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Letting the Right OnesIn: Whitélists, Jurisdictional Reputation, and the Racial
Dynamics of Online Gambling Regulation.

Abstract

Using a case studyf a recentUK whitelist intendedo regulate online gambling, |
examine the affective politias listing. | pay particular attentiaio the racial dynamicef
black and white listingBy charting how the gambling whitelist worked and fatiedvork as
a toolin the designatioof jurisdictional reputation, | argue that the use and subsequent
abandonmendf the whitelist shows the centralivf racial dynamicso listing practices,
particularlyin relationto how the list was deployad debates about the trustworthines
the Kahnawa:ke territory and Antigua and Barbukaection 5 | examine what happened
after the demisef the online gambling whitelist. Although non-listing technigaks
governance looko be expandingn the formof increased surveillanad individual
gamblers, lists continu® play a key rolen the UK govermment’s new modebf gambling
regulation. | suggest that this confirms ttteconstitutive and mutually reinforcing natwg
black and white listastechnique®f governance, and the valagexploring them and their

racialized implications together.

Keywords: gambling; race; trust; reputation; whitelist; affect.



Letting the Right OnesIn: Whitélists, Jurisdictional Reputation, and the Racial

Dynamics of Online Gambling Regulation.

Introduction.

The proliferationof listsin the post-9/11 landscape has been much debated(eogre,
2013;De Goede, 2011; 2012; Staheli 2012; Johns, 2013). While much critical legal and
political debate has understandably concentratddll lists and blacklists, | focus heom
whitelists: classification systems and technologies that pre-authorise @csicress for
entities judgedo be safeor trustworthy. Whitelists have long been useéxpress the
sovereign grandf freedomto trade,in the formof lists of authorised companies goods.
However they have also been orientedountries and individuals. For example scholars
suchasMatthew Sparke (2008) have examined pre-cleared fretjasetr programmes
when tryingto understand dual process#heightened border surveillance same and
liberalised movement for othells. this article | examine whitelistssaffective and racialised
technique®f governanceAs | explainin Section 1, focusedn how white and blacklists
have been debatéd the UK’s Westminster parliament, whitelists warkpartby mobilizing
feelings, atmospheres, and orientations regarding trust, pride, and inclnseation 2 |
moveonto explore the racialised associative implications and seduafomkitelists. |
suggest that rade centralto the affective energgf trustworthiness mobilizebly whitelists
focusedon places. | hereby seé® contributeto a broader conversation about how race
structures- andis co-constituted through - the affective seductioh$sts that promis¢o
passon ‘good’ feelings and a sensé inclusion.

With this broader ainm mind, Section 3 of the paper introduces a case studyailed
UK whitelist designedo regulate online gambling provision. Initially many online gambling

operators were located small states, indigenous reserve territories, and offshore



jurisdictions.In partasa result, jurisdictional reputation emergesh core concerim

national attemptto regulate the cross-border provisiminonline gamblingln the example
explored here, in 2005 théK’s New Labour government announced the creaifan
territorially-focused whitelist schente regulate remote gambling, whereby regulators from
applicant jurisdictions could apptg join a whitelistof places whose regulatory standards
were judgedo match thosef the UK.If successful, gambling operators owensby the
regulatorin the whitelisted jurisdiction could legally advertise their prodtatsK

consumers.

This whitelist quickly failed. Fronits inauguratiorin late 2007 until new applications
werein effect suspendeid late 2009t covered onlyive jurisdictions.It was replaceth
2014by a system requiring operatdmsbe licensed directlio offer gambling servicet® UK
consumersln Section 4 | examine the racial dynamiaéghis short-lived whitelist, exploring
howit functionedin relationto the Kahnawa:ke territory (in Canada) and Antigoa
Barbuda. | suggest that the abandonnaétihe whitelist was fuelletly concerns that had
granted acceds places - anthy extension peoplesconsidered suspicious. Moreover the
UK’s own jurisdictional brand suffered when the whitelist enabled comptmiesve off
shoreto access lower-cost regulatory servioksa result the whitelist was quickly endéa,
part becaus# disrupted the racialized reputational hierarchies that wertfettderpin a
good regulatory regime. | cloge section Sy noting the continued rolef listing in the
UK’s online gambling regulations, suggesting the valuen-going attentivenes® the
racialised associative implications, immanemtnections, and affective appeafdistsas

governing techniques.



Section 1: The Affective Enerqgies of Whitdlistsin the UK parliamentary record.

In her typologyof listsaslegal devices, Fleur Johns argues that the vernacular and

demotic naturef listing matterdo the legal proliferatiomf the list:

"The form of the list has demotic implicationspurportsto be of a peopldat suggests

openneso its constituenciesr addressees, however groundless that impres§ion

accessibility may be. There something unremarkable about the M all make lists,

someof us every day...the thin formal connection between these devices does &eem

generate associative implications." (John, 2013, 4 emphasis)added
Likewise Urs Staheli argues tHdists pulsate with affectivenergies” (2012, 243) and
thatwe embrace theraoreadilyin part becausef their ubiquity. Specifically, lists like

‘the world’s topbeaches’ perform globalityso successfullyn part becausef “the logic of
possibly infiniteaddition” (234), and their abilityo produce virtual spaces global
connectivity. Drawingn Spivak’s theoryof parataxis- “a space where one can place
items sideby side without aonjunction” (Staheli, 2012, 238) - Staheli notes the
immanent and suppressed connections opened up via lists. This potential formgwffo
connectivity ishearguesijn part what explains their seductive power (2012,)240

To think of listsasubiquitous materializationsf affective energies, arashaving

seductive powein this way suggests the valokcloserattentivenessgo their unspoken and
visceral connections, and the way that they atteémgihannel capacities act.In turn, such
attentiveness directs our gapehe reciprocal determinatn of affect - definecsthe
atmospheres, orientations, intensities, sensual reactions, gut-feelings, and vismesdhf
seemingly exist besider beneath conscious knowing and may appear beyond articulation
(Seigworth and Gregg, 2010) - and the political. For example, Brian Massumj @01tas
described thémass affective productiorf felt threatpotential’ in the post-9/11 landscape

where menace, felt in the form of fear, makes threatantiffective realityOr as Ben



Anderson notes) anessayon state effortgo create and control moraile wartime:“The
guestionof what affectis and does can only be answebgdollowing the intricate
imbricationof different affects with variable and mutable foraigpower” (Anderson, 2010,
184; see also Clough, 2010 and Grossberg,)2010

What, then, do we already know from political debate about the imbriaztefifects
with whitelistsasa specific modalityf power?As partof a preliminary enquiry into this
guestion | collected all referenceswhitelistsin Hansard, the official recomf the
Westminster parliameimn theUK, and analysed them for what they might tell us about
atmospheres, orientations, feelings, and visceral fore@ssards undoubtedly a partial
accountf political life, and Iby no means propose this analyasa comprehensive account
of affect and whitelisting. | suggest merely that searching for how whitelis¢sk®sn
discussedn parliamenty politicians can illuminate sonw their associative implications
over time, and the key framings udmgdelite actors when justifying or contesting their tse
each other antb the public.

