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Introduction
• Crypto trading shares structural 

similarities with gambling 
(volatility, rapid feedback, constant 
access) and is linked to higher 
problem-gambling severity.1,2,3

• Cryptocasinos à decentralized 
platforms using crypto (e.g., Bitcoin) 
which enable 24/7 anonymized 
gambling.4,5

• Cryptocasinos appeal through 
anonymity, minimal regulation, 
and offshore licensing, but raise 
major harm-reduction concerns.6,7

• Prediction: In the absence of 
regulatory oversight, most 
Cryptocasinos will fail to offer 
adequate protection from gambling-
related harms.

Method
• Systematic web search in Canada 

(English + French terms) → 2,498 
web links scraped to locate the final 
sample of Cryptocasinos (N = 50).

• Two independent coders reviewed 
publicly available site features.

• Content analysis of account 
registration, responsible gambling 
info/tools, and consumer 
protections, replicating Andrade et 
al. (2023).
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Account Registration:
• Full Name: 6% 
• Email: 94% 
• Address: 2%
• Phone Number: 8% 
• Age Verification: 66% 
• Did not check ID, only 

used self-reported D.O.B, 
or Agreement box

Responsible Gambling 
Information

• Dedicated RG Page: 84% 
• RG Statement: 72% 
• Gambling Warning: 44% 
• PG Support Links: 76% 
• RG Tool Info: 76%
• Promotional material on 

RG page: 88% (37/42)

Limit Setting Tools
• Deposit Limit: 14% 
• Loss/Wager Limit: 24%
• Session Limit: 10%
• Cooling-Off Period: 54% 
• Self-Exclusion: 72%

General Responsible 
gambling Tools

• PG Self-Assessment: 42%
• Gambling Filters: 14%
• Age Filters: 42%
• Gambling History: 84% 
• Budget Calculator: 8%

Consumer Protections
• Licensed: 76% 
• Curacao (34%)
• Comoros (26%)
• Costa Rica (6%)
• Tobique (4%)

• Verify ID for deposit: 16%
• Provably fair: 52%
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Discussion
• Account Registration: Email-only registration and limited age or identity verification suggest that enforcement of access 

restrictions may be weak, potentially increasing the risk of underage participation.

• Responsible Gambling Pages: The co-presence of promotional content within RG pages raises concerns about whether 
these resources function as effective harm-reduction tools or serve secondary marketing purposes.

• Limit-Setting Tools: Limited availability of deposit, wager, and session limits may reduce users’ ability to regulate gambling 
behaviour.

• Consumer Protections: The absence of identity verification when requesting deposit links, combined with (near) 
anonymous transactions, may facilitate fraud and money laundering.

• Regulatory Implications: Given that many Cryptocasinos operate from offshore jurisdictions, direct regulatory oversight by 
Canadian authorities may be constrained. Alternative enforcement strategies such as search engine delisting, ISP-level 
access restrictions, and public education initiatives may represent potential approaches to mitigating harm and reducing 
exposure to these platforms.
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