosecution. There are now proposed plans to subject Internet gambling revenue to taxation, because the attempts to police the ban have been ineffective. McDermott (2008) argues that these taxes could generate $8 to $42 billion in revenue in its first ten years. The government pursues gamblers and IGOs through the banking system. The Unlawful Internet Gambling Enforcement Act (UIGEA) could be seen as a strong commitment to abolish US citizens’ access to IGOs. 
Many of the financial institutions targeted in the UIGEA have taken independent steps to prohibit transactions between gamblers and Internet gambling businesses (Punch, 2008).   American Express, Discover, Citibank, MasterCard, and Visa prohibit Internet gambling transactions due to the uncertain legal climate of the industry.  In addition to the liability problems, credit transaction companies claim that risks of fraud and bad debt are higher for internet gambling compared with other transactions (Punch, 2008). Gamblers adapted quickly by learning to make payments through digital money services such as PayPal, a service that facilitates online money transfers by disbursing payments between members via email, however PayPal was pursued and now other online money services similar have stepped in to fill in the void. Each prohibition adds to the frustration of online gambling and creates barriers that may prove to be too high to attract new customers. It is hoped that with prohibition of credit card and digital money transactions, only the most die-hard gamblers will resort to the use of unregulated foreign online banks and non-Internet based forms of money transfer.  

The banks have to ensure that no credit card deposit, cheque, money order, transfer or other financial instrument is used for the purpose of Internet gambling. Payments by offshore companies are often from perfectly legitimate financial institutions outside the US that clear through US banks. Gambling is likely a very small percentage of these transactions. The processor acts as an intermediary in a transaction, performing everything from foreign currency conversions to seeking approval and it is used by both online merchants and banks because it saves all parties trouble and time. Credit card processing is particularly helpful when it comes to foreign online purchases. Consequently, the banks do not want the processors to disappear, nor do the merchants. In fact several banks have indicated that if the US wants to force them to somehow block all gambling transactions at all costs. It could mean abandoning these systems and trying to develop new identification techniques, which may not be effective and will certainly be costly. It also threats free trade.

However, some commentators are sceptical about its effectiveness (ABA, 2009), others regret the loss of tax revenue  which a total ban imposes (Bennet, 2008) and others, including the House Financial Services Committee, believe that the processes for identification and confiscation of funds may infringe corporate and individual rights and be unlawful (Sloan, 2008). In conclusion, US legislation about online gambling and its future has been and continues to be very unclear (Csoka, 2008).  
Furthermore, the ban falls foul of World Trade Organisation (WTO) regulations, and could lead to the US being subject to punishments from the organisation. It could be argued that it is hard to see how a ban on online gambling, and forcing financial institutions to police it, remains preferable to a well-regulated environment that protects consensual gamblers.  
Gambling sites will continue to operate offshore, but may refuse to take bets from gamblers located in the US.  Committed gamblers in the US will maintain bank accounts in foreign countries and only associate with businesses well outside the grasp of US jurisdiction (Manter, 2006). The resultant limitations ensure that Internet gambling shifts the balance between individual freedoms so often associated with the Internet and government paternalism. 
While traditional casinos are immobile and tourist (or destination) gambling resorts are experiencing decreasing earnings, Internet casinos are continuing to develop at an impressive pace (Lewis, 2009).  Vegas, Macau and other land-based gambling playgrounds were shown not to be recession-proof as previously believed.  Research from Global Betting and Gaming Consultants (date) shows that entertainment choices are developing due to economic pressure, leading to more people deciding to stay home and look to computers for leisure activity.  The consultancy argues that Internet gambling offers convenience, choice and value desired by modern consumers.   2010 promises to be as good or better for Internet casinos due to several legal changes which should boost available markets. For example, France has yielded to pressure from the European Commission to open up to competition in online gambling.  The anticipated repeal of the UIGEA by the US and the official resurrection of the US market will boost the market further, however, even though there is currently the payment ban in place against online casinos, US patrons still account for half of all Internet gambling revenue (Lewis, 2009).  With greater familiarity with Internet gambling sites and the security of impending US regulation to protect consumers, the numbers of Internet gamblers could only expand, perhaps creating a permanent shift in preference for Internet gambling over traditional venues that may last beyond economic recovery
The Networks without jurisdictions, national laws that did not operate in cyberspace and the regulatory power of computer code led to governments giving Internet policy development to voluntary and self-regulatory initiatives.  However, the challenges of Internet regulation may not be as insurmountable as we had been led to believe, shifting from networks without jurisdiction to borderless law, from code that regulates to code that is regulated, and from self-regulation to government regulation.  
Minnesota began legal proceedings to prevent a Nevada corporation from offering Internet gambling, although the corporation’s activity was legal in Nevada. Minnesota’s attorney general stated that he would even stop the company from operating its website in Central America, although the operation was perfectly legal there (Mayer-Schonberger, 2003).  Recently, shareholders of a company that was legally operating a gambling website on the Caribbean island of Antigua were found liable by a New York court for the violation of a New York prohibition on gambling, arguing that the use of a computer system to transmit orders for out-of-state lottery tickets was illegal since all forms of gambling are illegal in New York except those approved by the New York Constitution.  Again, the courts effectively extended the jurisdictional reach of state law to cover the entire globe (Mayer-Schönberger, 2003). 
Australia