The term‘white-list’ first appearsn Hansardn 1829,in relationto accounts submitted
by the East India company for supplying authorisehlite-list cloth (red)’ to the British
army? However whitelists are very diverse technigakgovernance, relevant far beyond
colonial tariffs— they have been proposasdsolutionsto problemsof individual mobility

across borderscharity regulatiofy drug procuremerih the National Health Serviceand

11 used a weak grounded theory approach that aimied operto emergent categories
analysis, and that organised referertoeshitelistsby the objecof their attention (e.g.
people; countries; etc). | used qualitative software (Nvie&eep traclof the manual codes.
21829 (285) India and China trade. Papers relatinige trade with India and China,
including information respecting the consumption, prices, &adtteain foreign countries.
Journalof the Houseof Lords: volume 62: 183Pagel321.

31n 1920 a Membeof Parliament (MP) recommendé&the advisabilityof compilingan
international white lisof individuals guaranteelly their respective Governmerdsbeyond
suspicionto whom permanent passports, renewableasonable periods, might Beued”
(HC 7th June 1920 vol. 130, 76 (WA))



maritime safety. Theycanbe orientecdto individuals (asn the exemption from conscription
certificates grantetb men during the 1914-8 wdremployedn anessential proceds/ a
firm mentionedn government whitelist),companies (suchasthose who abidedy
government pay restraint policiesthe 1970%, matter (such the non-toxic valorisable waste
materials that belongash whitelists created under 1990 scrap metal regul&dions
territories (asn the gambling whitesitto be discussed below
Whitelists are often discussedHansard alongside blacklists, and hence their

relationshipto affect can not be understowdisolation. Rather, theo-constitutive naturef
black and whitelistastechnique®f governance requires thembe held togetherin order
to ascertain any differentiating role that affect appeapdayin the decision (or post-hoc
justification) for why ones deployed over the othdn 1893, for example, a parliamentary
report into strikes and lockouts summadgudicial debate about the relationship between
black and white listef workersby noting that the two wereloing indirectly precisely the
same’:

His honour: They puin the‘black list the namesf the parties that were objected to, but

suppose they had given a lidtthe men that were thought propeibe employed, would

therebe any objectiorto that?It might be called &white list,” butin factit would be

doing indirectly precisely the samagswas donen this instance directly.

Mr Wilson said that woulthe a casef separating the sheep from the goats, afigood

men and naughty me(P g4)

41n 1927 a select committee considered whether the government should publisiliatehit
registered charitie® indicate whether the public was s&desupport them. 1927 [Cmd.
2823] Committeen the Supervisiownf Charities.

® E.g.HC Deb 10 May 1954yol 527, National Health Service cc. 855-970.

6 1998/99HC 579 Maritime and Coastguard Agency. Annual report and accounts.

"HC Deb 22 February 1917pl 90, Calling up Notices. Col 1453.

8 HC Deb 13 Feb 19780l 944, Pay Policy (Government Sanctions) cc.30-171

®HC Deb 2 May 1990, vol 171, Clause 28 ProhibittsnUnauthorised Deposit, Treatment
or Disposal etof Waste. cc.1145-1154.



Sometimes politicians insist that one form of listisgnore useful than the other, either
because whitelistsf ‘good men are weak tools for changing conduct and rtedze
replacedoy government inspectiofy or because blacklistsf ‘naughty men’ are under-
inclusive!® However often they recognise the interrelated naifibdack and whitelists, and
note that a choice between the two may be basdie different affects that they seiek
mobilise and channel. For examptel919, reports from the Select CommitteePensions
described a schente create droll of honour’ for pension providers as:
“..not somuch establishing a radif honourasestablishing the fact that nimt have your
nameon that roll would be a dishonour..It is sometimes difficulto put peopleon a
black list;it is much simpleto publish a white list, because the simple fact that you are
not on that white listis almost equivalerib beingon a blackone?” (HoC Deb. 1919
vol.149 247 col.7698-9).
Three years later a government minister announcedhévaduld publish a lisof local
authorities who weren the Kings Roll for meetinganemployment quota for disablea-
serviceman. When urged insteadgrovide a blacklisbf those who weraot meeting the
guota, he invoked awarenaxfthe atmospheres and feelings produogdhitelistsasa
key partof their seductie power:
Dr. MacNamaraNo doubtmy hon. Friené? will see the paper, artte will see whether

his own local authoritys onit or not. He knows whato doin that event, anddm quite

0 E g.in a 1909 debate about preventing sweated labour Sir Charles Dilke characterised
whitelistsas‘“a philanthropic ladie’ failure” (col 2064), arguing that research and inspection
by government must take priorithC Deb 26th March 19090l 2 Sweated Industries Bill.
cc.2061-2129.

11 E.g.in 1915 Parliament debated prohibiting trade with persbesiemy nationality (HC

Deb 15th December 1918pl 76, Trading With the Enemy (Extension) Bill cc.2165-2195).
The government proposegdoublesystem’ of black and whitelists for firms. The opposition
pressed foanexpanded whitelist instead, claiming titatvould establish stricter control and
require express permissitmbe grantedo specified individualsqgc. 2186).

12 ‘HonourableFriend’ is the term usetb address other MRs the Housef Commons.



surehewill make such representatiomthe local authorityf their name does not appear
and will secure the appeararafehis namen the next white list. (HC Deb 26th April
1922,vol 153,cc 687).

In part whats significant about these referendedlack and whitelistgs the fact that
they overlapsomuch. Preventative and authorising power are intertwined such that one form
of the listcanbe ‘almost equivalent’ to the other. Thiss not surprising: both formsf the list
offer special treatment based accumulated reputational capital after all. However the
examples also confirm that the affective dimensiblisting is crucial, especiallyo the
perceptiorof thetechnique’s proportionality. Typically whitelists appear a fairer, more
moderate and indirect technique for changing conthan blacklistsin part because they
rely on and helpo passon ‘good’ feelings, atmospheres, and orientations around trust, pride,
and inclusion. Although they involve the shame and dishoofooot being included, and
this way mirror blacklists, they concurrently invoke positive desires for recognition of
trustworthiness. Hence whitelists invite public participatiotwo directions simultaneously:
pridein those included and indirect censoféhose not listed. Thelemotic implications’
(Johns, 2013)f this formof the list therefore seem especially strong since we, the people,
are not only invitedo celebrate those featured the list, butwe also know whato do with
the absent entitiesve spurn thermasuntrustworthyln short whitelists appe&o be a
particularly important manifestatiasf the reciprocal relationship between affect and the
political, because they seducea way that promises public participation and sesfecal
point for intensely-sensed gut-feelings about what, and who, can be placéolewsott other

in celebration without a conjunction.



Section 2: Listing as a Racialised Affective Practice.
In the remaindeof this article | seeko elaborateon the reciprocal relationship between

affect and the politicaby exploring the racialised associative implications, immanent
connections, and seductiooswhitelists. Lists have been k&yprocessesf racialization
(how dominant groups construct racialized othershany places. The bureaucratic
administratiorof racial hierarchy has sometimes explicitly rele@dists asa key
classification technique: examples include the Leadudations listof mandate countrie®
be administeredly colonial powers (Anghie, 2005); and the o$distsin the mundane
bureaucracyf organizing ragt violence (Bauman, 20Q01Even when not explicitly framed
asabout administrationf race, many manifestation$ blacklisting have been racially and
ethnically targeted. The targetingUS black and Jewish activists the McCarthy era anti-
communist blacklistss a key example (Stabile, 201 &kis the targetingof Muslims for
unspecified suspicious behavioumsCIA kill lists (International Human Rights and Conflict
Resolution Clinic and Global Justice Clinic, 2012).

