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A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. Findings
¢ Legalized gambling is a major industry in the US and in Connecticut.
A broad variety of gambling options are available in the State, including the State
Lottery, pari-mutuel betting at greyhound tracks and jai alai frontons, betting at Ofi-

Track Betting (OTB) branches and simulcast facilities, video facsimile machines and
table games at two Native American casinos, and charitable gaming.

In calendar 1995, Connecticut accounted for 3.5% of ali legal wagering in the US
and 3.2% of the revenue or win. By comparison, the State accounted for only 1.7%
of the nation’s personal income.

Calendar 1995 (Billions)
us Connecticut
Total Amount Wagered $545 $19
Revenue (Win) $40.4 $1.3

+ Gambling is a major recreational pastime for Connecticut residents.

The present report investigated the gambling participation and attitudes conceming
legalized gambling among residents of the State of Connecticut. For this purpose, a
random telephone survey of approximately 1,000 persons was conducted in
November 1996. According to the resuits of the 1996 telephone survey, 88% of the
State’s residents participated in legal gambling activities at least once during the
year prior to the survey. A survey compieted in 1991 found an 86% participation
rate. Because both survey results have a + 3% margin of error, WEFA finds no
statistically significant change in the rate of gambling participation.

The 1996 telephone survey showed that over the previous 12 months the Loitery
had the highest participation rate (74%). Many citizens (4%) bet at Connecticut OTB
and pari-mutuel facilities. Many more participated in charitable gaming events:

raffles (59%), bingo (11%) and Las Vegas nights (4%). ' '

Many residents (38%) also visited Foxwoods Resort Casino and Mohegan Sun
Casino. Smaller numbers visited casinos (12%) and racetracks (6%) in other states.
Eleven percent played at least one out-of-state lottery game. ,

¢ The presence and success of the Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation’s
Foxwoods Resort Casino has differentiated Connecticut’'s gambling
environment from other jurisdictions. In late 1996, a second Native American
Casino, the Mohegan Sun, opened in the State. : - :

Having been a high-stakes bingo parlor since 1986, Foxweods began casino
operations in February 1992 with the addition of table games. In January 1993, the
Mashantucket Pequot Tribe agreed to pay a percentage of video facsimile machine
revenues to the State in exchange for the exclusive right to operate such devices.
Two major casino expansions were completed in September 1993 and June 1994.

The WEFA Group ' 1 " Final Report



A Study Conceming the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

While a number of other states have Native American gambling casinos, none have
achieved the success of the Foxwoods operation. In part, this success resulted
from the fact that Foxwoods was the only casino in New England until October 1996
when the Mohegan Sun opened.

¢+ Legalized gambling has been a high grc:;wth industry in Connecticut. Total
gross wagering has increased by more than 953% between FY1992 and
FY1996, growing from just under $2 billion to more than $20 billion.

Gross Wagering Gross Revenue*
$ Miilion FY1992 FY1996 FY1992 FY1996
Total $1,959 $20,629 $366 $1,265
Lottery $544 $707 $221 $262
Pari-Mutuel $259 $109 $48 $21
+ Jai Alai ' $186 $64 $34 $13
Greyhound $73 $45 $14 $9
OoTB $175 $244 $34 $49
Charitable $58 $59 $20 $18
Bingo $31 $33 $7 $7
Sealed Tickets $11 $13 $3 $3
Other $17 $13 $10 $8
Foxwoods Casino** $923 $19,510 $43 $914
Video Facsimiles $0 $7,804 $0 $595
Table Games' $923 $11,706 $43 $320

Note that numbers may not add due to rounding

* Gross revenue is based on the following: for Lottery, transfers to the General Fund (gross
sales less prizes and commissions); for Pari-Mutuel and OTB, take-out (amount wagered
less return to bettors); for Charitable Gaming, net profit to sponsors (gross receipts less
State tax, cost of prizes and services); for Foxwoods, casino win {amount not retumed to
bettors.)

** Bingo and other types of betting at the casino have not been included because of
insufficient data to develop an estimate. Wagering at Foxwoods on Connecticut pari-mutuel
activity has been referenced in the discussion of pari-mutuel handle trends.

1 WEFA’s estimate of gross wagering on table games at Foxwoods. Publicly available
data for Foxwoods gambling activities are limited to video facsimile machine gross wagering
(handle), revenue (win) and number of machines. See footnote 1 in Chapter 1 for an
explanation of this estimate.

Along with the enormous growth in the amount of wagering, there has been a
striking shift in the mix of gambling. As the above table shows, gambling at
Foxwoods has accounted for almost all the growth in both gross wagering and gross
revenue during the FY1992 through FY1996 period. While gambling at Foxwoods
was experiencing substantial growth, the other forms of gambling achieved only
modest growth, 8% during the same period. The amount wagered at Foxwoods
rose by $18.59 billion over these five years, while gross wagering on all forms of
gambling combined increased by $18.67 billion.

The WEFA Group 2 Final Report
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A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

¢ Since the introduction of Native American casino gambling at Foxwoods. in
FY1992, casino gross wagering has become the largest segment of gambling
revenue in Connecticut. Due primarily to Foxwoods, gross revenue of all
Connecticut’s legal gambling industries approached $1.3 billion in FY1996,
approximately 3.5 times the total level in FY1992,

Before the opening of Foxwoods, the Lottery accounted for the largest amount of
wagering among the forms of legalized gambling in the State. That immediately
changed when Foxwoods began casino operations, and Native American casino
wagering emerged even more strongly when Foxwoods introduced video facsimile
machines in 1993.

As a share of total gross wagering in the State, the amount bet in Native American
casinos in Connecticut (i.e., Foxwoods) rose from 47% in FY1992 to 95% in
FY1996. Video facsimile machine win, which was non-existent in FY 1992, reached
$595 million in FY1996. Estimated table win was $320 million, up from an estimated
$43 million in FY1992. The growth of Foxwoods gambling revenues, in part, reflects
both spending by Connecticut residents who, without Foxwoods, might have
traveled to out-of-state casinos, and a significant amount spent by visitors from
outside Connecticut.

¢ Wagering on State Lottery games rose at an average annual rate of 6.8%
during the FY1992-FY1996 period, but trends varied significantly among the
various games offered.

As a result of the growth of Native American casino gambling (i.e., Foxwoods) from
zero at the beginning of the decade to 95% of all wagering in Connecticut in
FY1996, the other forms of gambling have declined in relative terms, i.e., as a
proportion of total wagering. For instance, the Lottery’s share of gross wagering in
Connecticut fell from 28% in FY1992 to 3% in FY1996. Nevertheless, Lottery sales
were able to achieve overall growth of 30% during this five-year period. Gross
wagering on the Lottery rose from $544 million in FY 1992 to $707 million in FY1996.

The main impetus to growth in Lottery sales was the introduction of higher priced
Instant tickets - games costing $2 or more - in FY1995 and FY1996. Prior to these
years, Lottery sales had been nearly stagnant, rising less than 2% annually between
1987 and 1994. On-line games -- Daily Number/Play Four, Cash 5, Lotto, and
(starting in FY1996) Powerball -- are at a mature stage in their product life cycle,
and their growth potential is limited. Adjusted for inflation, on-line Lottery sales
actually fell during the FY1992-FY1996 period, and, when Cash 5 and Powerball
became available, the effect was to undercut sales of Lotto.

¢ On-<track pari-mutuel wagering has been declining rapidly. On-track pari-
mutuel handle in Connecticut was $259 million in FY1992 and $109 million in
FY1996.

Pari-mutuel gambling at the State’s greyhound tracks and jai alai frontons has
shown a substantial decrease over the last five years. The total amount wagered on
jai alai at the frontons deciined from $186 million in FY1992 to $64 million in
"FY1996; the total amount wagered on greyhound racing at the tracks has declined
from $73 million to $45 million over the same period.

The WEFA Group 3 Final Report



A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

The pari-mutuels have countered this trend by offering their product (jai alai
and greyhound racing) at other locations and by offering OTB at their

facilities.

Pari-Mutuel Handle and OTB Handle Related to Pari-Mutuels
FY1992 FY1996

Track/Fronton $259 $109
Export: OTB' 16 44
Export: Other® 10
Subtotal, Product $275 $163
OTB at Track/Fronton® 10 63
Total : $285 $226

' Wagering on greyhound racing and jai alai games at Connecticut

QOTB outiets

2wagering on greyhound racing and jai alai games at Foxwoods and

out-of-state.

® Wagering at OTB facilities at the pari-mutuels.

Source: Division of Special Revenue

Wagering on greyhound racing and jai alai games at OTB outlets, Foxwoods and
out-of-state gaming facilities provided an increase in handle over the period of $38
million, somewhat offsetting the decline in track/fronton handle of $150 million.
Further, the OTB facilities at the pari-mutuels provided an additional $53 million in
handle. Of this amount, $39 million was from the two simulcast facilities at

Bridgeport and Plainfield.

OTB handle increased by $69 million over the period and growth in handle at
the simulcast facilities accounted for 78% of this growth.

OTB handle grew by an average 8.4% per year, or from $175 million in FY1992 to
$244 million in FY1996. Most of this growth comes from increased wagering at
simulcast facilities. In FY1996, approximately 60% of the total OTB handle was

wagered at simulcast facilities.

Charitable gaming provides approximately $18 million per year to non-profit
organizations.

Charitable gaming consists of raffles, bingo, bazaars, sealed tickets and Las Vegas
nights. Charitable game sales ranged between $58 million and $62 million during
the five-year period. In FY1996, organizations operating charitable games eamed
$18 million, down from $20 million in FY1992.

Legalized gambling generated over $420 million in revenues for the State
General Fund in FY1996.

Of the total contributions from legalized gambling to the State’s General Fund in
FY1996, the State Lottery accounted for 62% and Foxwoods Casino accounted for

35%.

The WEFA Group 4 Final Report
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A Study Conceming the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

Connecticut FY1996 General Fund Revenues From Legalized Gambling

Lottery Pari- OTB |[Charitable Foxwoods Total
Mutuels' Games
Total (Millions) $262.05 $1.70 $6.61 $1.72 $148.70 $420.79
Percent of Total 62.3% 0.4% 1.6% 0.4% 35.3% 100.0%

" Represents General Fund contribution from on-site activity.

Source: 1995-97 Economic Report of the Govemor plus unpublished data.

General Fund revenues from legalized gambling accounted for 4% of the total in
FY1996.

WEFA has estimated that the effective tax rate on win from both table games and
video facsimile machines at Foxwoods Casino is 16%, as compared to 7% for
Nevada casinos' and 9% for New Jersey casinos.?

In FY1997, Connecticut's two Native American casinos are expected to generate
$205 miilion in General Fund revenues. Of this amount, $85 million is earmarked
for towns based on a set of formulas, primarily related to Payments In Lieu Of Taxes
on State propenty, Private Colleges and Chronic Disease Hospitals, and to property
tax relief. In addition, Foxwoods and Mohegan Sun reimburse $8 million to State
agencies for expenses associated with regulation and oversight.

Connecticut Native American Casinos’ FY1997 Budget impact (Millions):

|General Fund* $205
1 The Portion Paid to Towns: $85
Additional Direct Payments to State Agencies:
Connecticut State Police $5
Division of Special Revenue $2
Connecticut Dept. of Liquor Control $1
Total $8
* WEFA estimate.

Foxwoods Casino estimates that the majority of visitors come from outside
the State.

Foxwoods Casino, which reported attracting 18 million visitors in calendar year
1995, estimates that the majority, 55%, of its visitors come from out-of-siate.

! Nevada has a complex system of gaming taxation, using graduated scales for both taxes on
gaming revenue (paid monthly) and for gaming licenses and operator fees. The 7% figure is
derived from dividing Nevada’s total gaming revenue in calendar 1985 by the State’s total
receipts for gaming taxes, licenses and fees in that year.

% New Jersey levies an 8% tax on gaming revenues. Additionally, the State has a re-investment
requirement that 1.25% of gross gaming revenues be put into projects expressly approved by

the State.

The WEFA Group
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A Study Conceming the Effacts of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

In the November 1996 telephone survey, 38% of Connecticut residents reported
visiting a Native American casino in Connecticut, and 12% had visited a casino
outside the State in the past 12 months.

Foxwoods has negatively impacted the pari-mutuels, but no discernible
impact was found on other forms of legalized gambling in the State.

WEFA found that Foxwoods had no observable effect on most forms of non-casino
gambling. There was a temporary reduction of betting attributed to Foxwoods, by
less than 10%, at Plainfield Greyhound Park in calendar 1993 and 1994, and by 5%
or iess at the jai lai facilities between calender 1993 and 1996.

While the growth in all forms of gross wagering is expected to moderate,
further growth through FY2001 is expected. Total wagering is projected to

increase to $34.6 billion by FY2001, a 67% increase from FY1996.

Status Quo Projections of Connecticut Gross Wagering,* FY1 997 Through FY2001
(in Millions)
FY1997 | FY1998 FY1999 | FY2000 | FY2001

Lottery $760 $802 $841 $882 $926
Pari-Mutuels (track/fronton) $84 $74 $64 $55 $49

Jai Alai $51 $46 $40 $35 $33

Greyhound $33 $28 $24 $20| $16
OTB $256 $255 $254 $254 $254
Charitable $59 $58 $59 $59 $60
Native American Casinos $26,235] $30,449] $31,770| $33,077] $33,369
Total $27,393! $31,638] $32,988| $34,327] $34,658
* This projection assumes no change from end-1996 in the number of gambling facilities, the
number of Lottery games, or the character of each gambling activity (such as the way games are
promoted).