In 2000, following public debate about the extent of gambling in the Australian community, the government introduced a freeze on the expansion of online gambling services in Australia, followed by the Interactive Gambling Act 2001 to prohibit the operation of Internet casinos in Australia.  It was argued that the Internet gambling industry in 2001 was still in its infancy, it is practical for the government to take action before it would have expanded and become too big and established for any government to take action.  While initial regulatory proposals countenanced the possibility of strict regulation, each law was restricted to regulation regimes that would minimise compliance costs for certain established commercial players (Chen, 2002).  Under this approach, gamblers were encouraged to use home operators because of their quality and regulatory assurance, limiting harm associated with unlicensed venues lacking responsible gambling features to assist problem gamblers (for example, deposit limits, financial statements and self-exclusions), or whose assurance to pay out wins was in doubt (Chen, 2002).   Less than 2% of the total gambling market in Australia was online and therefore this guarded approach was recommended because of its small size and the limitation of any ban completely to prevent access to online gambling services although initially a ‘strong’ system was considered that included mandatory filtering (Chen, 2002).  However, the established racing and sports betting industry were exempted from the ban, reflecting the government’s view about the complexity of acting against big and established operators.   In the context of a political debate about the social impact of gambling and its spread into online products, the amendments exempted significant gambling interests with existing revenue streams that were forcing these services into the online environment (Chen, 2002).   
6. Self-regulation by Internet Gambling Organisations 
It has long been the hope that the “Good ethics is good business” campaign discussed by many including Cannon (1996), would enhance the ethical performance in all business activities. However the problems of external regulation of Internet Gambling organisations makes this hope a desperate fallback position. Even in the attempt to regulate financial markets, which at least offer physical targets and management structures, effective responsibility requires more than law changes or regulatory authority reform. There is a need for business to adopt an ethical culture (Verschoor, 2008), to make positive CSR a reality. 

The difficulties for conventional authorities’ attempts to regulate the IGOs and their customers may also undermine some of the key drivers, which might induce self regulation.  Wagner-Tsukamoto (2009) offers a spectrum of possible motives for the adoption of ethical behaviours which include opportunism through rational self-interest to authentic altruism. Perhaps as an industry still relatively in its infancy, Internet Gambling is at the earliest stages in its ethical development. The fear might be that being a sin industry on the fringe of legality and respectability, it may not wish or care to improve its ethical performance.

Three motives for Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) adoption by the Internet gambling industry are:
· to improve the traditional negative reputation of the industry

· to attract potential customers who are deterred by this reputation

· to comply with regulations (Smeaton in Saha, 2005), even in an ineffective policing environment

All potentially could generate a commercial payback. 