We know somewhat less about the railevhitelistsasracialized techniquesf
governance, although in recent yeiar&urope considerable critical attention has been paid
to the racialised ways which ‘safe country of origihlists block the cross-border
movementof asylum seekers from some countries (van Houtum, 201€jct thisis the
topic most often associated with the teérmhite lists ‘in Hansardln the UK, creationof a list
of countries designateasnot givingriseto a serious riskf persecution occurred 1995,
and was introducedsa measuréo expedite deniabf asylum claims. Discussiarf race was
(and still is)central to debate about this list was endorsedy one Conservative ministas
a move towardsfirm but fair immigration controif we areto maintain our recordf good
racerelations” (Mr Howard;HC Deb 20 Nov 1995yol 267, cc.338)In contrast a Labour
MP calledit “one of the nastiest pieces proposed legislation that | have seen since | entered

the House.. | amsure thatt will greatly damage race relatioimsthis country” (Neil



GerrardHC Deb 11 Dec 199540l 268, cc. 783). Significantly, the expamsof the whitelist
underBlair’s the New Labour government was explicitly condemimgdeveral MPs and
Lordsasa toolin the administratiomof racialised immigration policy, and a number spoke
the ‘r-word” and the‘race card’ to explain why some countries remadon it despite well-
documented human rights abusés.

What, thoughpf government whitelisting practices that are not explicitly fraimed
politiciansasabout the administratioof race, where Hansard records contain no references
to the ‘r- word’ or the ‘race-card? How mightwe better understand how these lists may also
work to channel racialized affex2 This requires, firstly, attentivenetsthe waysn which
race saturates understandings and experi@iceisat ‘we’ desire and fear, politically and
legally. As Sara Ahmed argues, affects carsheky’, attachingo ideas, objects, and places
which then accumulate more valagthey circulate (Ahmed, 2010, 29). Despite the common
tendencyto attribute affect$o a person, objectr place, attribution dependsn a
retrospective causality which quickly converts iatoanticipatory causality (Ahmed, 2010,
40): some objects, people, and places acquire associations, atmospheres and values derived
from dominant discourses and practices that impart lessons about what, arstevfeared,
trusted, loathedyr desired. Bodies, objects, and placasbeanalluring promise®r
dangerous threats, but rfmt happenstanc&What is aptto cause pleasuiis already judged
to begood” (Ahmed, 2010, 41). Conversely some bodies, objects, and places are presumed
be the origirof bad feeling, creating awkwardness and disturbing the atmosphere (Ahmed,
2010, 38-9). Among her examplessuch bodiet theUK context are the angry black
woman, and thenmigrant who will not give up racism@sa wayof understanding his pain.

Neithercanbe understood outsidaf wider racialized discourses national good feeling,

13 See E.gHC Deb 11 Dec 19950l 268, Asylum and Immigration Bill, 699-8G8 712;HL
Deb 31 March 2003;0l 646; Asylum (Designated States) Order 2003 cc.1114-1127, Lord
Dholakia 1119.

10



and both mushbe madeto feel differentlyif ‘collective’ happinesss to be secured. Affects
not only‘stick’ to bodies, objects and places differently basedace, then, but the
judgments involvedh discerning good from bad atmospheres, feelings, tastes, smells,
sounds, and orientations are racialized. Hence wiaapproach listasmaterialization®f
affective energies, relianin immanent, suppressed and visceral connectiasyust
consider the rolef racialized affect&n the unspoken conjunctions they stage.
Secondlyjt is necessaryo enquire into how listing practices oriedto places
(rather than, for examplé& individualsor substances) carry, and produce, racialized affects.
Many formsof whitelisting are focusedn territories and jurisdictions, including
aforementioned the asylum list and the gambling list that forms the caseasttiig frticle.
Approaching these types whitelistasracialized affective practices requires attentivetess
the territorial dimensionsf racism, ando the racialised feelings and sensations assigged
different groupgo different places (Razack 2002; Peake and Ka#my002; McKittrick
2007; Nayak 2011As Anne Bonds puts it:
“Races and racisms are forgeéw place, and processefracialization are fundamentally
spatialized. That is, the saipractices and ideologies treimate assumptions about races
and that structure systemic inequalities betwssethefined racial groups are operationalized

through spatiatelations” (Bonds 2013, 399).

For example scholars have long argued that colonial understandiingsdom, self-
government, and independence were reliant uponcaodnstituted through, racialised
distinctions between civilised and savage places (Said 1978; Anghig R@0&ding via the
myth that conquered land was uninhabibethhabitedby peoples deemdaly colonising

powersto lack the atmosphew laws and governancé.

14 See inter alia Watson, 2008 Australia and Razack, 20@? Canada.
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In the lightof such insights, | suggest that attenti@mbe usefully directedo how
race structures ans co-constituted through the affective seductiohsvhitelists not
explicitly targetecon the administratiomf race.In particular, laminterestedn the sortsof
whitelist that involve place-based judgements about trustworthiness, becauseéol wish
explore the role that whitelists may pliaypassing on, intensifyin@r interrupting the
racialized affectivéstickiness’ of places and peoplels sodoing by no means intentb
reduce racéo the representational metaphoric (Mahtani 2014; McKittrick 2007; Nayak
2011). In contrasin what follows | aimto trace the materiaksultsof racialized affective

practices manifesh lists that are about sorting trustworthy from untrustworthy places.

Section 3: Online Gambling and the Creation of the UK Whitelist

To develop these ideas, | focus the remaimdé¢ine papeon the affective politics and
racial dynamic®f theUK’s online gambling whitelist. Although this has received nowhere
near the public and medaiention giverto the asylum whitelisty is a pertinent recent
exampleof whitelisting andcanbe helpfulin better understanding listirasa racialised
affective practice.

Historically gambling contrain many countries has been heavily spatialized and,
relatedly, racialized and class stratified. Critical gambling scholars baxgekto pay
attentionto the whereof gambling law, especially the racially uneven geographiefs
enforcement with regar gambling prohibitiond® For examplén the UK the 1906 Street
Betting Act imposed strict limitationsn the public presencaf somepeople’s gambling

(Chinn, 1991). Non-white, Irish, and working classple’s athome and intra-community

15 E.g. see Morton (2003 the harassmemf Chinese gambletsy Vancouver police;
Chazkel (2011pnthe prosecutionf poor and often black jogo de bicho player&io; and
Haller (1991)on the racialised historgf criminalizing buckateering theUS.