Source: WEFA Group

The level of Native American casino video facsimile win by the year 2001 implied by
this forecast is $1.0 billion. The Native American casinos are expected to continue
to dominate legalized gambling in the State, as wagering at these venues increases
by 71% by FY2001 from the level recorded in FY1996. Wagering on Lottery games
in this ‘status quo’ scenario increases by 31% over the same period. OTB and pari-
mutuel wagering will continue their long-term decline, decreasing by 14% over the
five-year period. The OTB system is projected to increase slightly, 4%, while pari-
mutuel wagering will decline by 45% as jai alai and greyhound racing decline by
51% and 64%, respectively. Charitable gaming is expected to remain approximately
constant.
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¢ Legalized gambling, primarily at Native American casinos, has been an
economic engine for the State.

Over the last five years, legalized gambling has steadily increased its contribution to
(or share of) economic activity in the State. The gambling sector is 2 major
contributor to and force behind economic growth in the State. In calendar 1991,
legalized gambling generated 2,985 additional jobs throughout the State’s economy
paying wages and salaries of $61.6 million. With the opening of Foxwoods Casino
in calendar 1992, the total number of jobs created increased to 11,452 and then
increased again to 18,102 jobs in calendar 1993, 18,123 jobs in calendar year 1994,
22,584 in calendar year 1995, and 24,811 in calendar year 1996.

Total Net Employment and Income Generated by Connecticut’s Legalized Gambling
Activities '

Calendar Year | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996’
Contribution of Legalized Gambling
Total Employment” 2,985 | 11,452| 18,102| 18,123 | 22,584 24,811
Net Change 8467 6650| 21| 4461 2227
Total Wages and Salaries® $61.6 | $234.9| $382.1| $408.7| $559.0| $680.3
Net Change $173.3| $147.2| $26.6| $150.3| $121.3

Cofmecticut Employment and Income

Total Employment (thousands)* 1,565 1,526 1,531| 1,544 1564 1,579

Net Change _‘ (29,042)| 5,000| 12,533| 20,525 15,192
Total Wages and Salaries’ $49.3| $51.2| $52.3| $53.9| $56.6] $59.5

Net Change (millions) $1,900| $1,100| $1,600| $2,700] $2,900
! Estimate.

2 Full- and part-time jobs.

8 Total annual wages and salaries in millions of dollars.

* Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics.

5 In billions of dollars, as reported by US Bureau of Economic Analysis.

These jobs represent net additional economic activity (adjusted for the displacement
of some jobs and spending from other activities to gambling) -- employment and
wages that would not exist in the absence of the legalized gambling.

Between 1991 and 1993, legalized gambling was responsible for the creation of
slightly more than 15,000 jobs. Over this same period, total employment in the
State actually declined by 24,000. Considering that Foxwoods Casino was the
direct or indirect source of most of the gambling-related employment, in these years
Foxwoods actually outperformed the entire State in terms of job creation.
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As the jobs generated by legalized gambling increased in number so did the wages
and salaries, to $234.9 million in 1992 and then to $382.1 million in 1993. From
1991 to 1996, total employment created by legalized gambling rose by 731%, and
the wage income created by this employment rose 1004%. The corresponding
growth in statewide employment and wage income was 1.5% and 21%, respectively.

Total employment and wage income generated by legalized gambling increased in
both 1995 and 1996. The number of jobs generated by legalized gambling rose to
22,584 in 1995 and increased again to 25,211 in 1996 and was driven primarily by
the construction of the Mohegan Sun Casino and increased employment at
Foxwoods. As the employment impact increased so did the income effect with wage
income generated by legalized gambling increasing to $559 miliion in 1995 and then
to $680.3 million in 1996.

It is important to note that the Native American casinos, while dominating legalized
gambling in the State of Connecticut, did not supply the only significant gambling
related positive economic impact. In 1996, the State’s OTB and pari-mutuel
industries also contributed a total of some 1,500 direct and indirect jobs, paying
$28.4 million in wages and salaries. Finally, although the State Lottery is not a
source of net additional economic activity, it had a budget of $29.6 million in
FY1996. Of that amount the Lottery spent $20.4 million for items including
advertising, telecommunications, and other professional services that generate
additional jobs in Connecticut.

¢ Legalized gambling’s impact on illegal gambling is uncertain.

Making an estimate of the impact of legalized gambling on illegal gambling is highly
problematic due to lack of reliable estimates of illegal gambling. Based on the
November 1996 telephone survey of Connecticut residents, there is little indication
of widespread illegal gambling.

¢ Legalized gambling provides both opportunities and costs for Connecticut’s
citizens.

Most of the economic opportunity provided by Native American casinos goes to
economically depressed areas. Seventy-one percent of the wages and salaries paid
by Foxwoods goes to residents in the 122 lowest income ZIP code areas. This
represents 40% of Connecticut’'s 309 ZIP code areas. Together these 122 ZiP code
areas comprise 46% of Connecticut’s population and 33% of the State’s personal
income.

The opening of Foxwoods Casino has driven up the number of crimes, especially
property crimes, in the locality. However, this observed increase is associated with
the influx of large numbers of visitors.

¢ There is little evidence of regressivity in casino gambling expenditures.
Spending on lottery does exhibit some regressivity for certain income groups.
Based on the resulis of the 1996 telephone survey, gamblers in the middle
income ranges reported spending the greatest percentage of their income on
gambling. These percentages average less than 2.5% of income for each
income group.

Regressivity in the context of this study refers to the contention that gambling
expenditures decline as a proportion of income as income rises.
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The telephone survey of Connecticut residents conducted as part of this study
revealed that the respondents’ spending on gambling as a percentage of total
income does not vary in any simple way with income. WEFA examined regressivity
only for Lottery and casino gambling because there were insufficient numbers of
respondents who reported participating in other forms of gambling.

Spending on casino gambling as a percentage of income appears to be flat over the
range of income classes except for increased spending in the $25,000 to $30,000
income category to 1.7% of income compared to 0.4% to 0.8% of income for alt
other income categories. This indicates that casino gambling does not exhibit
regressivity.

In contrast, Lottery spending does exhibit regressivity for the very lowest income
groups. Lottery players eaming less than $10,000 per year reported spending an
average of 1.6% of their income on the Lottery and those eamning $10,000 to
$15,000 reported spending 1.3%, and those earning $15,000 to $25,000 reported
spending 0.6% to 0.7%.

But, as with casinos, the highest spending levels for lottery are found in the middie
income categories. Those earning $20,000 to $30,000 reported spending 2.0% of
income on the Lottery. Those earning $30,000 to $40,000 reported spending 2.5%
of income. Those in the highest income groups reported spending between 0.3%
and 0.5% of income on the Lottery.

¢ Pathological gambling, as a percent of the population, appears to have been
unaffected by the increase in wagering between 1991 and 1996.

Results of the telephone survey conducted in November 1986 show that there are
approximately 15,000 Connecticut adults, or 0.6% of the State’s aduit population,
whose survey responses indicate they are probable pathological gamblers. This
finding, however, falls within a wide statistical margin of error, so that the actual
number may be anywhere from 3,000 to 27,000. The number of pathological
gamblers currently in the State treatment program in Connecticut is only 150.
However, people receiving treatment for other conditions and people receiving
treatment through private practitioners may also be receiving treatment for
pathological gambling.

The most recent previous survey of the Connecticut population to address this
issue, conducted in 1991, determined the prevalence of probable pathological
gambling only on a lifetime (rather than current) basis. On this basis, WEFA's
survey results indicate a smaller percentage of the adult population can be
considered probable pathological gamblers than found by the 1991 survey (1.2%
versus 2.7%).

This apparent reduction in the lifetime probable pathological gambling rate may
have a number of causes. Both surveys have substantial margins of error. Second,
the sample used in the 1991 survey was weighted on fewer variables than the 1996
survey. Given these factors, the two surveys’ findings are not fully comparable, and
it is not clear that the reported change in prevalence rates represenis a statistically
significant difference. Even so, it is worth noting that probable pathological
gambling rates may actually have fallen in Connecticut, and have certainly not risen,
during a period in which one of the largest casinos in the world was opened in the
State.
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WEFA found significant adverse personal financial impacts on pathological
gamblers and their families.

As part of this study, WEFA administered a questionnaire to 112 pathological
gamblers in treatment. The principal purpose of this undertaking was to elicit
information on the costs of pathological gambling, both personal costs to individuals
affected by the pathology and the cost imposed on society by pathological gambling.
The results of the questionnaire revealed a significant level of unpaid debt,
bankruptcies and treatment costs related to pathological gambling. Casino table
games and sports betting with bookies were the forms of gambling most often cited
by the respondents as giving them their problems.

in the present study, WEFA was unable to develop a satisfactory dollars
estimate of the social cost of pathological gambling in Connecticut.

An estimate of the social cost of pathological gambling in Connecticut was not
provided in this report for several reasons. First, it is difficult to distinguish between
personal costs to individuals (pathological gamblers and their families) and actual
additional costs of the disorder borne by society as a whole.

Second, there were only 12 individuals in the telephone survey of the general
population who indicated probable pathological gambling on a lifetime basis. To
generalize social costs from such a small number of individuals is not possible.

Third, the group of gamblers in treatment, to whom we administered a supplemental
questionnaire designed to gather information on costs, are not comparable to the
small number of telephone survey respondents classed as probable pathological
gamblers. The pathology of those in treatment had reached an advanced stage
when they sought help, while the few probable pathological gamblers uncovered in
the telephone survey of the general population indicated what appears to be a much
less severe pathology. A dollar social cost estimate would involve projecting the
average cost figures obtained from responses to a questionnaire administered to
pathological gamblers in treatment.

WEFA found that research into the causes and treatment of pathological
gambling is in its infancy. Further, information pertaining to success rates
among pathological gamblers in treatment is generally lacking.

Since 1980, the American Psychiatric Association has recognized pathological
gambling as a specific clinical impulse control disorder. However, at this time there
is no scientific consensus on a single theory of causation or particular preferred

treatment method.

There appears to be no information on the success rate among pathological
gamblers who have been in treatment in Connecticut. WEFA was able to find only
one outcome measurement study on the treatment of pathological gamblers,

conducted in Minnesota.

The Minnesota study followed 944 pathological gamblers for four years through six
different programs. Both approach and length of treatment varied. Four out of five
treatment completers reduced their gambling frequency. In terms of gambling
problem severity as measured by the South Oaks Gambling Screen, 65% moved
from the pathological to normal range after treatment.
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Survey results and statistical analysis suggest that advertising has some
effect on participation in legalized gambling.

In the telephone survey, 24% of respondents said advertising was somewhat or very
infiuential in choosing a form of gambling in which to participate. In WEFA’s
regression analysis of 10 years of quarterly data, advertising of lotio jackpots
showed a clear effect on sales of Lotto. Public announcements of Lotto jackpots
appear to be the most effective form of Lottery advertising.

Whether the market for Internet gambling is ever tapped hinges on a
determination of the legal status of such gambling. Moreover, in the
November 1996 telephone survey of Connecticut residents, few respondents
expressed interest in Internet gambling.

At present there are legal, technological, and security obstacies to the large-scale
expansion of Intemet gambling. The Attorney General of Connecticut has cited both
Federal law and State statutes as the basis for his conclusion that Internet gambling
is a violation of the law. The National Association of Attorneys General has reported
that under current Federal law the status of Internet gambling is ambiguous. What
appears to be the first case addressing the legalities of intemet gambling is now
moving forward in Minnesota.

Intemet gambling is actually available on several sites in Europe and the Caribbean.
The first US Internet lottery operation, conducted by the Coeur d’Alene tribe in
Idaho, is scheduled to begin in the summer of 1997. WEFA's research indicated
that consumers tend to be skeptical about Intemet gambling at this time. In the
telephone survey of Connecticut residents, 30% of the respondents said they had
access to the Intemet. But only about one in ten of this group indicated any
awareness of Intemet gambling sites; moreover, only 5% of this small subset
expressed interest in using the Internet for gambling.

The US commercial gaming industry is divided over whether Intermet gambling
represents a growth opportunity they should pursue. Legal uncertainties and
competitive issues are keeping many established gaming entities on the side lines.

The prospect of Intemet gambling implies increased access to gambling
opportunities far beyond what has typically been available. This raises issues of
great social concem, particularly with respect to pathological gambling and
underage gambling.

Recommendations

The present study was unable to produce generalizable data on the social
costs of pathological gambling or the demographic profile of pathological
gamblers. A survey of at least 6,000 adults is required in order to obtain
reliable information on these topics.

A general population survey of at least 6,000 adults would be required to find a
sample of probable pathological gambiers large enough to provide the statistically
valid demographic detail necessary to develop a measure of social cost. If such a
survey were conducted, the results could have the following useful applications:

a) The prevalence estimate generated by a larger survey would have a
considerably lower margin of error.