Sen and Swierczek (2007) report positively on the correlation between good ethical behaviours and economic value added in international firms. CSR is evidenced by ethical practice that goes beyond compliance, as recognised by Carroll (1979). It is driven by the need to respond to stakeholder expectations and pressures; in order to gain competitive advantage and improve economic value added (EVA). Despite advising caution in generalising from their case analysis, they appear optimistic that international firms will continue to improve their wider concept of CSR driven by external stakeholder interaction to achieve long term sustainability. In contrast, despite Internet Gambling organisations having an international impact, many are licensed in a limited jurisdiction authority locale, an unlicensed location or appear as virtual organisations difficult to identify in conventional bricks and mortar form. They may not have a concern for long term sustainability, but simply operate for short term gain and not recognise or engage in stakeholder dialogue. Concern for corporate reputation in such a ‘sin industry’ where customers consume in secret, could be seen as irrelevant. Therefore it seems difficult to apply the motive for CSR adoption driven by the conventional stakeholder management models. 
There does not seem to be any evidence that consumers are able or willing to punish IGOs for bad behaviours to the key vulnerable groups, of concern to this study. Perhaps the majority of gamblers, who are not in the ‘at risk’ category, are more concerned with commercial guarantees on playing and payout. They are not concerned with the wider social impacts of the industry. While this industry culture can be assimilated into the propositions of Williams and Zinkin (2008), it appears to be a weakness in the policing possibility of this group of stakeholders.
Hillman and Keim (2001), Margolis and Walsh (2001), Paine (2003), Bansal (2005), Windsor (2006) and others, positively assert and evidence the way CSR adoption is being driven by external stakeholder pressure, but also creates a commercial payback. In the model of Neville (2009) “conscientious capitalism” assumes:
a) interconnectedness between individuals, businesses and global society; a collective social conscience stimulated by a global awareness of impacts, communications and interactivity. Perhaps a 4th or 5th stage of moral development or consciousness, as prompted by Kohlberg  (Power et al, 1989)
b) “holistic wealth” understood as a wide interpretation of value creation beyond economic, including spiritual, sociological, civil and environmental. A further endorsement of the Triple Bottom Line (Elkington, 1999; Savitz and Weber, 2006)
c) the principal of multiple generations of time, stewardship of resources for current and future generations