12



play was sometimes criminalised (including witeoccurred for mutual aid purposes) while
gambling among wealthier groups could legally ogéoysublic forms, including prestigious
races where national and imperial identity were performed (Cassidy, 2002) widreralso
sporadic panics oveforeign’ gamblingin the twentieth century, including crackdowors
sellersof Irish lottery tickets (Huggins, 2003), and raaspai kau playersin London?®
However, the rapiéxpansionof on-line gambling altered this conversatiabout the
whereof gambling lawln late 1996 there were estimatede 15 websites accepting
wagerspy 2012 there were over 2500 (Williams, Wood and Parke, 201, 20.10 Global
Betting and Gaming Consultants estimated the revenue genbkyaiatine gamblingo be
aroundUs $29.3 billion, up from $7.4 billiom 2003 (Williams, Wood and Parke, 2012, 7).
Moreover, e-gamblings transnational, with providers and players often locatetifferent
jurisdictions. The 2412 online gambling websites ligiadhe industry site casino-city
August 201lwere ownedby 665 companies and operate/4 jurisdictions (Williams, Wood
and Parke, 2012, 6ln particula, Internet gambling &sbeen closely associated with small
states, indigenous territories, and offshore jurisdictibndanuary 1996 InterCasino (based
in Antigua) became the first casitmaccept a wager onlinen 1996 and 1997 other small
states began licensimg hosting online gambling, including Netherlands Antilles, Turks and
Caicos, Dominican Republic, Grena&Kitts and Nevis, Costa Rica, Belize, and Panama.
In February 1997 the CoedrAlene tribe launche@n online lotteryin Idaho.In 1998
Gibraltar started offering licenses for online gambling operators, folldyeide
Kahnawa:ke territoryn 1999 (Williams, Wood and Parke, 2012, 3) and thedEMannin

2000 (Pilling and Bartlett, 2012, 52).

16 promptedby a panic about British players funding the Irish republic via the Irish Hospital
sweepstakan 1934 the Betting and Lotteries Act prohibited the purclo&s$ereign lottery
tickets, the advertisingf foreign lotteries, and the sendiafjtickets through the post
(Huggins, 2003, 36). Pai kau players were targeted for prosecution throughout thbyl970s
the London metropolitan police. See, e.g. 1972-73 Cmnd. p3373.

13



This arrangemendf the industry- especially the key early rot# small states,

indigenous nations, and offshore jurisdictions - fed directly intdJKeovernment’s
decisionto create a territorially-focused whitelist schetneegulate remote gamblintn an
attemptto liberalise and modernise the legislative framework governing gambling, the New
Labour government undertook a comprehensive resfegambling law. This culminateid
the Gambling Act 2005, which relaxed many barrtersind-based gamblingcivity and
provided for expansioaf remote gambling provision. The government believediiat
establishing a licensing systeor bnline gambling they would attract foreign operators and
establish th&JK asa world leadeim the new sector. Only operators who located key remote
gambling equipmerih theUK needed a remote operating license, however. With reégard
operators located outside tb, the Act created a new criminal offenafeadvertising
foreign gambling (s. 331). This was definadhe explanatory notes as:

“gambling which either physically takes plaea non-European Economic Atéatate

(e.g. a casin Australia),or gamblingby remote means whidbk not regulatedby the

gambling lawof any EEA state. For the purpos#ghis section, Gibraltas treatedasif

it isanEEA state, which will allow gambling operators baseibraltarto advertise

their servicesn the UnitedKingdom....It will be opento the Secretary of State, however,

to make regulations specifying countries or places whichiabe treated as though they

wereEEA states for the purposes of this section. The effect of this witl pet any

advertising of gambling taking plagethat country or place outside the scope of the

offence’ (Gambling Act, 2005, 818; emphasis added).

17 EEA states are contracting partieshe 1992 Agreemerin the European Economic

Area.

14



To this effect the Secretary of State developed a whitelisting schemgfyiag nonEEA
jurisdictions that couldbe treatedasif they were EEA states and from which operators could
legally advertise gambling UK consumers.
The premisef the scheme was that regulatory standardghitelisted jurisdictions

would matchUK standards, and hence tifabperators were bas@usuch places there
would be better control mechanisms for notorious industry-wide problemsasnoh-
paymentof winnings; theftof deposits; cheating; software malfunctions; money laundering;
underage gambling; and problem gambling. The Department for Culture Media and Sport
which took lead responsibility for gambling under the 2005 Act - published cotetiee
whitelist which:

“include certain requiremenisa respecbf fair tax, and jurisdictions are assesead

whether they follow the same core values which underpin the British relgimesessing

applications for théwhite list’, jurisdictions must also demonstrate that they have the

capacity, technical and regulatory ability, and political impetus negessanforce the

regulations” (DCMS, 2011, 7).
The whitelist thus reflected and projected into the world - th&’s senseof its high and
values-driven domestic regulatory standaedsyell asits senseof itself asa trustworthy
adjudicatorof other countrie’sfairness, capacity, ability, and political will.

Crucially, however, the whitelist failed reliably perform this adjudicative role. Its

demise was abrupt: was fully operative for under two years and covdrgthe end only
five jurisdictions. Gibralir was alreadyn the Gambling Act 200&sanexception- even
thoughin 2000it had been identifiedy the OECDasoneof 35 jurisdictions that met the
technical criteriaof a tax haven (Zborowska, Kingma, and Brear, 2012,18@ugust 2007,
just before the Act came into effect, the SecretdiState specified that Alderney and the

Isle of Mannbeincluded (DCMS 2007} even though both offered a zero rateorporation

15



tax for e-gaming companies and hence were dubiouso$itésr tax.” In January 2008
Tasmania was added the whitelist (DCMS 2008a)n October 2008, after having been
refused entryo the whiteliston its first attempt, the Secretaoy State proposetb add
Antigua and Barbuda (DCMS 2008t that point, the whitelisting system stalled. Although
the government won the vobe the amended lish November 2008, there was considerable
dissent within the committee charged with approving additiotise list and the Gambling
Commission (the body establisheedregulate gambling under the 2005 Act) suspended new
applications shortly thereaften April 2009.In 2010 he DCMS launched a consultatiam
remote gambling regulation, and advise@011 that the whitelidie abolished. The minister
charged with overseeing gambling wishedeturn authorising, inspections, and enforcement
power backo the UK, under a system where the Gambling Commission would base
licensing decisions around the British consumer rather than the lootiue operator
(DCMS, 2011, 18). The subsequent Gambling (Licensing and Advertising) Bill, introguced
2013, received royal assentMay 2014. This repealed section 3¥lthe 2005 Act,

“removing the offenceof advertising foreign gambling and, consequently, the distinction

between EEA andwhite list” countries, and non-EAA jurisdictions. Instead, all

operators who hold Gambling Commission remote licencedwibleto advertiseo

British consumers, regardlesbwhere the operators asesed.” (HC Deb 5 Nov 2013,

vol 570, col 126, Helen Grant Under-Secretairptate for Culture, Media and Sport).
After anunsuccessful legal challenge from Gibratfahe whitelist and the automatic
right of EEA statedo have their licenses recognised for the purpo$éise UK market

was phased oum September 2014.

181n June 2014 the Gibraltar regulatory authority launched a legal chattetigenew
licensing scheme, on the grounds thatolated Art 560f the EU treaty with regardo the
free movemenof goods and services.
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Section 4: The Racial Dynamics of the Whitelist: Jurisdictional
Trustworthiness and the Declining UK Brand in Europe.