The WEFA Group 11 Final Report



A Siudy Concemning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

b) The sample of probable pathological gamblers wouid be large enough to
generate a more meaningful demographic profile of such individuals.

c) If follow-up research were conducted on those indicating probable
pathological gambling, there would be opportunities to augment the level of
knowledge on an insufficiently understood disorder. First, there would be an
opportunity to verify the validity of the screening instrument. Also, by
comparing persons at the lower threshold for pathological gambling with
others whose indications place them decisively above this threshold, it might
be determined whether pathological gambling displays a continuum of
progressively more severe stages. This information would be helpful in
generating a formula for estimating the costs of pathological gambling in the
general population. Finally, a sample from this subgroup of the survey could
be recruited for a pilot program evaluating treatment methods.

¢ There is a need for clinical studies in Connecticut that trace treatment

programs for pathological gamblers over time and compare various treatment
methods. : '

The State’s estimated population of current probable pathological gamblers, even at
the low estimate of 3,000 far exceeds the approximately 150 known to be currently
in treatment in the State. The reasons why more pathological gamblers are not
receiving treatment should be better understood. Another basic need is for research
to measure the effectiveness of existing treatment programs, compare various
freatment methods over time, and obtain more precise information on which
treatment options produce the most lasting benefit. There is little available evidence
either confirming or refuting the effectiveness of cusrent treatment practices.

To reduce the rate of pathological gambling and the harm associated with it in
the future, WEFA recommends that the State of Connecticut attach a high
priority to education and prevention efforts aimed at youth and to research
into the prevalence and impact of teen gambling in Connecticut.

Studies consistently show that most pathological gamblers initiate gambling
behavior when young. Research also shows that adolescents have a high
frequency of gambiing participation. The State has not yet implemented any
gambling education programs, either in curricular format or structured as ancillary
presentations, although efforts to expedite such programs are underway. WEFA
believes that development of in-school methods to enhance understanding of
gambling and its consequences among young people could be a cost-effective way
to address the long-term problem of pathological gambling.

Reliable statewide information on the level of youth gambling in Connecticut is not
currently available. Research is needed to ascertain the prevalence and impact of
teen gambling in the State. Spot checks on the effectiveness of current laws
against underage gambling, perhaps using supervised teens in a "buy” program at
State Lottery outlets, would also provide relevant information. In general, the
behavior patterns that underlie the inception of youth gambling, as well as the
degree to which underage gambling is a risk factor for the onset of pathological
gambling, need to be better understood. WEFA believes these are significant topics
which would be worthwhile to investigate in future studies.
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A Study Conceming the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the Stafe of Connecticut

1. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF LEGALIZED GAMBLING IN
CONNECTICUT

Gross Wagering and State Revenues

Legalized gambiing in Connecticut began in 1971 with legislation authorizing a
statewide lottery, an off-track betting system and horse racing. Legislation passed in
1972 authorized greyhound racing and jai alai. Now, twenty-five years later, the
following types of gambling are available:

o Lottery games including Instant (scratch»off tickets), Daily Numbers, Play 4, Lotto,
Cash 5 — formerly Cash Lotio — and Powerball;

« Off-track betting including branches, simulcast, and telephone betting;

« Pari-mutuel wagering inciuding greyhound racing at Plainfield and Bridgeport and jai
alai at Milford;

» Charitable gaming including Bingo, Sealed Tickets, Las Vegas Nights, Raffles, and
Bazaars, and

+ Two Native American casino resorts (Foxwoods Resort Casino and Mohegan Sun).

WEFA estimates' that the grand total wagered in these activities was $20.6 billion in
FY1996.

Total wagering on ail forms of gambling in Connecticut has gone from $1.1 billion or
0.35% of the US gross wagering on gambling in calendar year (CY) 1991 to $19.3
billion or 3.54% of US gross wagering in CY1995 (see Table 1 1)

The rapid growth of gross wagering in Connecticut from CY1991 through CY1995 is
due primarily to the introduction of casino gaming at the Mashantucket Pequot Tribe's
Foxwoods Resort Casino. For the US as a whole, gambling on Native American
Reservations is only a part of the total growth.

Nationally, riverboats and the Nevada and New Jersey casinos continue to account for
most of the growth in total dollars wagered. Together, these three categories
accounted for $53.6 billion out of $67.6 billion in the growth of total US gross wagering,

' Publicly available data for Foxwoods gambling activities are limited to video facsimile machine
gross wagering (handle), revenue (win) and number of machines. To estimate table game
handle and win, WEFA utilized the average ratio of handle and win of video facsimiles to the
total of tabie games and video facsimiles games for the Nevada and New Jersey casinos over
the period, 1991-1995. These average ratios are 0.40 for handle and 0.65 for win. Table game
handie and win prior to September 1993 were estimated from trend as video facsimile handle
was constrained by the number of machines before that time. For the months of January and
February 1993, video facsimile handle was also estimated as these data were not available
before March 1983.

2 Calendar year data is used in order to compare Connecticut data accurately with that of other
states. Calendar year data for 1996 is not yet available.
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from 1994 to 1995, compared with $8.0 billion growth in Native American Gaming for
the same period.®

Table 1.1 Gross Wagering', Selected States and Total US Annual Average

(in Millions) Percent Change
CY1991 | CY1992 | CY1993 | CY1994 | CY1995 | CY1991 - 1995

Connecticut $1,055 $3,967 $9,148 $15,106 $19,289 106%

Nevada $166,342 | $167,953 | $182,202 | $210,932 | $226,361 8%

New Jersey $72,658 $74,555 $76,483 $78,717 $86,431 4%

Total US $300,065 | $325,609 | $389,828 | $477,002 | $544,575 16%

% CT 0.35% 1.22% 2.35% 3.17% 3.54% |

'Gross wagering includes casino handle, lottery sales, off-track betting handle, and pari-mutuel

handle.

Source: Christiansen/Cummings Associates, 1992-6;
WEFA Group Estimates of Casino Gambling

At 4.25% of Connecticut's total General Fund revenues in fiscal year (FY) 1996, State
revenues from gambling activities are the fourth largest source of State revenue after
the Personal income Tax, the Sales and Use Tax and the Corporation Tax. Primary
gambling contributors 1o total Gieneral Fund revenues are the State Lottery (2.64%) and
Native American Gaming (1.50%). While the total of all gambling activities has
increased over the last five years, growth in State revenues from gambling has been
slightly slower than the overall growth in General Fund revenues (see Table 1.2).

Table 1.2 Annual Percentage Growth in Connecticut Gambling and Total General
Fund Revenues'

Annual Average
Fiscal Year 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 19911996
Gambling Revenues 2% 7% 21%| 16% 7% 10%
General Fund Revenues 27% 2% 5% 7% 17% 11%

" See Table 1.5 for General Fund revenues and gambling revenue doliar amounts.

Source: 1995-97 Economic Report of the Governor plus unpublished data.

in nominal dollars (not adjusted for inflation), Connecticut General Fund revenues in
FY1996 grew by 70.4% over their level in FY1991. The corresponding increase in the
State’s revenues from gambling was 62.7%.

? Christiansen/Cummings Associates, 1996.
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Connecticut Gross Wagering

Table 1.3 Connecticut Gross Wagering, FY1992-96

{In Millions) Annual Average
Percent Change
FY1992 | FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1992 - 96
Lottery - $544 $553 $552 $671 $707 7%
OTB $175 $164 $178 $225 $244 9%
Pari-Mutuel On-Track $259 $194 $165 $144 $109 -20%
Charitable $58 $60 $60 $62 $59 1%
Foxwoeds Casino

Video Facsimiles 0 $954 $4,499 $6,609 $7.804 na
Table Games' $923 $4,175 6,920 $9,914 $11,706 88%
Total Foxwoods? $923 $5,129 | $11,4189 $16,523 $19,510 114%
Total $1,959 $6,100 | $12,374 $17,625 $20,629 80%

Note that numbers may not add due to rounding.

' Figures are estimates (see footnote 1 page 1-1) for Foxwoods as the casino is only required to report video
facsimile win.

2 Foxwoods total reported here is limited to video facsimiles and table games. Bingo and other types of betting at
the casino have not been included because of insufficient data to develop an estimate. Wagering at Foxwoods
on Connecticut pari-mutuel activity has been referenced in the discussion of pari-mutuel handle trends.

Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue,
WEFA Group estimates of Native American casino gambling

The sales and handle data for the different forms of legalized gambling in Connecticut
for the five years from FY1992 through FY1996 in Table 1.3 show the dramatic
changes in the mix of gambling activities that has occurred over that time.

Almost the entire $163 million Lottery sales increase between FY1992 and FY1996 was
caused by the introduction of Instant Lottery tickets costing more than $1.

Of the $69 million OTB increase between FY1992 and FY 1996, $52 million occurred at
the simulcast facilities and $20 million because of an expansion of telephone betting
while branch handle fell by $4 mitlion.

Pari-Mutuel On-Track handle decreased by $150 million because of a continuing trend
in attendance which led to the closure of Hartford Jai-Alai and the current suspension of
greyhound racing at Bridgeport.

Charitable gaming has not shown a substantial change over the period, fluctuating in a
narrow band around $60 million

The opening of Foxwoods Casino Resort in January 1992 dramatically changed the
gambling landscape in Connecticut. Foxwoods began with table games only and video
facsimile machines were added a year later in January 1993. Table games brought in
an estimated $923 miillion in handle in FY1992 and reached $11.7 billion in FY1996.
Video facsimile handle reached $7.8 billion in FY1996 for an estimated combined total
of $19.5 billion for video facsimile machines and table games. With the opening of the
Mohegan Sun Casino in October 1996, the combined total of table games and video
facsimiles over a full year is expecied to be 50% higher than for Foxwoods alone.
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Connecticut General Fund Revenues

Table 1.4 Connecticut General Fund Revenues From Legalized Gambling
$ Million
Fiscal On-Track
Pari- Charitable Native
Year Lottery Mutuels' oTB? Games Ameticanh Total
Gaming
Revenues
1992 $221.30 $16.52 $14.40 $1.50 $253.72
1883 $221.70 $11.31 $16.20 $1.74 $30.00 $280.95
1994 $217.25 $2.36 $5.79 $1.81 $113.00 $340.21
1995 $249.65 $2.00 $6.13 $1.75 $135.72 $395.26
1996 $262.05 $1.70 $6.61 $1.72 $148.70 $420.79
Percentage Of Total Gambling Revenues
1992 87.2% 6.5% 5.7% 0.6% 0.0% 100.0%
1993 78.9% 4.0% 5.8% 0.6% 10.7% 100.0%
19584 63.9% 0.7% 1.7% 0.5% 33.2% 100.0%
1995 63.2% 0.5% 1.6% 0.4% 34.3% 100.0%
1996 62.3% 0.4% 1.6% 0.4% 35.3% 100.0%
Percentage Of Total General Fund Revenues®
1992 2.99% 0.22% 0.19% 0.02% 0.00% 3.43%
1993 2.93% 0.15% 0.21% 0.02% 0.40% 3.71%
1994 2.75% 0.03% 0.07% 0.02% 1.43% 4.30%
1995 2.95% 0.02% 0.07% 0.02% 1.60% 4.66%
1996 2.64% 0.02% 0.07% 0.02% 1.50% 4.25%
1 General Fund revenues from pari-mutuels for FY1994 and thereafter are not comparable to revenues prior to
FY1994. PA 93-322 significantly reduced the tax rates on pari-mutuel handle effective FY1994.
2 General Fund revenues from the OTB system for FY1994 and thereafter are not comparabie to fiscal years
prior to 1994. Prior to FY1994, OTB revenues are presented without deductions for OTB operating expenses.
PA 93-322, which authorized the Division of Special Revenue to sell the OTB system at the end of FY1933,
imposed a tax of 3.5% on OTB handle.
% See Table 1.5 for General Fund revenues.

Source: 1995-97 Economic Report of the Govemor plus unpublished data.

Table 1.4 shows that gambling revenues were 4.2% of General Fund revenues in .

FY1996, a percentage which has changed little over the past 5 years. However,
because of the large contribution from Native American gaming starting in FY1993, the
share of the total from each of the other gambling activities has been reduced
considerably over this period. For example, the Lottery provided 87% of the total of
FY 1992, but 62% of the total in FY1996.

Lottery transfers to the General Fund increased by $41 million between FY1992 and
FY1996.

Prior to FY1994, when the State operated the OTB system, General Fund transfers
were stated without deduction for OTB operating expenses. In FY1994 and
subsequent years, General Fund transfers are based on a 3.5% tax on gross handle
paid by the OTB licensee. OTB revenues have increased since FY 1994, but only from
$5.8 to $6.6 million.

General fund transfers from the tax on on-track pari-mutuel handle have declined from
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$16.52 million in FY1292 to $1.70 miilion in FY1996 as a resuit of declining handle and
the reduction in pari-mutuel tax rates which became effective in FY1984.

In FY 1996, the charitable gaming contribution to the General Fund was $1.72 million. It
is interesting to note that this is the first time charitable gaming General Fund revenues
have exceeded those from the tax on on-track pari-mutuel handle.

When video facsimile machines were introduced at Foxwoods in FY1993, Native
American gaming contributed $30 million, or 11% of the total of $281 million in Generai
Fund contributions arising from legalized gambling. By FY1996, Foxwoods contributed
$149 million, or 35% of the total of $421 million. With the addition of the Mohegan Sun
Casino in October 1996, the contribution from Native American gaming to General
Fund revenues is expected to rise to $205 million in FY1997 or 46% of the total.

