Paradigm Shifts in Problem Gambling Research
Problem gambling research has undergone several significant theoretical reorientations, though unlike natural sciences, these exist as coexisting paradigms rather than sequential replacements (Reith, 2007). Here's an overview:

1. Medical/Disease Model (1970s-1980s)
Core assumptions:
· Problem gambling as individual pathology/addiction (American Psychiatric Association, 1980)
· Biological and psychological deficits in gamblers
· Treatment-focused: analogous to alcoholism model
Key work:
· Gamblers Anonymous (founded 1957) using 12-step recovery
· DSM-III (1980) classification of 'pathological gambling' as impulse control disorder
Ontology: Realist—gambling addiction exists as objective disease entity
Limitations: Ignored social, cultural, economic contexts; stigmatised gamblers

2. Cognitive-Behavioural Paradigm (1980s-2000s)
Core assumptions:
· Problem gambling results from cognitive distortions (Ladouceur & Walker, 1996)
· Erroneous beliefs about randomness, control, near-misses
· Individual-level psychological mechanisms
Key concepts:
· Illusion of control (Langer, 1975)
· Gambler's fallacy
· Availability heuristic
Ontology: Post-positivist—measurable psychological mechanisms
Dominance: Still prevalent in clinical psychology and treatment services
Limitations: Remains individualistic; doesn't explain why gambling industries design products to exploit these biases

3. Public Health Model (1990s-2010s)
Core assumptions:
· Problem gambling as public health issue requiring population-level prevention (Korn & Shaffer, 1999)
· Focus on prevalence, risk factors, harm minimisation
· Environmental and structural factors matter
Key shift:
· From individual pathology to spectrum of gambling behaviours
· Recognition of 'responsible gambling' as industry responsibility
· Harm reduction approaches
Key work:
· Shaffer, H.J., Hall, M.N. and Vander Bilt, J. (1999) 'Estimating the prevalence of disordered gambling behaviour in the United States and Canada', American Journal of Public Health, 89(9), pp.1369-1376.
· Korn, D.A. and Shaffer, H.J. (1999) 'Gambling and the health of the public', Journal of Gambling Studies, 15(4), pp.289-365.
Ontology: Pragmatist—focus on measurable outcomes and harm reduction
Current status: Dominant framework in policy and regulation
Limitations: Can obscure structural causes; 'responsibilisation' shifts burden from industry to individual

4. Sociological/Critical Paradigm (2000s-present)
Core assumptions:
· Problem gambling as socially constructed phenomenon embedded in political economy (Reith, 2007; Cassidy, 2020)
· Gambling as mechanism of capital accumulation and social inequality (Livingstone, 2001)
· Focus on power, governmentality, structural violence
Key theoretical resources:
· Foucault: governmentality and discipline
· Bourdieu: habitus and class reproduction through gambling
· Goffman: social performances of 'responsible' gambling
· Critical political economy: gambling as regressive taxation on poor
Key work:
· Reith, G. (2007) 'Gambling and the contradictions of consumption', American Behavioral Scientist, 51(1), pp.33-55.
· Livingstone, C. (2001) 'The social economy of poker machine gambling in Victoria', International Gambling Studies, 1(1), pp.46-65.
· Cassidy, R. (2020) Vicious Games: Capitalism and Gambling. London: Pluto Press.
Ontology: Social constructionist/critical realist—gambling harm as product of structural arrangements
Epistemology: Interpretivist and critical—focus on meanings, power relations, contradictions
Key insights:
· "Responsible gambling" as oxymoron serving industry legitimation
· Electronic gaming machines (EGMs) as "exploitation by design" (Schüll, 2012)
· Problem gambling concentrated in disadvantaged communities
· State complicity through gambling taxation revenue
Current status: Growing influence in critical gambling studies but marginal in policy

5. Neuroscience/Behavioural Economics (2000s-present)
Core assumptions:
· Gambling behaviour explained through brain mechanisms and decision-making biases (Potenza, 2008)
· Neuroimaging of "gambling brain"
· Behavioural economics: loss aversion, sunk cost fallacy
Ontology: Positivist/realist—brain mechanisms as objective reality
Overlap with: Cognitive-behavioural model but with biological reductionism
Critical concerns: Risk of neurologising social problems; ignores why gambling products designed to exploit neurobiology

Contemporary Landscape: Paradigm Coexistence
Unlike Kuhn's natural science model, problem gambling research exhibits paradigm pluralism (Reith, 2007):
· Clinical services: Still dominated by medical/cognitive-behavioural models
· Public policy: Public health framework dominates
· Industry: Embraces 'responsible gambling' discourse (critiqued as ideology by sociologists)
· Critical scholarship: Sociological and political economy approaches
· Neuroscience: Growing but contested influence
Key tensions:
1. Individual vs. structural: Is problem gambling individual pathology or systemic exploitation?
2. Harm minimisation vs. profit maximisation: Can gambling industries genuinely reduce harm while maximising revenue? (Spoiler: critical scholars say no—see Livingstone & Woolley, 2007)
3. Medical vs. social: Disease requiring treatment or social problem requiring structural change?
Your research positioning:
Your shift from Carroll's CSR pyramid to Goffman/Foucault/Bourdieu represents movement from managerialist public health paradigm (responsible gambling as implementable strategy) to critical sociological paradigm (responsible gambling as contradictory discourse masking structural harms).
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This overview shows that your field is characterised by competing paradigms with different ontological, epistemological, and political commitments—perfect for demonstrating Burrell & Morgan's (1979) framework rather than Kuhnian succession.