Many factors account for the rise and faflthe gambling whitelist, including tax
strategy, consumer protection fears, and a general tasmaional level licensingn a point
of consumption principlen other European countries. Howeweis impossibleto understand
the demseof this whitelist without attentioto how it worked- and failedto work — asa tool
in the racialised designatiaf jurisdictional reputation. Trust and reputation are cruoial
the jurisdictions that specialige internet gambling. By 2005, when the whitelist was
conceived, severalf the small states that had pioneered the hosfingernet gambling
operations had been trying “reshape and promote themselvasreputable jurisdictions,
which regulate, control, and supervise their servicepantilcts” (Zborowska, Kingma, and
Brear 2012, 86). For example, drawimgresearch into reputational risk and organisational
legitimacy andbn work showing that truss centralto the social constructioof places,
Zborowska, Kingma, and Brear (2012) have explored how officiaBbraltar worked
closely with a small numbef internetgambling companieto craft a regulatory regime that
would improve the reputatioof both te jurisdiction and the sector. The 2005 Gibraltar
Gambling Act created a new body, the Gambling Commissioners, with odertgure that
holdersof licenses conduct themselves such a mannexsto maintain the good reputation
of Gibraltar’ (Zborowska, Kingma, and Brear, 2012, 94). Zborowska, Kingma, and Brear
conclude that Gibraltas an excellent examplef how regulatory bargaining between the
industry and off-shore regulators aitosestablish trusn both,assafe and reputable (85-87).

This analysiof risk, trust, and jurisdictiors an important reminder that the
reputationsof offshore hosts and internet gambling operators are intertwined. towésttto
it anattentivenest race that may help us explain why some small formerly colonised spaces
could redeem their reputations for safietyhe eyesof Westminster, and others - always and

already - could not. Consideratiohthe way that whitelisting impacted the Kahnawa:ke
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territory and Antigua and Barbudwinstructivein this regard. The first was denied ertty
the whitelist. The second was includadhe whitelist, and this inclusion was a key reason
why the list vasdiscontinued. Closer examinatiohhow the list functioneth these
instances confirms the centrali racial dynamics$o whitelisting practices, since
fundamentally the abandonmaeaitthe whitelist was fuelletly concerns that had granted
accesdo territories that could not prove their trustworthindsghe wrong places andby
extension the wrong people - could gatthe whitelist, the virtual spaa# connectivity that

it created was awkward, uncomfortable, and disturbing and the list itself became suspect.

The Whitelist and the Fight for Jurisdictional RecogniiioiKahnawa:ke.

In January 2008 thgK government refused two applications for whitelist status from
regulatorsof First Nations gaming activities located Canada, one subrttute
Kahnawa:ke Gaming Commission behalfof the Kahnawa:ke territory (in Québec), and
one submittedby the Alexander First Nation (in Alberta). Both First Nations contest federal
and provincial controbf gaming activity conductedn their territory, and both assert
sovereign treaty right® independently determine community-appropriate economic
development strategies which include gambling (Belanger, 2012; Belanger araoi/illi
2011).In 1996 the Mohawk coundih Kahnawé:ke established the Kahnawa:ke Gambling
Commission (KGC}o research the benefitd hostinganinternet gambling site, pursuant
provisionsof the Kahnawa:ke Gaming Law (Belanger, 2012, 316). In M&%wk Internet
Technologies was establishiexdhost online gambling sites servers locatedn
Kahnawa:ke land (Belanger, 2012, 316). The KGC proclaimedt tbfiered robust
regulation, pursuing a strategf/jurisdictional trust-building that would latbe usedin
Gibraltar.It used Price Waterhouse Coopasauditors (Belanger 2012, 319), and

approached other jurisdictions for help with drafting regulatory provisions, consulting with
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the former directoof the New Jersey Division of Gaming, and drawimgQueensland’s
Interactive Gambling (Player Protection) Act, 1998.

By early 2007, Kahnawa:ke was tiwerld’s largest hosof online gambling sites
(Belanger, 2012, 319t offered low fees and good hosting and bandwith capacitiest and
was the only major provider left the North American market after thks clamped down
on internet gambling siteis the Caribbean (Belanger, 2012, 319). Howeévelanuary 2008
theUK’s Gambling Commission revealed tlitahad refusedahnawa:ke’s application for
whitelist inclusion No reasons were given. AccorditmYale Belanger, who has written
extensivelyon gambling debateis the region, Kahnawa:ke officials believed that Québec
officials had assessed their operations unfavourably, and thaKtkecbhsideratiorof the
application had been biasby Canadian objections (Belanger, 2012, 324)Kahnawa:ke
Grand Chief Michael Delisl@r underscored, there was a strong sefigksconnect between
the decision, and the work that ti&C had donen establishing a strong regulatory regime:

“despite being the first jurisdictiomo accept and implement the world-recognized
eCOGRA standartf, the implementatioof a mandatory continuous compliance policy,
and our consistent enforcemerfitwhat may well be theorld’s most stringent due
diligence program, our name has not been atlldte UK’s exclusive WhitdList”
(quotedin Belanger, 2012, 324).
Exclusion from the list materially harmed the online gambling s&ctibiis territory.
In the aftermattof the failed whitelist application and negatlv& media coveragef some

cheating incident$ Kahnawa:ke’s customer based declined rapidly. Between 2007 and 2011

19 The e-Commerce and Online Gaming Regulation and Assurance (eCOGRA), certifying
online sites that were judgéa meet high standards for prompt payments, safe data storage,
random games, honest advertising, and responsible gaming practices (Williams,ntood a
Parke, 2012, 20).

20 Hence lamnot arguing that the failed whitelist application caused the deolithe

territory’s internet gambling alone. The jurisdiction was seriously haim@807 when one
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there was a 50% drap business (Belanger, 2012). But inclus@mthe whitelist was- of
course- about more than gambling. As Belanger statfi@sfight for territorial and economic
sovereigntyis intimately tiedto Kahnawa:ké battle for international legitimacy, the lattsr
which tied directlyto the UK White Listapproval” (Belanger, 2012, 325). Approval would
have signaled not just the trustworthinegthe official regulatory body, but acceptarute
the jurisdictionassuch. Conversely exclusion from the list was a loWahnawa:ke’s
struggle for self-determination and international recognitionot only signaled suspicion
around upholding standardsalso confirmed that the territory did not rightly beldoghe
category of the potentially listable - a jurisdictibmthis way the whitelist played a rale
passingon and confirming the racialized affectitickiness’ of indigenous placegsempty

of legitimate governance (Watson 2009).

Mistrust and HeMajesty’s Government: Antigua and Barbuda and the breatdrihe

whitelist.

The inclusiorof Antigua and Barbuda provides further insights into the racial
dynamicsof the UK online gambling whitelist! The reasons for the Gambling Commission's
decisions about whether countries were admittete list were not made public. However

after Antigua and Barbuda were admittedthe second attempt, the parliamentary

of its licensed companies was fingdanillegal gambling casan the Québec Supreme Court
(Belanger 2012, 321), and simultaneously the KGC was haogneidhly-publicisedJS —
based cheating scandals involving compaitibad licensed. But again the publicity given
these scandals can ram understood outsidef the racialised struggle for international
legitimacyin which they are embedded. Software-aided cheatrgayersis a widespread
problemin the e-gaming sector, especialypoker.KGC had a robust response involving
the largest ever reimburseméaiplayers,in land basedr online gambling (Belanger, 2012,
325), and a demand falS authoritieso prosecute th&JS-based cheats involvedS
authorities did not prosecute.