While State General Fund revenues from legalized gambling are the fourth largest
revenue source, as shown in Table 1.5 they are a relatively small part of the State
budget -- less than 5% of total General Fund revenues over the last five years.

Over the FY1991 to FY1996 time period, State General Fund revenues increased by
70% and State gambling revenues increased by 63%. State gambling revenues as a
percent of General Fund revenues rose in FY1994 and FY1995 due to the opening of
Foxwoods and increased Lottery games. While the percentage contribution from both
the Lottery and Foxwoods fell in FY1996, the recent addition of the Mohegan Sun
Casino is expected to increase the total percentage contribution from gambiing
activities for FY1997 and beyond.

Table 1.5 Total General Fund Revenues
Millions of Dollars
General Fund Gambling Gambling
Revenues Revenue Percentage

FY1992 $7,389 $253.72 3.4%
FY1993 $7,569 $280.95 3.7%
FY1994 $7.914 $340.21 4.3%
FY1995 $8,477 $395.26 4.7%
FY1996 $9,911 $420.79 4.2%

Source: 1995-97 Economic Report of the Governor plus unpublished data.
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History of Sales, Handle and Revenues for the Five-Years, FY1992 -
FY1996

The Lottery

Administration and Games Offered

During the five-year period covered by this study, the Connecticut Division of Special
Revenue (DSR), in cooperation with the Gaming Policy Board (GPB), operated the
Connecticut Lottery. Although this organizational structure has served the State well
over the years, there were concerns raised about the Lottery’s ability to respond to
market forces and the apparent conflict in the DSR’s dual role as both operator and
regulator of the Lottery.

~In response to these concerns a study was undertaken during FY1996 to assess the

feasibility of privatizing or otherwise modifying the organizational structure of the
Lottery. The result was passage of legislation, Public Act 96-212, which created the
Connecticut Lottery Corporation (CLC) for the purpose of assuming the operation of the
Lottery “free from the budgetary and other consiraints that affect State agencies” in
order to maximize State revenues. Accordingly, on July 1, 1996 the CLC assumed
operation of the Lottery, and the DSR became the regulator of the CLC.

Table 1.6 Startup Dates and Selected Facts About Connecticut Lottery Games

Game Startup Date |Drawings| Allocation of Sales |[Odds of Winning
: per Week the Top Prize
Prizes|Agents'| State

Daily Numbers®March 1977 7 50% | 5% | 45% 1:1,100

Play 4 QOctober 1980 7 50% | 5% | 45% 1:10,000

Lotto November 1983 2 53% 5% 42% 1:7,059,052

Cash5° April 1992 3 58% 5% | 37% 1:324,632

Powerball® November 1995 2 50% | 5% |45% | 1:54,979,155

' Lottery agents receive incentive payments in addition to their commission. The fypes of
incentives have changed over time. Among the incentives offered have heen a bonus for
cashing winning tickets, unannounced visits to agents that provide a bonus if the appropriate
Eromotionai material is displayed, and incentive payments for sales increases.

Both the Daily Numbers and Cash 5 offer special types of wagers (the Daily Deal and Cash
Kicker, respectively) with higher percentages of sales allocated to ptizes.
® The State's share includes payments to M.U.S.L., the muiti-state lottery organization that
operates Powerball (payments vary by year: FY1996, $989,000; FY1997, $1,659,000; FY1998,
$1,670,000). These payments are held in escrow to be returned to the State upon the
termination of its participation in Powerball.
Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

As Table 1.6 shows, two of the five games offered (Cash 5 and Powerball) started
within the last five years. As shown in Table 1.7, these new games generate the least
ticket sales of the games offered.
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Sales Tren_ds

Table 1.7 Lottery Sales by Game for Fiscal Years 1992-1996, $ Millions -
Game 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
On-line Games
Daily Num/Play 4 $195 $207 $204 $195 $181
Lotto $220 $203 $154 $171 $140
Cash 5 $9 $33 $31 $45 $49
Powerball - - - - $42
Subtotal On-line Games $424 $442 $389 $411 $411
On-line Game Sales as a
Percent of Total Lottery 78% 80% 70% 61% 58%
Sales
Annual Percent Change 4.2% -12.0% 5.7% 0.0%
Instant $120 $110 $163 $260 $206
Instant Game Sales as a
Percent of Total Lottery 22% 20% 30% 39% 42%
Sales
Annual Percent Change -8.3% 48.2% 59.5% 13.8%
TOTAL $544 $553 $552 $671 $707
Annual Percent Change 1.6% -0.1% 21.5% 5.4%

Note: Lottery games are generally categorized into one of two groups: on-line” and Instant games.
Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

As shown in the Table 1.7, total Lottery sales increased by $163 million between FY
1892 and FY 1996. This increase is almost entirely attributable to Instant games, which
increased by $176 million over this period, rising from 22% of the total in FY1992 to
42% of the total in FY1996. On-line games, by contrast, actually declined by $13
million overall from FY 1892 to FY 1996, althocugh there were year-to-year fluctuations
in the sales of different games.

The increase in Instant Lottery sales began during 1994 with the introduction of the first
successful $2 game, Mega Money, in March of that year. The success of the new
game resulted in an increase in Instant Lottery sales of $53 million in FY 1994. This
increase also reversed a $49 million decline in total lottery sales in the first six months
of FY 1994 compared to the same period in the prior year, with the result that total
sales for the entire fiscal year almost equaled those of FY 1993.

Subsequent $2 games, and the introduction of $3 (January 1995) and $5 (August 1995)
games have fueled increases in Instant Lottery saies of $97 million in FY1995 and $36
million in FY1996, and an estimated $34 million for FY1997.

Instant Lottery sales gains were not solely the result of the availability of higher priced
tickets. The Division of Special Revenue implemented a number of other initiatives
concurrently with the offering of the new higher priced games. Among these were:
issuance of new games every two weeks on average; issuance of two new games at a
time, each at a different price point; an increase in the number of games on sale in any
given week; and an increase in prizes from 65% to 70% of sales in some, but not all,
games.

As Table 1.7 also shows, over the same period on-line sales, after reaching $442

*On-line games include Daily Numbers, Play 4, Lotto, Cash 5, and Powerball.
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million in FY1993, declined to $411 million in FY1996, which represented a net decline
over the five years of $13 million. This decline occurred despite the introduction of two
new on-line games: Cash Lotto (now called “Cash 5") in April 1992 and Powerball in
November 1995.

The drop in on-line sales in 1994 was due primarily to Lotto. Lotto is a “jackpot-driven”
game, meaning that sales are dependent to a large extent on the achievement of large
jackpots. The game design assumes a certain number of “rollovers” which cause the
jackpot to build to the levels needed to a generate publicity and result in a dramatic
increase in sales. The number of rollovers was substantially below the expected level
in FY 1994, resulting in lower jackpots and a consequent decline in sales.

Total On-Line Lottery Sales by Game
Fiscal Year, $ Million

450 14
400
350
300
250
200
150
100

93 95 96
Daily Numbers 4 Cash5
Lotto Powerball

Comparison of on-line sales for FY1995 and FY1996 displayed in the chart above
shows dramatically how Cash 5 and Powerball have cannibalized Lotto sales.
Increases in Cash 5 and Powerball have been almost exactly offset by decreases in
Lotto. WEFA’s analysis, presented in the last section of this chapter, verified the
diversion of Lotto sales to Powerbail and Cash 5.

Over the years, many strategies for increasing Lotto sales have been tried. In April
1985, Lotto was changed from a 6 in 36 game to a 6 in 40 game to increase rollover
and jackpot levels. In April 1986, a second weekly drawing on Tuesdays was added to
the existing drawing on Fridays. In September 1989, Lotto was changed to a 6 in 44
game, which it is currently.

In response to play being drawn away from Lotto by the introduction of Cash 5 the
previous April, Lotto jackpots were augmented in July 1992 by increasing the
percentage of sales that went into the jackpot from 27% to slightly over 34% and by
directing some unclaimed prize funds into the jackpots.
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These changes have extended the life of the game. However, the effects of the
diversion to other Lottery games, and the difficulty of maintaining interest in jackpots
below $5 million (as discussed in Chapter 3) make further sales declines appear likely.

Other states with Lotto games have tried many of the same strategies and have had as
little success as Connecticut. The Pennsylvania Lottery conducted a study of Lotto and
Cash b ospe-rations in those states that have been offering the games continuously since
FY1989.° The data show that Lotto sales fell every year between FY 1989 and FY1994,
though sales did increase in FY1995. Combined sales for Lotto and Cash 5 across
these states fell slowly between FY 1989 and FY1992, and then held fairly steady.

Advertising

Because of State budgetary constraints, Lottery advertising expenditures were reduced
from $4.1 million in FY1991 to $1.8 million in FY1892. Due to the success of the
instant games, the DSR was abie to demonstrate the need for an increased advertising
budget. Subsequently, advertising expenditures gradually increased to $3.3 million in
FY1996 (se Table 1.8). Most of the initial decrease in advertising affected Lotto and
Instant games. Advertising spending on Instant games remained below its FY1992
level until FY19895.

Table 1.8 Lottery Advertising (Thousand $)
FY1991 FY1992 FY1983 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996
. |Lotto $1,396 $349 $890 $899 $1,071 $1,548
Instant $2,283 $1,024 $553 $785 $1,340 $1,430
Daily $429 $31 $71 $38 $108 $102
Cash 5 $374 $16 $296 $308 $189
- |Powerbalil $73
" {Total $4,118 $1,777 $1,530 $2,018 $2,828 $3,342
Note that FY1891 is included in this table for comparison purposes.
Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue
® Kline, 1996
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in Table 1.9, expenditures on lottery advertising are compared with Ibttery sales for 30
-states. :

Table 1.9 State Lottery Advertising and Sales Ranked by Percent of Sales
FY1996 CY1996 | Advertising |
Media Lottery as a Percent Rank
Advertisin Sales of Sales '
- {Millions)

Indiana $17.3 $621 2.8% 1
Arizona $6.2 $259 2.4% 2
lowa $3.9 $190 2.1% 3
Nebraska $1.5 $82 1.8% 4
Minnesota $6.1 $376 1.6% 5
Montana $0.5 $32 1.6% 6
California : $35.6 $2,292 1.6% 7
Kentucky $7.4 $543 1.4% 8
Louisiana $3.9 $289 1.3% 9
Florida $28.5 $2,117 1.3% 10
Maine $1.9 $1490 1.3% 11
Virginia : $11.7 $924 1.3% 12
New York $44.2 $3,611 1.2% 13
Colorado $4.0 $331 1.2% 14
Washington $4.5 $390 1.2% 15
New Hampshire $1.8 $163 1.1% 16
Texas $30.5 $3,430 0.9% 17
Pennsylvania $13.8 $1,674 0.8% 18
Kansas $1.4 $182 0.8% 19
Maryland $6.8 $1,113 0.6% 20
Connecticut $3.3 - $707 0.5% 21
Oregon $5.0 $1,097 0.5% 22
Vermont $0.3 $75 0.4% 23
Ohio $9.5 $2,380 0.4% 24
Michigan $5.2 $1,438 0.4% 25
West Virginia $1.7 $720 0.2% 26
Rhode Island $0.9 $455 0.2% 27
New Jersey $2.4 $1,588 0.2% 28
South Dakota $0.6 $520 0.1% 29
lllinois $1.8 $1,637 0.1% 30

Source: IG&WB, Jan 1997,

As Table 1.9 shows, sixteen of the thirty states spent one percent or more of sales on
advertising. Connecticut ranked twenty-first, spending one-half of one percent of sales.
in terms of percent of sales, more than half the states spend more than twice as much
on advertising their lotteries as Connecticut spent on advertising.
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Percent of Disposable Income Spent on the Lottery

Table 1.10 compares the percentage of state personal disposable income® spent on
the Connecticut Lottery and on the lotteries of neighboring states. Connecticut ranks in
the middle of the states shown.

Table 1.10 Percentage of Disposable Personal Income Spent on Lottery
Wagering .
CY1991 | CY1992 | CY1993 [ CY1994 | CY1995 | Annual Average
Percent Change
Connecticut 0.71%| 0.72%| 0.63%| 0.78%| 0.78% 2.3%
Maine 0.53%| 0.61%| 0.64%] 0.69%| 0.79% 10.5%
Massachusetts 1.33%| 1.48%{ 1.75%| 1.96%| 1.98% 10.6%
New Hampshire| 0.46%| 0.51%| 0.46%| 0.49%! 0.57% 5.7%
New York 0.56% 0.59%| 0.61%] 0.69%| 0.75% 7.5%
Rhode Island’ 0.37% 0.71%] 1.78%| 3.66%| 4.13% 82.5%
Vermont 0.52%|  0.56%| 0.52%| 0.59%| 0.73% 8.6%

Source: Christiansen/Cummings Associates, 1992-96; WEFA Group

The reduction in Connecticut's percent of disposable personal income spent on the
Lottery from 0.72% in CY1992 to 0.63% in CY1993 was the result of lower than
expected Lotto jackpots and a reduction in Instant game sales. Increasing Lotto
jackpots and the issuance of Mega Money in CY 1994 caused the percentage to rise 1o

0.78% in 1994,

The increase in the percentage of disposable income spent on the Lottery in
Connecticut has been associated with the increasing share of spending on Instant
games as compared to on-line games (see Table 1.7). The percentage spent on Instant
games rose from 22% in FY1992 to 42% in FY1996. In Massachusetts, whose
residents spend nearly 2% of their disposable income on that State's lottery, the split
between Instant and on-line games was 69% to 31% in CY1994 as compared to the
split in Connecticut of 35% to 65%, nearly the reverse.