IGOs differ markedly from the conventional product producing philanthropic organisation that Neville uses as her case example. IGOs are not conspicuous in their stakeholder engagement (other than for commercial activities). They are not transparent in organisational structures or ownership (being often operating illegally or on the fringe of legality) and given the nature of Internet churning (frequent closure and re appearance of sites), focussed on short termism. The sort of internal and external communications, organisational culture required for the appreciation of the perspectives in c, as discussed by Doppelt (2003) amongst others, are not easily observed in the websites of IGOs or their codes. It would be very optimistic to predict that IGOs will evolve in this way and reproduce these conditions.
Lynch-Wood et al (2009) criticise the reliance on self-regulation by authorities, notably the European Commission, with regard to small and medium enterprises (SMEs). While there may be a good case, potential benefits and possible “beyond compliance behaviour” in larger corporations, driven by an externally driven business case (EDBC), they believe that smaller organisations are unlikely encounter the same demands by customers or suppliers for virtuous behaviour or be sensitive to the need to exhibit a responsible corporate facade. Hence the conclusion that there is a need for external regulation and policing, depending on the industry’s reactions to the EDBC drivers they identify. We wish to utilise this analysis for the evaluation of self-regulation by IGOs. While it may seem to be a challenge to expect IGOs to be trading within a “market for virtue” as envisaged by Vogel (2005), they may respond to some of the factors which Lynch-Wood et al (2009) believe determine the strength of external pressures that induce beyond compliance behaviour. 
These factors include:
1. Environmental impacts. Although Lynch-Wood et al focussed primarily on ecological environmental impacts, the socioeconomic environment may be thought to require IGOs to monitor changes in culture, law and society, as their service is perceived as potentially harmful. Despite the anonymity of most sites, a precautionary review of potential impacts would be rational, if only to modify web site design or anticipate regulatory reforms
2. Customer Power. The key demands which sites seem to have responded to are the guarantees on payment and assertions of “fair gaming”. As stated above the key customers at risk, pathological gamblers or children are by definition unlikely to identify themselves or request support, despite the almost universal voluntary age identification checks and links to support sites for problem gamblers.
3. Customer Interest. Proactive responsible service delivery might be the result of an operator perceiving a customer commitment to responsible gambling. However, particularly for the at risk groups, resort to Internet gambling may be a way of avoiding the restraints imposed by physical conventional gambling facilities, where they would be excluded. Gamblers, who are not at risk, do not communicate that their interest goes beyond their hedonistic satisfaction.
4. Corporate/Brand Visibility. While IGOs are visible online and branding is a major factor in site design, the responsible reputation of the brand does not seem to be a key factor in identifying competitive advantage. It could be argued that the remarkable ubiquity of responsible gambling features on the most important sites is evidence of such a concern (Jawad & Griffiths, 2008a). However, the growth of the market and the ease of access do not require too big an investment in this factor. Gamblers are intrinsically risk takers. Internet gamblers could count using a site with no established ethical credentials as a minor concern compared with the odds against their winning.
5. Community pressure. Unlike conventional businesses’ communities, in cyberspace this becomes more difficult to identify, measure and respond to. However there is evidence of the power of Internet campaigns, message boards, blogs and social networking impact in other Internet industries. There may even be a possibility of changes in the power relationships, such as the C2C, C2B interchange offered by the Internet as witnessed by the growth of sport betting site, Betfair (Fremantle, 2009) which has empowered gamblerss, allowing them to also become service providers. The fear of loss of control and possible flaming by vigilante stakeholders (Badaracco and Useem, 1997) may create a pressure to show a responsible face.
It is difficult to offer definitive analysis of the problem of Internet gambling, let alone solutions to a problem, that is ill defined and where a lack of consensus is evident. Nevertheless the ‘genie is out of the bottle’, as Greenfield (2006) asserts the technology is pervasive, its impact is ubiquitous, creating the ‘Everyware’, a new cyber sensitive world which cannot be uninvented. This world may create new problems which must be managed, but also offers solutions.
The fact that society must accommodate Internet gambling does not mean that social responsibility is abandoned. However balance between the advantages of liberal permissiveness and the perceived benefits of more assertive regulation must be approached with caution. The negative spectres of a rule-free Hobbesian state of nature or a draconian police state need not be the result.
The research positively identifies self regulatory practices by Internet gambling sites, which are quickly evolving in the light of dialogue with authorities, conventional gambling regulatory regimes and other stakeholders. While dialogue does not produce speedy frameworks, it allows participants to absorb mutually relevant issues and avoids the disadvantages of over reactive external controls (Stahl, 2003).
The framework of Lessig (1999) and Spinello (2002) is recognisable in this review of development, see Figure 1. (adapted by Jawad and Griffiths, 2008b). Spinello (2002) discusses how core moral values could positively improve the four constraints identified by Lessig (1999). Regulators, law makers, cyberspace community members and general market participants, inevitably are influenced by personal ethical precepts, which in turn impact on their activities on the Internet. The need for education and training to develop these, evaluation of common or consensual principles or virtues and practice in application, could help improve the positive impact on the constraining factors. Spinello seems optimistic about the goodness of human values in this area. Others may offer a more critical or sceptical account.