21 Onthe need for attentivenessindigeneity alongside anti-Black racism vitteritical race
geography see, inter alia, Mahtani (2014, 363).
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committee charged with approving the amended list debatedrbkision.In that publicly
available debate, theis evident a clear worry that the whitelist has made the wrongaforts
connections. Politicians exm®fear, suspicion, and concern about the lackternational
respect accordei Antigua and Barbuda and the poor regulatory reputétialtegedly
commands. For example Conservatide Tony Baldry objectedb the revised lisbn the
following grounds:
“In a previous incarnation | was a junior Minisitethe Foreign Office, where past my
brief was the West Indies and Atlantic Departméntwere askedo summarise the
briefing that | had from officials for Antigua, | could doin six words:the Bird
family,?2 drugs and corruption lf (Labour membersf the committee) are happy
allow their constituentt be involvedn internet gambling with a country which |
suspect does not command a huge amolrgspect foits regulatory regimes around
theworld, thatis a matter fothem...l amwilling to predict thain a fewmonths’ time or
a fewyears’ time there will be serious regrets about having allouctitizensto be
preyed uporby internet gambling companies registenedntigua. Becausthe burden
of proof must be on Ministeite demonstrate that the regulatory regiméntigua will
be sufficient for the purpose, and as Antigua has never matadedhat for the benefit
of Her Majesty’s Governmentye should vote against the statutamgtrument’ (Third
Delegated Legislation Committee, Gambling Act 2005 (Advertisirigoreign
Gambling) (Amendment) (No.2) Regulations 2008, 3 Feb 2009, Tony Baldry col 12
emphasis added).
Baldry’s strong faithin his knowledgeof the regulatory regime basedn briefings from

foreign office civil servants before the 2005 Gambling Act was drafted himto

22 The Bird family were voted oum 2004, replacetly Baldwin Spencer who raon ananti-
corruption ticket.
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recommend voting against tk®mmission’s amended list. A liberal democrat membgthe
committee was alsoworried about our laclof knowledge about thaitirisdiction’s ability to
regulate éfectively” (Don Foster, col 4), but he urged intensified regulatory monitoring
instead.

Eventually the committee votedi®4 to support the adapted regulations, after
Ministerial assurances that adheret@weegulatory standards would (now) be properly tested
with visitsto whitelist regulators. However, the white list appedcedever recover from the
reputational damage inflictdaly the decisiorio include these islands within the grooifp
jurisdictions judgedo be sufficiently trustworthy, anitl was abandoned shortly thereafter.
As Baldry putit, enough was already known from post-colonial circofitgovernance about
Antigua’s inability to command respeat the UK, and demonstrate trustworthinessier
Majesty. When the list ruptured these racialized understandfrjggsdictional reputatioiso
directly, by placing Antigua and Barbuda alongside places as&iderney and the Islef
Mann, it prompted warning calls which charged the atmosphere with suspicion and worry.
The liberals called for more information, the conservatives for immediate, jptigerdenial
of accesso the marketn the faceof menace- but the negative orientations stuck. The

whitelist was senset have failed.

Self-lmage and th&K’s Declining Brand.

Sofar, | have elucidated the racialized fears, worries, and suspiciongetteat
manifestin political debates about the online gambling whitelist. However, initially the
whitelist also held out a promise: that the UK would becamattractive site for remote
gambling operatort locate their businesses. Heriicss importantto briefly explore the
shifting seductionsf the listasa (failed) projectiorof theUK’s own racialized sensé

itself asa neutral, fair arbitesf the trustworthinessf others.
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The 2005 Gambling Act and the associated whitelist were fatgdimeof New
Labour hope and optimism about Europke Blair government assumed that gambling
markets would open and that foreign online gambling providers would thisete their
operationsn theUK in orderto access all member statést offered licenses and
regulation?® However, the gamble proved misplaced. The over-estimated the val its
jurisdictional brand, setting gambling taxes for remote operators basgubreat 15% of
gross gambling revenue. MdsK operators left for whitelisted jurisdictions with lowar
non-existent taxes, amob foreign providers movem (Williams, Wood and Parke, 20L2As
one gambling commentator cautioned, this was a lassiie need for moranodest
expectationsfrom governments the ageof transnational provision, given the fact that
other respected regulatory regimes were offering their jurisdictional servicesneaay
(Forest, 2012, 42). MoreoveElJ member states hdbeir rightsto protect domestic
consumers from cross-border gambling providers recogbigéte European Coudf
Justice(Haberling, 2012)

As anxiety increased about the declinirgue of the UK’s jurisdictional brand,

UK politicians cast douliin the respectabilitpf European rivals, particularly termsof
their abilityto protect consumerés the DCMS put it:The Gambling Commissiois aware
of new and emerging European jurisdictions where online gambling sites hawve beg
targeting British consumers and where Métle is known about the levelf regulation and
consumeprotection...” Concern about EEA operatoihat do not havenindependent
regulatoror a robust systeraf gamblingregulation” (DCMS, 2011, 15) was repeatedthe

draft bill put before Parliameim 2013to abolish the whitelisBy then‘grey sites’ in Europe

23 This assumption was understandable; betv@€6and 2008 the European Commission had infringement
proceedings underway agaii&tmember states, requesting informationgambling legislatiorto seeif
restrictions were compatible with tB« treaty (Pilling and Bartlett, 20183).

23



— especially operators basednew accession states - had become akjetential risk for
UK consumers rather than a potential revenue stream for the exchequer.

To sum up, in adjudicating reputations for fairness, core values, capacity, ability, and
political will the gambling whitelist both reflected and played a molproducing racialised
orderirgsof the world. The list had clear demotic implications. In 2005 &hé in
Westminster thought knew which territories could demonstrate trustworthinessjtamas
confident that the list would enhance the valtithe UK’s jurisdictional brand and project
the UK’s regulatory reputation worldwide. But insteagroduced some awkward
connections. In one cagdetin a jurisdiction that was always senseimenacing. Moreover
the neighbours - backdxy the ECJ- wentin the opposite directioto the UK, towards
intensified national licensing regimes. Likewise companiestatsbop around for
jurisdictions used the whitelish avoidUK tax.Europe’s trustworthiness then also became
suspect, especially with regaxmnew accession states about which there was either
inadequate knowledge confirm safety, or enough presumed background knowlaxige
always justify suspicion. Ultimategn atmospheref doubt and threat permeated the
whitelist itself,asinstrument, and was no longer viablasa mechanisnof sorting the

trustworthy from the dangerouft. had proved unsettling, amohadto be replaced.

Section 5: The Future of Racialised Affective Practicesin Online gambling Regulation.
If jurisdictional reputation and trustworthiness watthe hearbf the racialised
associative implications, immanent connections, and affective apgfehésgambling
whitelist, whatis to be madeof the fact thatt has been abolished? part, this confirms the
valueof attentivenesto other wayf governing trust and responsibility, beyond listilrg.

particular, consumer protectianthe express rationale for thiK’s new regulatory
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approachin part for strategic reasofSWith the policy problem definealsthe needo

protect vulnerable consumers from online exploitation, individuals are ti@hgreasingly
become the targeff regulation via new technologie$ player surveillance that have
proliferated elsewhere. Examples include hotmdglity checks that suspend play, operative
in Malta and Swede(Haberling, 2012; Jonsson, 2012), and other forms of player tracking
and predictive analytics for risky play (Williams, Wood and Parke, 2012TB&)UK’s

shadow minister for culture media and sport has publically supported such measures (e.g
Clive EffordHC Deb 5 Nov 2013yol 570, col 131-2).