® Personal Disposable Income is defined as Total Personal Income minus Taxes, Fees, and
Transfers Abroad. It represents the amount of money people have availabie to spend.

7 The Rhode Island Lottery installed Video Lottery Terminals (VLTs), which are similar to video
facsimile machines, in Rhode Island pari-mutuel facilities beginning in 1982. Rhode Island is one
of only four states that have VLTs, the others being Oregon, South Dakota and West Virginia.
For this reason, the Rhode Island percentages in Table 1.9 are not comparable to those of the
other states shown. -
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Off-Track Betting
Administration and Locations

Off-Track Betting (OTB) is the wagering on pari-mutuel events from a remote site. OTB
is the second largest form of non-casino gambling in Connecticut (behind the [ottery)
with nearly $250 million wagered in FY1996.

State statutes authorize a total of 18 OTB facilities. Of the 18 authorized, 15 are
currently operational. Four of these 18 facilities are simulcasts whose locations are
specified by statute. The locations of the simulcast facilities are Sports Haven in New
Haven, the Bradley Teletheater in Windsor Locks, Plainfield Greyhound Park, and
Shoreline Star in Bridgeport. The simulcast facilities at Plainfield and Bridgeport were
opened in November 1991 and December 1992, respectively.

The other 14 authorized OTB facilities must be branches, facilities without simulcasting.
Of these, one opened at the jai alai facility in Milford and one at the former jai alai
facility in Hartford, both in October 1993. in addition, a telephone betting system is also
operational.

Normally, off-track betting wagers placed in Connecticut are commingled with all
wagering on races at the track where the race occurs. Takeout® is determined by the
source track's rules. However, when Connecticut wagers cannot be commingled, the
takeout is set by Connecticut statute and is based on the type of wager. Currently, the
takeout is 17% for “win-place-show,” 19% for features, and up to 25% for “exotic”
wagers with the exact percentage authorized by the Gaming Policy Board (currently set
at 20‘70).

The most significant development for OTB over the past five years was its privatization
on July 1, 1993 when Autotote Enterprises, Inc. purchased the system from the State
for $20 miltion.

The State imposes a tax of 3.5% on the total handle, to be paid by the OTB licensee.
Of the 3.5%, the State retains 2.5% and the remaining 1% is distributed to the
municipalities where the OTB facilities are located. Additionally, a {ax equai to one-half
of the breakage to the dime is imposed on the OTB licensee. Breakage resulis from
the rounding down of payoffs to the nearest ten cents. For exampie, if a payoff to a
particular winner is $32.77, the actual amount paid out would be $32.70.

Handle Trends

Since the OTB was privatized at the beginning of FY1994, OTB handie has increased
by $80 million (see Table 1.11).

Growth in handle at the four OTB simulcast facilities (Bridgeport, New Haven, Plainfield
and Windsor Locks) accounted for $61 million of the $80 million increase. Of that $61
million, $20 million occurred at Bridgeport, and $26 million occurred at the New Haven
facility.

In March 1992, while the State operated the system, New Haven simulcast operations
were moved to the Coliseum. The move was associated with the selection of a new

® Takeout is equal to handle less prizes retumed to patrons. Additional revenue for the
Association and the State includes breakage and outs, which are unclaimed prizes.
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vendor to operate the OTB system for the State. The prior vendor owned the New
Haven Teletrack.

However, the small size and poor location of the facility reduced the amounts wagered.
In Aprit 1995, nearly two years after purchasing the OTB system from the State, the
OTB licensee purchased the former New Haven Teletrack. The licensee made
substantial renovations to the facility, adding a number of amenities including a sports
bar and administrative offices, and renamed the facility Sports Haven. In its first full
year of operation, FY1996, New Haven simulcast facility operations generated handle
of $45 million.

in early calendar 1994, the licensee expanded telephone betting to out-of-state patrons,
rapidly expanding to 43 states. As a result, handle increased from $3 million in FY1993
to $22 million in FY1995. By the end of calendar 1995, however, Autotote had reduced
the number of states to 15 in response to their concern about being in compliance with
all State and federal laws.

OTB branch handle declined from its high of $77 million in FY1992 to $73 million by
FY1996, falling from 44% of OTB handle to 30%. Had not new branches opened at the
jai alai facilities in Hartford and Milford in October 1983, OTB branch handle would have
fallen further. These branches produced $14 million in handle in FY1996.

Table 1.11 OTB Handle for Fiscal Years 1992 Through 1996

($ Million)

Facility FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996
1) OTB Branches $77 $75 $69 $73 $73
2) Simulcast Facilities $95 $86 $105 $130 $147
3) Telephone Betting $4 $3 $4 $22 $24
Total $177° $164 $178 $225 $244

Percent of Total

1) OTB Branches 44% 46% 39% 33% 30%
2) Simulcast Facilities 54% 52 59% 58% 60%
3) Telephone Betting 2% 2% 2% 10% 10%

" Until June 1992, individual OTB facility totals included refunds. The facility subtotals shown
include approximately $2 million in refunds which could not be deducted from the facility totals.
The actual FY1992 total is $175 million.

Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue
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Pari-Mutuel
Administration and Locations

Statutorily authorized pari-mutuel activities in Connecticut include horse racing,
greyhound racing and jai alai. Currently, only greyhound racing and jai alai are
operational in the State. The State imposes a tax on the gross amount wagered at
each facility based on a sliding scale of 2% to 4%, except for the Bridgeport Greyhound
Track which has a flat 2% tax. Additionally, a tax equal to one-half of the breakage to
the dime is imposed on each facility.

The State, from the tax revenue it collects, makes payments to the towns hosting each
facility. Towns with populations in excess of 50,000 receive an amount equal to 1% of
the gross amount wagered at the facility, and towns with populations less than 50,000
receive one half of 1%. However, beginning in FY1993, the Northeast Connecticut
Economic Alliance has received 0.2% of the gross amount wagered at Plainfield
Greyhound Park, and the town has received 0.8%.

In 1994, legislation was passed which requires that any OTB facility that takes wagers
on, or simulcasts greyhound racing or jai alai events, must give preference o activities
conducted by a Connecticut licensee over out-of-state products. The legislation does
not allow the operator of the OTB system to simuicast or take wagers on out-of-state
greyhound racing or jai alai products while the same activity is being conducted in the

State.

Although wagering may take place when no similar in-State activity is being conducted,
simuicasting within forty miles of a facility which conducts the same activity may not
take place without the in-State facility's consent. The OTB operator must also obtain
written consent to accept wagers at any OTB facility within forty miles of any in-State
facility conducting such events.

In Fiscal 1992, there were jai alai facilities located in Bridgeport, Hartford, and Mitford,
and at a greyhound track at Plainfield. Hartford terminated its jai alai operations in
September 1995 because of declining attendance and handie. In May 1995, Bridgeport
ceased its jai alai operations to convert its facility to a greyhound track. The new track
opened November 1, 1995 as the Shoreline Star Greyhound Park. Shorgline Star filed
for Chapter 11 bankruptcy reorganization in July 1996 and remains under chapter 11
protection. Shoreline Star requested and received permission to suspend greyhound
racing for the winter in early December 1996, but expects to re-open.

When they both operated as jai alai’s, the Milford and Bridgeport faciiites had
altemnating seasons, because of their close proximity. Generally, Milford operated
during the summer/fall months while Bridgeport was operational in the winter/spring
months. During the period from 1992 through 1995, total annual performances between
the two remained at about 470.

Sources of Handie for the Connecticut Pari-MutueI industry

As discussed in more detail under "On-Track Handle Trends", below, the pari-mutuel
facilities experienced significant declines in on-track handle during the five-year period
of this study. During this same period, however, there were significant changes in the
sources of handle for these facilities. First, as already described, the pari-mutuels
added OTB to the gambling options at their facilities. Second, they expanded their

The WEFA Group 1-14 Final Report



b =it
i

A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

efforts to market their product off-site. Their product is now being offered through the
Connecticut OTB system, at Foxwoods Casino, and out-of-state.

These changes served to offset the impact of declining on-track handie trends and
require that an understanding of the industry must take into consideration the handle
generated from all sources, including on-track OTB wagered at the facility as well as
wagering on the facilities' product through the OTB system and at other locations.

Assessing the economic impact on these changes on each facility's ownership is further
complicated by the fact that there are different cost implications associated with each
type of wagering option and venue. '

The following table shows the handle associated with each pari-mutuel facility's jai alai
or greyhound product, including the amount wagered at the fronton or track, in the oTB
system, at Foxwoods, and at out-of-state locations. In addition, the table shows OTB
wagering at each facility's on-site OTB branch or simulcast facility.

Table 1.12 Pari-Mutuel Handle and Other Handle Related to Pari-Mutuels

$ Million
Annual Average Percent
FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 |Change FY1992 - FY1996

Plainfield

Track $73 $51 $45 $41 $33 -18%

OTB Simulcast $10 $12 $15 $18 $18 16%

OTB Export’ $16  $21 $20  $22 $21 7%

Foxwoods Export’ $5 Not Applicable

Export Out-of-State'? $5 $5 Not Applicable

Total Plainfield $98 $84 $80 $86 $81 -5%
Bridgeport

Fronton/Track $57 $43  $30  $2¢  $13° -31%

OTB Simulcast $12 $29 $39 $31 Not Applicable

OTB Export’ $3 Not Applicable

Foxwoods Export’ $0 $0 Not Applicable

Export Out-of-State™? $0 Not Applicable

Total Bridgeport $57 $55 $60 $63 $47 -5%
Hartford

Fronton $66  $48  $37 %29  $4° -50%

OTB Branch $4 $7 $12 Not Applicable

Totai Hartford $66 $48 $41 $37 $16 -30%
Milford

Fronton $63 $51 $52 49  $60° 1%

OTB Branch $2 $3 $2 Not Applicable

OTB Export’ $6 $21 Not Applicable

Foxwoods Export’ $2 Not Applicable

Export Out-of-State'? $0 Not Applicable

Total Milford $63 $51 $53 $58 $84 8%

(Table 1.12 continues on the next page)

The WEFA Group 1-15 Final Report




A Study Concemning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

Tabie 1.12 Pari-Mutuel Handle and Other Handle Related to Pari-Mutuels
{Continued)

$ Million

Annual Average Percent
FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 |{Change FY1992 - FY1996

OTB Export’ | $16  $21 %20  $28 344 29%
Total OTB Handle $177 $164 $178 $225  $244 8%
Percent from CT Product| 9% 13%  11% 12% 18%

TExport refers to wagering on greyhound racing and jai alai off-site. Plainfield has been exporting their product
to the OTB system since the inception of the system, to Foxwoods since FY1996, and to various out-of-state
locations, including Wonderland, MA, since FY1995. Plainfield began export to the greyhound fracks at Lincoln
Downs, R, in January 1997, to Southland, AZ, in February 1997, and to Phoenix, AZ, in March 1997. Plainfield
also exports to the Amtote northeast hub in Suffolk, MA. Bridgeport briefly exported to the OTB system and to
Wonderland in FY1996. The Hartford jai alai fronton never exported its product. Milford exported to the OTB
system beginning FY1995, to Foxwoods beginning FY1996, and to various out-of-state venues including
Newport, R, beginning FY1997.

2 Data unavailable before FY1995.

% partial year operation.

4 Closed in September 1995.

5 Open for first full year of operation.

* Data unavailable before FY1995. _
Source:; Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

The Plainfield handle totals are an example of how pari-mutuel revenue sources have
changed over the past five years. On-track handle has declined by $40 million, from $73
million in FY1992 to $33 million in FY1996. However, OTB wagering on Plainfield races
has increased by $5 million, from $16 million in FY1992 to $21 million in FY1996. The
OTB total is now approximately two-thirds of the on-track total.

in addition, wagering on Plainfield races at Foxwoods and out-of-state tracks did not -
ocecur in FY1992, but produced $10 miillion in handle in FY1996. Off-site wagering on

Plainfield's greyhound racing product thus increased by a total of $15 million to $31

million in FY1996, an amount almost equal to the $33 million on-track total.

Plainfield also benefited from an $8 million increase in handle at the OTB simulcast
facility located at the track, a gain from $10 million in FY1992 to $18 million in FY1996.

As demonstrated by the Plainfield example, to understand their total business activity,
one must take into account all sources of handle, on-track, on-site OTB, and exports.

Handle on events at Connecticut's pari-mutuel facilities in the OTB system has grown in
importance from 9% of total OTB system handle in FY1992 to 18% in FY1996.

On-Track Handle Trends

In FY1992, the three (3) jai alai facilities generated $186 million in wagering compared
to $73 million for greyhound racing (see Table 1.13). With the closing of two out of the
three facilities, jai alai produced only $64 million in FY1996, compared with $45 million

for greyhound racing.
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Average handle per performance has fallen from $202,000 in FY1992 fo $89,000 in
FY1996. This decline has not been caused by a reduction in the average handle per
admission (per capita wager). What has fallen has been attendance. Admissions have
fallen over the past five years from 1.79 million in FY1992 to 812,000 in FY1996 (see

Table 1.13).