Figure 1 Constraints of Cyberspace activities. Adapted from Lessig (1999) and Spinello (2002).
The problem of the jurisdiction of the law over the Internet has been discussed. Economic regional organisations and powerful governments continue to attempt to restrict ethical risk factors. It appears that the expense evidenced by the People’s Republic of China’s attempt to restrict Internet access (Watts, 2008), the ability of programmers to evade controls (De George, 2002) and the social acceptance of many practices traditionally thought to be unethical, make this element only a partial solution at best or often ‘a futile effort’ (Spinello, 2002). 
The IT industry offers hardware and software containment solutions. Code limits access to sites, programmes can filter messages, images and verify user identity. Control features empower parents and teachers to censor child access, yet the demand for controversial Internet services often overrides these checks, particularly over time. Cyberspace norms are evolving ‘netiquette’ and acceptable behaviour customs. The Internet community may discipline unethical and irresponsible members, providers and customers, similar to conventional society’s reliance on shame and social stigma to enforce cultural standards.
Markets and commercial imperatives, often seen as the cause of unethical behaviour, can drive the responsibility agenda. Particularly for high profile and long term providers, there are monetary incentives to make ‘good ethics, good business’ a reality. Advertisers, IT specialists, customers and competing site providers prefer to deal with responsible organisations. Overlapping with enforcement of cyber community norms, flaming, social networking blogs, professional commentating, characteristic components of the ‘Everyware’ paradigm, mean a fast, high volume and powerful reaction to unethical behaviours, which impact on commercial success. As Badaracco and Useem (1997) warn, this could include irresponsible and unaccountable cyber bullying by ‘vigilante’ commentators in the Everyware community. Possible changes in power relationships online need further investigation.  
Ultimately the appearance of the Internet ‘Everyware’ at once threatens to merge communities in a faceless mass, yet may demand increasing individual responsibility in Internet conduct, self regulation to generate positive ethical consequences and engagement in reform. Individual citizens, corporations and consumers’ values are likely to have more impact than attempts to control externally. Proactive gamblers can impact on IGOs tempering the power relationships. Conway and Koehler (2009) report on the development of Interface Agents. Similarly, Blincoe (2009) discusses the success of Internet robots, “bots”, playing online casinos to increase gamblers’ success rates. However the IGOs are using hardware and software to detect and exclude such players, which begs the question, why they do not use the same technology to definitively exclude children and monitor/support problem gambling. The computer proficient bot programmers are not necessarily heroes, as many of their victims are less able players, who are targeted for small money gains (to avoid the IGO customer exclusion software).
Evidence is mixed for other participants in the Cyber community. Vodafone is praised for limiting access to advertisers such as IGOs on its mobile networks (Azhar, 2008), but Google is widely criticised by MPs and church leaders for weakening its rules on gambling organisation’ advertising (Cooper, 2009; Campaign, 2009). This is further evidence of a lack of consensus in the cyber community on standards, behaviour patterns and accessibility, in order to achieve social responsibility.
The positive evidence of self regulation by gambling sites is a sign that too reactive external censorship could destroy benefits as much as protecting the interests of a vulnerable minority. A relatively positive evaluation of the top 20 Internet gambling sites was conducted in 2006 and 2008 (Jawad and Griffiths, 2008a), where most displayed key customer protection information and processes, created links to counselling services and some attempts to verify the age. A recent revisiting of the sites (Jawad, 2009) seemed to suggest that sites (none of which are covered by UK regulation) are reconfiguring their warnings to reflect the caveat emptor paradigm. Messages of the “Ensure that you gamble responsibly” type, have replaced more direct statements of problem gambling concern, delegating responsibility to the user (or their parent). Perhaps this is a response to increased attempts to regulate and is a default precautionary defence against possible litigation. It is not unusual for regulation to create negative unintended consequences as reported by Genova (2008) in relation to the application of the US Sarbanes-Oxley Act 2002, where rights to privacy are being waived to cooperate with regulators, but where organisational culture no longer values or encourages internal debate and discussion. 
It is unresolved whether the free market could evolve responsibility norms in line with the structures identified by the authors above, given time. It is clear that governmental regulation is late, piecemeal, conflicting in its motives and uncoordinated.

6. Conclusion
It is hard to conclude that improved responsible gambling is likely to emerge from external or internal regulation. As Spapens et al (2008) comment, governmental regulation of gambling lacks consensus across jurisdiction, employs different motives, formats and policing protocols; a situation which is unlikely to change. Since the operators seem more energetic than the regulators, this may never be the single simple solution. Self regulation while creating an appearance of responsibility, stops short of definitively excluding the key at risk gamblers, but might be the only hope for future progress, simulated by new cyber community stakeholder pressures.
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Core Moral Values


[Legacy of individual values of agents including Gambling Site Providers & Internet Gamblers]





Physical constraints of Internet architecture


Self executing





Community sense of standards of behaviour





Commercial incentives to be responsible





National 


Economic region, e.g. EU


External constraints





CYBERSPACE





Law 





Code 





Norms 





Market 
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