As many observers have notedjssue with these new technologisshe desire for
pre-emptive identificatiof ‘problem’, ‘problematic’, or ‘disordered” gamblers who are not
yetsuch (Nicoll, 2012; Reith, 20Q.7Alone, listingis aninadequate technique for suah
expansive focus becauseavould identify the problem too late (see Amoore, 2013jva,
very different context). For the purpossshis article,it is significant that new player
monitoring technologies relgn— and reshape existing understandings irresponsibility,
vulnerability, and addiction that have heavily racialised associativecatipins. For example
FionaNicolls” work shows that campaigns against electronic gambling madhidesstralia
have clearly racialised effects (2012; 2)3@ith indigenougpeople’s play likelyto be
pathologizedy policymakers. Attentiomo the racialised effectsf new, post-Whitelist
player surveillance measurnsghus a key priority.

However,it is also importanto note that some forndf listing have continued after
the whitelist ended, and that attenttorthe racial politicof listing asaspecific techniqueof

governance remains important. For example many MPs called for expandgdelse

24 Ministers repeatedly affirmed that thidl vasabout consumer protecti¢alegitimate
ground for restricting access national gambling markets European layy not tax (e.gHC
Deb 5 Nov 2013yol 570, col 126). Several MPs expressed incredatitiis claim- see e.g.
HC Deb 5 Nov 2013, vol 570 Phillip Daviescol 139.
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exclusion lists for online gambling, modelled land-based gambling practices where
operators maintain a lisf customers who requestbe excluded from their venues. One
priority for the new licensing regime appetr®e the roll outof anonline gambling self-
exclusion list: at a May 2014 Westminster policy forome-gambling, where businesse
lawyers, industry consultants, and politicians debated post-whitelist arrangememtsasthis
the key areaf consensus.

In addition, Internet Service Provider blockiteform of blacklisting for unlicensed
sites) has increasea some European jurisdictions that have embraced national licensing,
including Italy, Germany, France, Belgium, Netherlands, Estonia, and De(ifidé&rling,
2012). The UK's Gambling Commission have agteerteate a kitemark scher(eepublic
displayof approved status thaanbe thoughtof asa formof whitelist) to demonstrate that
anoperator has been licensedffer gamblingto UK residents, bun addition Ministers are
considering financial services and ISP blockimgthe Hansard debates over the 2013
Gambling (Licensing and Advertising) Bill, some MPs endorsed these enthusiastszlly
route forward (eg Effor¢HC Deb 5 Nov 2013yol 570).

Indications thusuggest that listing has not been eclipasd governance technique.
Rather,asexpected from the Hansard recone, see the continuing relationality black and
white listing orientedo multiple targets and levets governance. When a territorially-
focused whitelist fagd the regulator turnedk part,to preventative power via ISP and
financial services blocks and self-exclusion lists, iangartto operator-level formsf the
whitelist, suchaskitemarkson websites. Listing may have beexscaled, moving from the
jurisdictionto the operator and the individual playebutit has not been superceded.

The significancef this rescaling for our broader analysis of the racialised associative
implications, immanent connections, and affective appdisting is hardto determine. The

regulatory regime has still not crystalised into a coherertfsates, and hm cautious about
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using this one exampla the whitelistasevidence for broader conclusiansany case.
Certainlywe might usefully direct attentioto how racialized affects may permette
atmospheres, feelings, and sensdfesafetyin new kitemarked spaces$ safe play, antb
whether the inter-twiningf operator and jurisdictional reputation will unravel now that the
racialized reputationf host jurisdictions isin the faceof it, far less relevartb judgements
about operator trustworthiness. But | would wager that the territorial dimernsgicgEsm

will remain relevantn adapted formsf the list that purporto be orientedo things other

than places. This not least becaugbe reversabf New Labour’s decisionto allow
outsourcing of operator licensitg selected jurisdictions wasmuch aboutWestminster’s
self-imageasit was about the racializeédutside.” In scrapping the whitelist politicians and
civil servants have reaffirmed tlK asultimate arbiteof trustworthiness, with no space
held open for inclusioof other placeaspotential equals. The poirgnot that territorial
racismis now less relevant, but rather that the whitelist was abandormedit becausi
disrupted the racialized reputational hierarchies that wertofeitderpin a good regulatory
regime. There was such anxiety and suspicion generated when (some) ateplaiged a
rolein ordering‘good’ feelings, atmospheres, and orientations around trust, pride, and
inclusion that the list ultimately failemsa classifying device. Far from suggesting that the
spatial dimensionef racism are lessening importance, thenn this instance the closing
down of a territorially-based whitelist suggests precisely the opposite. Whesiteést
worked and wheit failedit can provide lessons about the race card, even when politicians

never clainto pull it from the pack.

Conclusion.
In this paper | have outlined the early stagkean approacko whitelisting that

involves a focusn affect, and racial dynamics. While whitelists are not the only fafrm

powerin which racialized affects mattat,is usefulto attendto their specificityasa
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technique for crafting racial orderingsthe world. To the extent that whitelists purport
classify trust, worthiness, and reputation, and organise collective feelipgde, they
promiseto hold open space for recognitiohinclusion and safety rather than merely
entrench thémass affective productiaof felt threatpotential’ (Massumi, 2010, 61). They
are thus important sites for the exploratafrseductive power (Staheli, 2012).

Moreover, whitelisting can play a key rotepassing on, confirmingyr interrupting the
racialized affectivéstickiness’ of places and peoplds particular, | have suggested that
understanding whitelis@sracialized affective practices may require attentivetetdse
territorial dimension®f racism, ando the racialised feelings and sensations assigged
dominant groupto different placesln the example explored here, ti&’s online gambling
whitelist of approved jurisdictions emerged out of, was dependent upoim padco-
produced colonially-structured racialised distinctions between trustworthy and suspicious
places and peoples. The whitelist managed the distinction between thosdhaaqgeslified
asjurisdictionsin the first place and those that did not, with clear material consequences.
Moreover he abandonmentf the whitelist was in part relatedits failure to classify the
world accordingo Westminster's assumptions. It was delegitimisguart becausi
allowed for awkward connectionis, part because workedso poorly as a modalitgf
projecting British vitality and power.

To point this ouis notto suggest a functionalist readingaffect and the politicef
lists, where atmospheres, orientations, and capamtes were mechanistically
mobilisedor manipulatedy elites.It is simplyto follow through one examplaf how
“lists pulsate with affectivenergies” (Staheli, 2012, 243), and how the placaigtems
sideby side without conjunctionsanrely on syppressed racialized connectiohss to

offer anearly study of how racialised affects are imbricated with dists specific
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techniqueof power— andof how that techniquef powercanfail whenit is sensedo

create awkwardness and disturb the atmosphere.

29



Works Citec?®

Ahmed,S, 2010,“Happy Object$ in The Affect Theory Reader Eds M Gregg and G
Seigworth (Duke University Press, London)3ip51.

Amoore, L, 2013 The Politics of Possibility: Risk and Security beyond Probability (Duke
University Press, London).

Anderson B, 2010,“Modulating the Excessf Affect: Moralein a stateof ‘Total War,”” in
The Affect Theory Reader Eds M Gregg and G Seigworth (Duke University, Press
London) pp 161-185

Anghie, A, 2005 Imperialism, Sovereignty and the Making of International Law (Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge)

Bauman,Z, 2001 (reprint edition). Modernity and the Holocaust (Cornell University Press,
Cornell).