The decline in pari-mutuel aitendance appears to be primarily part of a long term trend
that pari-mutuel facilities everywhere have been experiencing.

As reported later in this chapter, WEFA examined the impact on on-track handle of
wagering through the OTB system . WEFA found no reduction in the handle wagered
on-track as a result of wagers placed through the OTB system.
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Table 1.13 Pari-Mutuel Statistics for Fiscal Years 1992 -- 1996
FY1992 | FY1993 | FY1994 | FY1995 | FY1996

Handle ($Million)

Jai Alai :
Bridgeport $57 $43| $30 $24 $0
Hartford $66 $49 $37 $29 $4
Milford $63 $52 $52 $49 $60
Total $186 $143 $120 $103 $64

Greyhound
Plainfield $73 $51 $45 $41 $33
Bridgeport $0 $0 $0 $0 $13
Total $73 $51 $45 $41 $45

Grand Total $259 $194 $165 $144 $109

Number of Performances

Jai Alai
Bridgeport 240 240 197 156 0
Hartford 361 362 363 327 59
Milford 233 236 278 312 464
Total 834 838 838 795 523

Greyhound
Plainfield 449 442 460 416 430
Bridgeport 0 0 0 0 269
Total 449 442 460 416 699

Grand Total 1,283 1,280 1,298 1,211 1,222

Handle per Performances ($Thousand)

Jai Alai
Bridgeport $237 $178 $154 $153
Hartford $184 $134 $102 $90 $70
Milford $271 $218 $186 $158 $129
Average $224 $170 $142 $129 $122

Greyhound
Plainfield $163 $115 $99 $99 $76
Bridgeport $47
Average $163 $115 $99 $99 $65

QOverall Average $202 $151 $127 $119 $89

(Table 1.13 continues on the next page)
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Table 1.13 Pari-Mutuel Statistics for Fiscal Years 1992 - 1996
(Continued)
FY1992 | FY1993 | FY1994 | FY1995 | FY1996
Admissions , (Thousand)
Jai Alai .
Bridgeport 344 299 211 171 0
Hartford ' 419 333 267 211 32
Mitford 437 393 385 328 369
Total 1,201 1,025 863 709 401
Greyhound 7 :
Plainfield 591 443 386 353 288
Bridgeport 0 0 0 0 122
Total 591 443 386 353 411
Grand Total 1,792 1,468 1,249 1,062 812
Handle per Person
Jai Alai
Bridgeport $165 $143 $144 $140 $0
Hariford $158 $146 $139 $140 $128
Milford $145 $131 $135 $150 $161
Total $155 $139 $138 $145 $159
Greyhound
Plainfieid $124 $115 $118 $117 $113
Bridgeport $0 $0 $0 $0 $103
Total $124 $115 $118 $117 $110
Overall Average $145 $132 $132 $136 | $134

Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

Charitable Gaming

Charitable gaming in Connecticut includes bingo, sealed tickets, raffles, bazaars and
Las Vegas nights (limited to table games)g. The State taxes bingo operations and
obtains revenue from the sale of sealed tickets (“pull-iabs”). All organizations.
conducting bingo are subject to a 5% fee on their gross receipts less prizes. The State,
from the money it collects, makes payments to the municipalities in which bingo games
are conducted. Payment to the municipalities is an amount equal to one-quarter of one
percent of the total money wagered less prizes within that town. The remaining tax
revenue goes to the State’s General Fund. Organizations authorized to sell sealed
tickets (which are similar to Instant lottery tickets) must pay to the State an amount
equal to 10% of their resale value. The State does not receive any General Fund
revenue from the conduct of raffles, bazaars and Las Vegas nights.

® By law, no cash prizes may be offered at Las Vegas nights, only coupons and certificates.
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Table 1.14 provides charitable gaming sales, the earnings of sponsoring organizations
and General Fund revenues that the State receives from charitable gaming.

Table 1.14 Charitable Gaming Sales, Earnings of Non-Profit Organizations,
and General Fund Revenues, FY1992-1996, Million $§

Type of Game 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Bingo $30.5 $32.1 $32.7 $34.6 $32.6
Sealed Tickets 10.7 12.9 13.6 12.9 13.0
Raffles 13.7 14.0 12.7 12.9 12.6
Bazaars 2.4 1.2 0.9 0.8 0.8
Las Vegas Nights 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3
Total $57.6 $60.5 $60.2 $61.5 $59.3
Earnings of Non-Profit
Organizations $20.0 $20.0 $19.6 $19.4 | $18.3
General Fund
Revenues $1.5 $1.7 $1.8 $1.8 $1.7

Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

Charitable gaming sales have maintained remarkable consistency, remaining within $3
million of $60 million for the past five years. However, both the mix of games and the
profitability to the sponsors have changed during this period.

By far, the most popular form of charitable gaming is bingo, accounting for 55% of total
sales (see chart, next page). Bingo sales grew from $31 million in FY1992 to $33
million in FY1996, a $2 million increase over the period. Bingo events were held 16,769
times in FY 1996 by 560 organizations.

The second most popular charitable games are sealed tickets at 22% of charitable
gaming sales. Over the period, sealed tickets have been gaining in popularity, rising
from $11 million or 19% of charitable gaming sales in FY1992 to $13 million or 22% of
the total in FY1996.

At the same time, raffles have fallen slightly from being the second most popular
charitable game at $14 million, or 24% of charitable gaming sales in FY1992, to $13

million or 21% of charitable gaming sales in FY1996. There were 1,312 raffles in

FY1996.

Charitable bazaars felt sharmply in the early part of the period from $2.4 million in
FY1992 to $1.2 miliion in FY1993, and have been declining since. Bazaars are now
holding at just above $800,000, for a 1.4% share. A total of 236 charitable bazaars
were reported in FY1996.

Las Vegas nights have the smallest share, at $0.3 million or only 0.5% of total
charitable gaming sales. A total of 38 Las Vegas nights were reported in FY1996.

For the last five years, while General Fund revenues from charitable gaming have
increased, the funds that non-profit organizations have raised through charitable games
have declined, from $20 million in FY1992 and FY1993 to $18 million in FY1996. The
decline was primarily in raffles, where sales had declined.
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Charitable Games
Percentage of Total Sales, FY1996

Bingo
54.9%

Sealed Tickets
2.0%

Las Vegas Nights 0.5%

FY1996 Total Annual Sales = $59.34 miflion

Native American Casino Gambling

Connecticut is home to two Native American casinos: the Mashantucket Pequot Tribe’s -
Foxwoods Resort Casino, which opened in February 1992 (the Mashantucket Pequot

Tribe had aiready opened a high-stakes bingo parior in 1986), and the Mohegan Sun
Casino in Ledyard, which opened in October 1996,

In January 1993, a joint Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was entered into by the
State and the Pequot Tribe allowing the tribe to operate video facsimile machines. The
MOU stipuiated that a minimum of 25% of video facsimile machines’ win (gross
operating revenues) would be provided to the State of Connecticut. If 25% of the total
video facsimile win should be less than $100 million, the State’s share would increase

to as much-as 30% of the win in order to reach a total of $100 million contributed to the
Siate. -

The Mohegan Tribe received federal recognition in May of 1994, and the Tribe
negotiated with the State for the operation of casino gambling. On May 17, 1994, a
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Tribal-State Compa. ! Was entered into, along with a MOU for video facsimile win. On
that same date, the' Pequots entered into a MOU which amended their previous
agreement with the State. The State/Mohegan Tribe MOU and the amended
State/Mashantucket Pe quot MOU contain virtually identical provisions, with both
agreements providing fo.¥ Cpntr!butzons t.o. the State of 25% of video facsimile win,
subject to minimum coz_'ntnbutaon provisions which can result in a contribution
percentage of up G 30% in order to ensure a minimum contribution of $80 million per
State fiscal year (pr’ora‘fﬁd for the initial year of operation in the case of the Mohegan

Tribe’s casino). o
Table 1.15 shows handle and wi, for _\_/ideo facsimiles and table games at Foxwoods
and the number of video facsimile macriines.

Table 1.15 Native American Casino Gambling, FY1952-1996, Miilion $

1992 | 1393 1994 1995 1996
FOXWOODS' - -
Video Facsimiles :
Average Number 0 1,192 2,826 3,862 4,011
Handle® 0 $954 $4455 | $6.609 | $7,804
Win (Casino) 0 $82 $375 $54% $595
Win per Machine ($000) $68 | $133 $141 $148
State Contribution® 0 $30 $113 | $136 $149
Table Games
Handle® $923 | $4,175] $6,920 $9.914 | $11,706
Win (Casino)® $43 $157 $215 $292 $320
Total’
Handie® $923 | 95,129 | $11,419 | $16,523 | $19,510
Win (Casino)® $43 $239 $590 $835 $915

TData are for Foxwoods only because the Mohegan Sun Casino did not open until October
1996.

2 |n 1994, the casino contributed an additional $13 million to bring its payment to the State fo
$113 million. _

3 Video facsirile handle prior to March 1993 and table game win and handle were estimated
by WEFA based on data for New Jersey and Nevada (Christiansen, 1991-1996) (see
footnote 1, page 1-1). _

* Foxwoods fotal reported here is limited to video facsimiles and table games. Bingo and
other types of betting at the casino have not been included because of insufficient data to
develop an estimate. Wagering at Foxwoods on Connecticut pari-mutuel activity has been
referenced in the discussion of pari-mutuel handle trends.

Source: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue; WEFA Group

In FY1995, Foxwoods recorded video facsimile machine win of $543 million resulting in
a $136 million contribution to the State (see Table 1.1 5). In FY1996, win reached $585
million, a 9.6% increase, and the contribution to the State was $149 million.

Video facsimile machine handle has grown dramatically as the average number of
machines operating has increased. In FY1995, Foxwood’s vidse facsimile machines

produced handle of $6.6 billion with an average of 3,862 machine- - "2 then
expanded another 18% to reach $7.8 billion ir; FY 1996 with 4,011 ma - ting.
The WEFA Group 1-22. E Aepe
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Monthly win per machine follows a Cyciical pattern of sharp decreases in the fall and
winter months followed by a steady recovery over the spring and summer. However, in
observing the overall trend, it is evident that monthly win per machine has been rising
over the past three years at Foxwoods, averaging $11,700 in FY1995 and $12,400 in
FY1996. From the opening of the Mohegan Sun Casino in October 1996 through March

1997, win per machine at Foxwoods has averaged $10,300 and at Mohegan Sun,
$9,600.

Impact of Foxwoods on Other Forms of Gambling in Connecticut

WEFA'’s examination of ten years of data using regression modeling is reporied later in
this chapter. By making use of this statistical technique, WEFA tested the possibility
that the opening and operation of Foxwoods Casino Resort in Ledyard had an impact
on lottery sales, OTB handle, pari-mutuel handle, and sales of charitable games,

No impact from Foxwoods was found for Lottery sales in total or for sales of any

individual Lottery game. Similarly, no impact was found for OTB simulcast handie, QTB
branch handie, or OTB telephone wagering.

For FY1993 and FY1994, the analysis revealed that decreases in greyhound racing
handle at Plainfield of 10% and 9%, respectively, can be accounted for by Foxwoods.
No evidence of a negative impact was found after that time.

Between FY1993 and FY1996, WEFA finds jai-alai handle decreased 1% to 5% as a
result of Foxwoods. :

There is no evidence to indicate that Foxwoods had any impact on sales of charitable
gaming.

The remainder of this chapter presents WEFA's analysis as to the diversion of sales
and handie from one form of gambling to another and projects gross wagering through
FY2001. '
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Substitution, Saturation and Projections

Introduction

When there is a potential for spending on one type of gambling to be diverted to
another form of gambling, this concept is referred to as substitution. For example, a
person who regularly played Daily Numbers or Play 4 might shift some spending from
those games to Cash 5 when the number of weekly drawings increased, of,
alternatively, a person might decide to visit a Native Ametrican casino and, partly or
completely, forgo spending on the various on-line games that week. .

Saturation involves a related concept. All producis generally follow a product-life-cycle
which includes four (4) phases: introduction, growth, maturity and decline. Saturation
involves the maturity and decline phases because it is the point at which alt of the
potential market spending for a particular product or service has been tapped.

This classic product-life-cycle of a commodity generally follows a pattern where initially
during the introduction phase, sales are fiat until product awareness and acceptance of
the product is established. Generally, this is accomplished through advertising and
marketing. During the growth phase, sales expand and, for successful products, the
growth rate rapidly accelerates and product sales may increase their market share.
Ultimately, sales growth slows as the product reaches its maximum market share, which
will vary by product. During this maturity phase, sales peak of flatten as market
saturation is reached. Finally, during the decline phase, sales begin 10 decline &as
substitute products gain acceptance or markel demand deciines and erodes the

product’s market share.

One of the difficulties in understanding the concept of saturation is that diversion of
spending between games complicates the analysis. There are certain games that
appear to be saturated, but additional growth may occur because of diversion of sales
from other games. For example, Cash 5 sales had stabilized and begun to decline
before a series of initiatives were undertaken to improve sales. However, because
Cash 5 sales are largely diversion from Lotto, the gain in Cash 5 came primarily at the
expense of Lotto sales.

Currently, Instant Lottery games and casino gaming are in their growth phase while
charitable gaming, on-track pari-mutuel wagering and on-line Lottery games are in their
maturity or decline stages. OTB simulcasting and telephone wagering appear to be in
their growth phases while OTB branch handle is in the maturity phase.

To analyze substitution and saturation, and to be able to make projections, WEFA
developed an econometric model of sales and handle for the various forms of legalized
gambling in Connecticut. The methodology, the equations that make up the model, and
the substitutions and saturation findings are described in detail in Appendix H. The
model not onty provides evidence of substitution among different forms of gambling but
of product saturation for certain forms of gambling. The model also allows forecasts of
gambling revenues through fiscal year 2001.

Table 1.16 presents the projections derived from these eguations through fiscal year
2001 and, in part, are based upon WEFA's forecasts of population, income and
unemployment in Connecticut. These projections assume no change in the number
and mix of pari-mutuel and OTB facilities, the number and type of Lottery games, the
method of play for each gambling activity, nor does it assume changes in the manner in
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which games are marketed. These projections are status quo projections meaning that
they refiect policies and player behavior between FY1987 and FY1996.

Table 1.16 Status Quo Projected Connecticut Gross Wagering, FY1997 Thrdugh FY2001*

(Millions)
FY1997| FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001

Lottery _

Daily Numbers & Play 4 $190 $189 $184 $179 $174

Cash 5 $48 $49 $50 $49 $49

Lotto $04 591 $89 $90 91

Powerball $49 $50 $50 $50 $50

Total On-line $381 $380 $373 $369 $364

Instant $379 $423 $468 $514 $562

Total $760 $802 $841 $882 $926
OoTB

Branches $81 $80 $78 $76 $74

Telephone $17 $17 $16 $16 $16

Simulcast $159 $159 $160 $162 $163

“Total $256 $255 $254 $254 $254
Pari-Mutuels

Greyhound $33 $28 $24 $20 $16

Jai Alai $51 $46 $40 $35 $33

Total $83 $74 $64 $55 $49
Charitable $59 $58 $59 $59 $60
Native American Casinos $26,235 | $30,449 $31,770 $33,077 $33,369

Video Facsimile Win $821 $953 $994 $1,035 $1,044
Total $27,393 | $31,638 $32,988 $34,327 $34,658

FY1996.

*This projection assumes no change in the number of facilites, the number of Lottery games, the
character, such as the way games are played, of each gambiing activity, nor changes in marketing the
games. These are status quo projections reflecting policies and player behavior between FY1987 and

Source: WEFA Group

Projections of Lottery sales for the future do not take into account the formation of the |
Connecticut Lottery Corporation (CLC) in July of 1996, whose purpose is to respond
more quickly to market changes and aggressively increase sales and General Fund

Revenues.

In the projections, WEFA assumes the status quo for the majority of the variables that

drive the equations:

e The number of greyhound racing performances assumed throughout the forecast
was 408 performances at Plainfield Greyhound Park and 180 at Shoreline Star_ in

Bridgeport.

+« The number of OTB branches and simulcast facilities was assumed to remain at the

current levels.

e Sales of Powerball were held at $50 million for the forecast period, as the game
began too recently to be able to develop an equation for it.
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» Lotto advertising was held at its calendar year total for 1996 until FY2001.

e Any future initiatives underiaken by the CLC to increase Lottery sales are not taken
into account.

s« The average price of an Instant ticket was increased over the forecast period,
reflecting the current upward trend, from the calendar 1996 fourth quarter value of
$1.87 to $2.40 in the last quarter of FY2001. This assumes that the current upward
trend in the amount of sales derived from high priced tickets will continue.

Since WEFA’s analysis relied upon the historical experience associated with the various
forms of gambling, the projections are only an indication of future trends to the extent

that the status quo continues.

The forecast period assumes a continuation of declining on-track handle at the pari-
mutuels but, should a successful initiative on the part of the pari-mutuel operators be
implemented, the projections could improve.

Findings of Substitution and Saturation

WEFA’s analysis of Lottery sales has identified substitution of spending among Lottery
games, particularly a substitution of spending on instant Lottery sales from Daily
Numbers and Play 4. Further, as expected, we observe significant substitution of
spending on both Powerball and Cast 5 sales for Lotto sales. There appears to have
been no effect on lottery sales as a result of the introduction of casino gambling.

The substitution analysis also found that because of diversion to Foxwoods, greyhound
track handle declined by 10% and 9% in FY1993 and FY 1994, respectively, and jai alai
handle declined by between 1% and 5% from FY 1993 through FY1996.

WEFA’s analysis also finds charitable gaming to be in its mature phase and the
following forms of gambling to be in their decline state: on-line lottery sales, on-track
pari-mutuel handle, and OTB branch handies.
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2. THE NET CONTRIBUTION OF LEGALIZED GAMBLING TO
THE ECONOMY OF THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Summary of the Net Economic Contribution of Legalized Gambling

As shown in Table 2.1, legalized gambling in the State of Connecticut has made a
significant and positive contribution to the state’s economy. In 1991, legalized gambling
generated 2,985 new jobs throughout the State’s economy paying wages and salaries
of $61.6 million. With the opening of the Foxwoods Casino in 1992, the total number of
new jobs created by gambling increased to 11,452 and then increased again to 18,102
jobs. As the number of new jobs generated by legal gambling increased so did the
wages and salaries, increasing to $234.9 million in 1992 and then to $382.1 million in
1993.

Table 2.1 Tota! Net Employment and Income Generated by Connecticut’s Legal Gambling Activities
Calendar Year | 1901] 1902 1993| 1994| 1995| 1996’

Contribution of Legalized Gambling

Total Employment’ 2985 11,452] 18,102| 18,123 22584| 24,811
Net Change 8467| 6,650 21| 4461 2207

Total Wages and Salaries® $616| $234.9| $382.1| $408.7| $559.0| $680.3
Net Change $173.3| $147.2 $26.6| $1503| $121.3

Connecticut Employment and Income ' _

Total Employment (thousands)* 1565| 1,526 1,531 1,544] 1,564 1,579
Net Change (29,042} 5,000 12,533 20525| 15192

Total Wages and Salaries’ $49.3| $51.2| $523| $539| $566| $59.5
Net Change (millions) $1,900| $1,100| $1.600| $2700) $2,900

! Estimate.

2 Full- and part-time jobs.

% Total annual wages and salaries in milliens of dollars.

* U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

5 Billions of dollars as reported by the U.8. Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Between 1991 and 1993, gambling in the State of Connecticut added more than 15,000
new jobs throughout the state. Approximately 7,000 of these new jobs represented new
employment opportunities at the pari-mutuel, OTB and casino facilities, while the re-
maining 8,000 new jobs were created throughout the State’s economy, in such sectors
as construction, retailing, transportation and business and personal services. While le-
galized gambling was adding jobs to the State’s economy, aggregate employment in
Connecticut was actually declining by approximately 24,000 jobs. Thus, in the absence
of legalized gambling, WEFA estimates that total employment would have fallen by
39,000 jobs. This would have added almost a full percentage point to the State’s un-
employment rate in 1993, which averaged 6.3% for the year.
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Over the same period, the new jobs generated by legalized gambling added an addi-
tional $320.5 million in wages and salaries to the State’s economy. This represented
almost 11% of the gains in total wages and salaries in the State. Looking at the growth
in wages and salaries generated by legalized gambling offers an even more dramatic
view of the contribution of legalized gambling. Between 1991 and 1993, the gambling
generated wage income increased by 520% while total wage income increased by
6.0%, only slightly above the rate of inflation.

Growth in employment and wage income slowed after 1993 as the expansion of the
Foxwoods Casino slowed. However, in 1995, construction of the Mohegan Sun Casino
began and, as a result, there was another surge in employment growth with casino-
related activity adding 4,415 jobs in 1995 and just under 2,645 jobs in 1996. At the
same time, employment at the pari-mutuel and OTB facilities declined from 1,655
gambling related employment jobs in 1993 to 1,267 jobs in 1986. By 1996 the total
number of jobs in the state generated by legalized gambling had increased to 24,811, a
37.1% increase over the number of jobs created in 1993. By comparison, total employ-
ment in Connecticut increased by only 3% over the three-year period.

Wage income also experienced strong growth between 1993 and 1996. Like employ-
ment, the level of wage income generated by legalized gambling increased sharply in
1995 and 1996. Over the three-year period wage income created by gambling in-
creased by 78%, rising to $680.3 million in 1996. Wage income in the state grew by
only 14% over the same period.

In conclusion, growth in both employment and income generated by legalized gambling
has outpaced total employment and income growth throughout the state. That means
that legalized gambling has steadily increased its contribution (or share) of economic
activity in the state and that the gambling sector is a major contributor to and force be-
hind economic growth in the state. While it is true that the period of peak growth was
during 1992 and 1993, employment and income growth related to legalized gambling
has still outpaced overall job and income growth since then.
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Measuring the Net Economic Contribution of Legalized Gambling:

Methodology

The input/output1 (/0) approach employed in this study to measure the contribution of
legalized gambling is an accepted and widely used methodology in the economics pro-
fession. WEFA has either developed or contributed to numerous studies, which employ
this 1/0 methodology, including analysis of the impact of casino gambling in such coun-
tries as Canada and Costa Rica and states such as Maine, Pennsylvania, Texas, Flor-
ida, Louisiana and others. For this study a model specific to Connecticut was developed
by WEFA from US Department of Commerce data.

“Net” is an important qualifier. Our analysis focuses on the measurement of new eco-
nomic activity that is created by legalized gambling in the State of Connecticut and
would not have occurred without the presence of legalized gambling in the State. For
example, residents of the State have the option of spending their income on a variety of
goods and services; legalized gambling is just one of these options. If Connecticut resi-
dents chose to direct their current spending on legalized gambling to other entertain-
ment opportunities in the State, there would be a change in the mix of goods and serv-
ices produced in the State but not necessarily a change in aggregate economic activity.
So, the net impact would be zero. This does not imply that there is no economic activity
taking place, just that there is no new or net increase in economic activity.

In addition to recognizing that some aspects of spending on legalized gambling in the
State represent a substitution of one type of spending for another, some forms of legal-

“ized gambling, specifically charitable gaming and the lottery, merely transfer income

from one set of individuals in the State to another. In the case of charitable gaming, the

" express purpose of these functions is to raise money from participants and then to dis-
‘tribute the proceeds to other organizations or individuals in the State. Thus, in this case,
_consumer spending is merely shifted from one set of individuals to another.

The State Lottery presents a similar situation. Approximately 50% of the value of lottery
sales is retumed to players as prizes. These prizes are merely a transfer of income
from players to winners. Another 45% is retained by the State. The General Fund reve-
nues, in excess of the cost of regulation and oversight, are then used to provide serv-
ices to the general population. Thus, the revenues kept by the State are also transfers
from the players to the employees of the State government and to recipients of the dis-
tributions from the General Fund.

The remainder of sales after prizes and State retention is paid to the agents. The 5%
foe is similar in magnitude to the margin kept by retailers from their retail sales. Conse-
quently, this fee is a substitute for income that would have been earned by retail-
ers/agents if the lottery expenditures had been directed toward other retail spending.

! The input-output approach is a method of analysis originally developed by Leontief, the 1973
Nobel Laureate in economics. It traces the revenues of an industry as they flow through the lo-
cal economy, becoming revenues of other industries through inter-industry purchases and
through the purchases of employees out of their income. These flows are developed from
base-year data on inter-industry flows organized into an input-ouiput table. Such tables have
been used to measure impacts at national, state and sub-state levels. WEFA has used this
technique to examine the impact or contribution of industries and public programs, ranging from
defense procurement programs to spending by tourists and patrons of casinos. '
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To summarize, while there is always some positive economic activity associated with all
forms of legalized gambling, our analysis focuses only on the net change in activity that
is associated with the various forms of legalized gambling in the State. In the following
sections of this chapter, we discuss in detail the contributions to the State’s economy, it
- any, of the various forms of legalized gambling.

The I/O analysis of legalized gambling begins with the measurement and analysis of di-
rect spending at the gambling venues. This includes the gross revenues, or “win,”
generated by the patrons of these operations and retained by the operators of the
gambling facilities; spending on food, beverages, lodging and entertainment at the fa-
cilities; all construction and development at the sites; and spending at off-site retail fa-
cilities.

It is also important to identify net new spending in the State, i.e., spending in the State
associated with gambling that would not have occurred without the various forms of le-
galized gambling. Spending by out-of-state visitors to the Connecticut pari-mutuel sites
and Native American casinos is an obvious source of net new spending. State residents
also contribute net new spending to the extent that their spending at Connecticut facili-
ties represents expenditures that would have been made at gambling facilities in other
states, such as New Jersey, or spending on entertainment in other states, such as New
York, or on vacations.

This is an important point. Many consider net new spending in a state to derive solely
from spending by persons from out-of-state. This is incorrect. Net new spending can
come from three sources: (1) new spending in the State by out-of-state residents; (2)
spending in the State by State Connecticut residents that cotherwise would have oc-
curred outside the State; and (3) spending by State residents that substitutes for other
in-state spending but that produces a net positive impact as a result of the State’s eco-
nomic structure.