Belanger,Y, 2012, “Internet gambling and the Kahnawa:ke First Nation Routledge
International Handbook of Internet Gamblirigds R Williams, R Wood and J Parke
(Routledge, London) pp 316-330.

Belanger,Y, Williams, R, 2011, “Virtual Sovereignty: Exploring Canadian First Nations
Internet GamingVentures,” in First Nations Gamingn Canada.Ed Y Belanger
(University of Manitoba Press, Winnipggop 52-76.

Bonds,A, 2013,“Racing EconomicGeography” Geography Compass 7/6: 398.1.

CassidyR, 2002 The Sport of Kings: Kinship, class and thoroughbred breeding

Newmarket (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge).

25 The reference format examples for the journal do not coateémample from Hansard. |
have followed the guidance for the legal cases, wihishys are best cited a footnote. tan
changeit to another styléf required.

30



Chazkel A, 2011 Lawsof Chance: Brazik Clandestine Lottery and the Making of Urban
Public Lifein Brazil (Duke University Press, Durham).

Chinn,C, 1991 Better betting with a decent feller: bookmaking, betting and the British
working class, 1750-1990 (Harvester Wheatsheaf, London)

Clough,P, 2010,“The Affective Turn: Political Economy, Biomedia, and Bad’ in The
Affect Theory Reader Eds M Gregg and G Seigworth (Duke University Press,
London) pp 206-225.

DCMS. 2007. Betting, Gaming and Lotteries, The Gambling Act 2005 (Advert§ing
Foreign Gambling) Regulations, 20(&1.No. 2329 (London: The Stationery Office)

DCMS 2008a. Betting, Gaming and Lotteries The Gambling Act 2005 (Adverting
Foreign Gambling) (Amendment) Regulations, 20@&008No. 19 (London: The
Stationery Office)

DCMS 2008b. Betting Gaming and Lotteries The Gambling Act 2005 (Advert$ing
Foreign Gambling) (Amendment) Regulations. (No.2), 20888008 No. 2829
(London: The Stationery Office)

DCMS. 2011, Remote Gambling Regulation: Impact Assessment. DCMS029, 2 June,
Departmenbdf Culture Media and Sport (The Stationery Office, London)

DCMS, 2012 Draft Gambling (Licensing and Advertising) Bill. DEm 849, Departmeruaf
Culture Media and Sport (The StatianyeOffice, London)

Forrest,D. 2012,“Online Gamblingan Economics perspectiyein Routledge International
Handbook of Internet Gambling. Eds R Williams, R Wood and J Parke (Routledge,
London) pp 30-45.

de GoedelM, 2011,“Blacklisting and the ban: contesting targeted sanctroRsrope”
Security Dialogue 42(6) 499-515

Gambling Act 2005, chapter 19 (The Stationary Office, London).

31



Gregg,M, Seigworth,G, eds, 2010 The Affect Theory Reader (Duke University Press,
London).

Grossbergl., 2010,“Affect’s Future: Rediscovering the Virtua the Actual,” in The Affect
Theory Reader Eds M Gregg and G Seigworth (Duke University Press, London)
pp309-338

Haberling, G, 2012, “Internet gambling policyin Europe,” in Routledge International
Handbook of Internet Gambling. Eds R Williams, R Wood and J Parke (Routledge,
London) pp 284-299.

Haller,M, 1991 “Policy Gambling, Entertainment, and the Emergasid&ack Politics:
Chicago from 1900 to19Z4Qlournal of Social History 24(4) 719-739.

Huggins,M, 2003 Horseracing and the British 1919-1939 (Manchester University Press,
Manchester)

International Human Rights and Conflict Resolution Clinic and Global Justice G01e.

Living Under Drones. Onlinaf http://www.livingunderdrones.org/download-repprt/.

JohnsF, 2013, The Politicef Listing. Unpublished paper presentadhe COST workshop
on the Politicsof the List, October.

Jonsson, J, 2012iInternet pokerin Swederi, in Routledge International Handbook of
Internet Gambling. Eds R Williams, R Wood and J Parke (Routledge, Lomgon)
126-1309.

McKittrick, K. and WoodsC, (eds), 2007, Black Geographies and the Politics of Place.
Toronto: Between the Lines Press.

Mahtani,M, 2014, Toxic geographies: absentesritical race thought and practice in social

and cultural geography Social & Cultural Geography 15:4, 359-367

32


http://www.livingunderdrones.org/download-report/

Massumi,B, 2010,“The Future Birthof the Affective Fact: The Political Ontolo@y
Threat,” in The Affect Theory Reader Eds M Gregg and G Seigworth (Duke
University Press, London) pp 52-70.

Morton, S, 2003At Odds: gambling and Canadians 1919-1969 (University of Toronto Press,
Toronto).

Nayak,A, 2011,“Geography, race and emotiosscial and culturaintersections” Social &
Cultural Geography 12:6, 548-562.

Nicoll, F, 2012,“Bad Habits: Discoursesf Addiction and the Racial Politic¥
Interventior? Griffith Law Review 21(1) 16489.

------ , 2013, “Finopower: Governing Intersections Between Gambling Biience,”
Communication and Critical/Cultural Studies 10(4) 385-405.

Peakel., and KobayashiA, 2002,“Policies and Practices fan Antiracist Geographst the
Millennium” The Professional Geographer 54(1) 50-61.

Pilling, L, Bartlett,W, 2012 ,“The Internet Gambling Industiyin Routledge International
Handbook of Internet Gambling. Eds R Williams, R Wood and J Parke (Routledge,
London) pp 46-58.

RazackS, ed, 2002, Race Space and the Law. (Between the Lines, Toronto).

Reith, G, 2003 Gambling: who wins? Who loses? (Prometheas; Xbrk)

------ . 2007,“Gambling and the Contradiction$ Consumption: A Genealogy the
"Pathological"Subject,” American Behavioural Scientist 51(1) 33-55.

Said,E, 1978, Orientalism (Pantheon, New York).

Sparke M, 2008,“Fast capitalism/slow terror. Cushy cosmopolitianism and its extraordinary
others” in Risk and the War on Terrded L Amoore and Mde Goede (Routledge,

Abingdon) pp 133-157.

33



Stabile,C, 2011,“The Typhoid Marys of the Left: Gender, Race, and the Broadcast
Blacklist,” Communication and Critical/Cultural Studies 8(3) 266-285

Staheli,U, 2012,“Listing Beyond the Global: Dis/connectivity beyond representation?
Distinktion 13(3) 233-246.

van HoutumH, 2010,“Human blacklisting: the global apartheifithe EU's external border
regime” Environment and Planning D 28 95B76.

Watson,l, 2009,“Sovereign Spaces, Caring for Country, andHbeneless Positionf
Aboriginal People’s South Atlantic Quarterly 108:1 27-51.

Williams, R, WoodR, Parke J, eds, 2012 Routledge International Handbook of Internet
Gambling (Routledge, London).

ZborowskaN, Kingma, S, Brear,P, 2012,“Regulation and reputation: The Gibraltar
Approach)” in in Routledge International Handbook of Internet Gambling. Eds R

Williams, R Wood and J Parke (Routledge, London) pp 84-99

34