Thus, for State residents we need to identify that portion of their spending for legal
gambling which is “substituted” for spending that would have occurred in the State any-
way.? This would include consumer expenditures on such things as restaurants, enter-
tainment and other forms of general retail spending. In similar analyses which WEFA
has developed for other states, we have developed estimates of this substitution of
gambling expenditures for other locat consumption expenditures. The size of the substi-
fution effect, and its proportion of total spending on gambling activities, is dependent
upon the mix of spending by Connecticut residents on lodging, food and beverages,
and other retail spending. Utilizing proprietary data provided by the casino industry for
other studies undertaken by WEFA, we have dstermined that this in-state substitution
effect has represented between 60% and 75% of resident spending.®

In Connecticut, we have estimated that the substitution effect for resident spending on
pari-mutuel and OTB gambling and associated activities is 75%, i.e., $0.75 of every
dollar of revenue generated through pari-mutuel and OTB wagering by Connecticut
residents is effectively a substitute for revenue that would have accrued to another
Connecticut business. The percentage for the substitution effect associated with Con-

2 substitution in this context refers to the consumer’s replacement of spending for goods or
services in the State by spending for other goods and services at a gambling establishment.

°® WEFA, September 1996
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necticut residents gambling at Foxwoods is estimated to be 60%, while the percentage
substitution effect for charitable gaming and the State Lottery is estimated to be 100%.

Spending by patrons of the Foxwoods Casino has a smaller substitution effect than the
spending by patrons at pari-mutuel and OTB facilities because of the broader choices
of entertainment and lodging expenditures at the casino and the accessibility and option
of alternative gambling at the New Jersey casinos. Thus, some spending at the Fox-
woods Casino on gambling and entertainment will substitute for simiiar spending at out-
of-state entertainment and gambling opportunities, especially in New Jersey. Conse-
quently, the proportion of gambling spending at the casino represents a smaller substi-
tution for local spending than the proportion of gambling spending at the pari-mutuel
and OTB facilities. -

As discussed above, the expenditures for charitable gaming and lottery tickets, how-
ever, represent a complete substitution for other local spending, i.e., the substitution
effect is 100% because these forms of legal gambling serve to transfer income between
groups within the State.

The economic contribution of legalized gambling in the State of Connecticut goes far
beyond the direct spending and jobs created at the various gambling venues. While a
substantia! part of the economic contribution is directly attributable to the spending at
the gambling venues, the direct contribution, a significant portion of the contribution
also results from the spending by the operators for supplies and materials and by the
employees of these facilities for consumer goods and services, the indirect contribu-

tion.

‘Our analysis first focuses on the direct contribution. in this section of the analysis, we
examine (1) the spending by patrons at the facilities and the jobs and income which are
directly associated with the provision of the gambling and related services, and (2)
construction and development expenditures by the casino and the jobs and income
they generate. Our estimates of direct spending by patrons are adjusted for the substi-
tution of casino spending for retail spending by residents of Connecticut. For example,
Connecticut residents who participate in legalized gambling in the State will have re-
directed some portion of their wagering expenditures from other consumer activities,
i.e., expenditures at restaurants, for entertainment and for other consumer goods and
services. Spending in Connecticut by residents of other states is considered to be a net
gain in spending in the State. For example, spending by Massachusetts residents at
Foxwoods is considered a net gain in spending in Connecticut.

The second area of analysis focuses on the indirect contribution. Using an I/O table
specific to Connecticut, the impact of direct spending is traced through the Connecticut

* Impact analysis separates the consequence of consumer spending and investment into two
parts - the direct contribution and the indirect contribution. Direct spending is the spending of
patrons at the facility or of the contractors in a capital project. The indirect contribution derives
from (1) spending of the operator for purchased goods and services, such as equipment, food,
and repair services, and (2) spending of the direct employees that generates other employment
in the production of goods and provision of services. The indirect contribution further includes
the succeeding rounds of spending by the impacted industries and employees, until all of the
original spending is traced to the employment it generates. Since the focus of this study is the
State of Connecticut, only jobs created within State boundaries are included in the indirect im-
pact.

" The WEFA Group 2-5 Final Report



A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

economy to quantify purchases, jobs and income which are created in the non-
gambling sectors of the Connecticut economy. The ultimate impact of this spending
process is determined by the business structure of the Connecticut economy including
the extent to which materials are purchased and labor is employed from outside the
State boundaries.

The analysis presented in the remainder of this chapter is based upon actual legal
gambling expenditures at Connecticut facilities during the CY1991-CY1995 period. We
have also developed estimates for CY1996 from available data. All figures presented in
this section are annual calendar year totals. Most annual data reported by state gov-
emment agencies are recorded on a July-June fiscal year while similar data reported by
the gambling establishments is on an October-September fiscal year. In most cases
monthly data were summed to calendar year totals. Where this was not possible,
weighted averages of fiscal year data were taken to estimate calendar year totals.

The Net Economic Contribution of Charitable Gaming

Charitable gaming functions, such as bingo, sealed tickets and casino nights, are spon-
sored by a variety of religious and secular organizations for the purpose of raising
money for non-profit organizations and/or the distribution to groups or people with fi-
nancial needs. These functions tend to be social in nature, i.e., the primary purpose of
the gambling is for entertainment with gambling losses viewed as a form of a charitable

donation.

By their very nature these types of functions serve to re-distribute the income (losses of
the gamblers) to the social, religious and non-profit organizations. Consequently,
charitable gaming activities affect the composition of the State’s economy - substituting
one form of charitabie donation for another - but do not result in a significant contribu-
tion to the overall State economy. It is assumed that only an insignificant amount of the
money spent on charitable gaming activities represents net new spending. That is not to
say that such activities do not serve a purpose. The fact that these charitable gaming
functions provide a venue and opportunity for organizations and individuals to donate
money to other organizations and individuals in need suggests that such activities serve
a useful social purpose.

As shown in Table 2.2, the net profit to sponsors of charitable gaming peaked at $20
million in 1992 and has fallen since to an estimated $17.8 million in 1996. These are
the funds which are available for re-distribution to designated groups and organizations
as charitable donations. The State government also receives a portion of the gross re-
ceipts which are transferred to the General Fund. The State’s share of gross charitable
gaming receipts has fluctuated between 2.5% and 3.0% over the past six years.
Transfers to the General Fund peaked in 1993 and 1994 at $1.8 million and they have
fallen slightly since to $1.7 million in 1995 and an estimated $1.7 million in 1996. These
funds are utilized by the State government to provide goods and services to residents of
the State. Thus, about one-third of the gross receipts are available for re-distribution by
the sponsoring organizations and the State government. The remaining two-thirds of
the receipts represent the cost of prizes and the costs associated with running the
charitable events.
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Table 2.2 The Contribution of Charitable Gaming to Sponsoring Organizations and the State’s
General Fund (in Millions)’ _
Calendar Year 1991 1992 | 1993 1994 | 1995 1996%

Charitable Gaming Gross Receipts $55 $59 $60 $61 $60 $58
Transfers to the General Fund  $14|  $16]  $1.8| $1.8| $1.7 $1.7}
Cost of Prizes and Services $34.9| $37.4 $38.4| $39.7| 395, $385
Net Profit to Sponsors $18.7 $20.0 $19.8| $185 $18.8 $17.8

T Source: Division of Special Revenue, 1996

2 Estimated.

The participants in charitable gaming do so because they are aware that the money
that they donate (losses) will be used for some specified charitable purpose. Conse-
quently, the participants in charitable gaming choose to forgo the consumption of other
goods and services knowing that their losses will be transferred to some other groups
or individuals who will use the transferred money for their own consumption of goods
and services. Thus, one group’s consumption of goods and services has been substi-
tuted for another's. While the mix of goods consumed may have been changed some-
what by this transfer of income, i.e., the two groups probably do not have the same
preferences or needs for goods and services, it is unlikely that the overall level of pur-
chases of goods and services in the state is significantly aitered. Consequently, eco-
nomic activity is not significantly increased or decreased by charitable gaming, even
though there is a re-distribution of spending.

While it may be argued that aggregate consumption could be increased by charitable
gaming if income is being transferred from higher income residents, who spend a
smalier proportion of their income on consumer goods, to lower income residents, hard
data on the income levels of the participants in charitable gaming activities and the re-
cipients to whom funds are transferred is unavailable. Lacking such information on the
income and spending habits of the two groups, it is not possible to precisely determine
whether overall economic activity in the State is increased or decreased by charitable
gaming. However, given the relatively small size of charitable gaming vis-a-vis income .
in the State, $58 million versus $104.1 billion in 1996, it is our assessment that while
charitable gaming provides an opportunity for transferring income within the State, it
generates litle, if any, net contribution to aggregate economic activity in the State.

The Net Economic Contribution of the State Lottery

While the revenues of the State lottery dwarf those of charitable gaming, the objectives
of the State Lottery are not unlike those of charitable gaming, to raise funds through the
voluntary participation of individuals who purchase lottery tickets for the purpose of us-
ing those funds to provide a variety of government services. Those who purchase lot-
tery tickets forgo the consumption of goods of services equal to the value of their lottery
purchases for the chance of winning a greater amount of income and hence consump-
tion. However, over the course of time, the combination of the payout of the winnings,
revenues kept by the State and the payments made to the vendors is equal to the value
of all ticket purchases. Thus, this is a transfer of income and consumption from- lottery
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ticket purchasers to the lottery winners, vendors of tickets and the State (and ultimately
to individuals and groups who receive the distribution of the State’s lottery revenues).

As shown in Table 2.3, lottery sales have steadily increased from $538 million in 1991
to an estimated $726 million in 1996. Between 1991 and 1993, lottery sales increased
by only 2.6%. Between 1993 and 1996 sales increased 31%. The increase in the rate of
growth of lottery sales since 1993 primarily reflects increased sales of Instant Lottery
tickets. Beginning in 1994, the State began to offer a broader variety of Instant games
with different prices. The $2 Mega Money game was introduced in March 1994; this
was followed by the addition of a $3 game in January 1995 and a $5 game in August of
the same year.

Table 2.3 Aggregate Lottery Sales and Their Distribution’ (Dollar amounts are in
Millions)
Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 | 1906°
Lottery Sales $538 $548 $552 $611 $689| $726
Transfers to the General Fund $225 $222 $219 $233 $256| $269
Prizes $285!  $301 $312] $347 $394| $404
Agent Commissions $27.6| $237 | $c40| $31.8 | $351| $356
Daily Average Number of Terminals 1,403 | 2,696 2904 3,051 3,080| 3,082
T Source: Division of Special Revenue, 1996
2 Estimated.

Even while lottery sales were increasing between 1991 and 1993, transfers to the Gen-
eral Fund actually fell from $225 million in 1991 to $219 million in 1993. However, with
the strong growth in sales after 1993, transfers to the General Fund also rose to an es-
timated $269 million in 1996, an increase of 23% from 1993.

Lottery prizes have shown a growth pattern somewhat similar to aggregate sales, in-
creasing by 4.6% per year between 1991 and 1993 and then by 9.0% per year between
1993 and 1996. In 1991, prizes accounted for 53% of total sales. This has increased
slightly to 56% by 1996. Thus, over half of the funds spent on lottery tickets are re-
turned as prizes and represent a straight transfer of income from one group of residents

in the State to another group.

The State’s share of lottery sales, recorded as transfers to the General Fund, has fallen
from 42% in 1991 to an estimated 37% in 1996. Given that a substantial portion of the
State government's expenditures represent direct transfers to individuals and the pay-
ment of wages and salaries for the provision of public services, the State government
expenditures supported by lottery sales also represent a transfer of income from one
group in the State o another.

The remaining funds are distributed as commissions to the sales agents. These com-
missions have increased from $27.6 million in 1991 to $35.6 million in 1996, The latier
figure represents 5% of aggregate lottery sales, i.e., the sales commission rate. Since
these commissions do not represent a payment for a specific set of goods, they also
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can be considered as income transfers. Consequently, the activity of the State Lottery
has the principal effect of transferring income between groups in the State. Like chari-
table gaming, the State Lottery shifts the distribution. of income between but does not
generate any net increase in economic activity in the State.

This does not imply that there is no positive economic activity associated with the State
Lottery, rather there is no “new” economic activity. During FY1996, the lottery generated
almost $707 million in sales and $262 million in revenues. To support the sales, over-
sight and regulatory responsibilities of the State, 60 jobs were necessary which paid
almost $1.9 million in wage income. in addition, the State spent over $20.4 million in
such areas as advertising, telephone and professional services. Consequently, the
State Lottery is a positive contributor to Connecticut's economy, although it does not
create net “new” jobs and income.

The Net Economic Contribution of Gambling at Pari-Mutuel Facilities
and the OTB System

In this section we analyze the economic contribution of gambling and associated
spending at pari-mutuel betting establishments in Connecticut. The analysis in this
section is based on the aggregate effect of operations run by the following seven or-
ganizations: Autotote Enterprises, Inc.; Berenson Pari-Mutuel Inc.; Bridgeport Jai Alai,
Inc.; Connecticut Yankee Greyhound Racing, Inc.; Milford Jai Alai and Associates; the
Shoreline Star Greyhound Park, and The State of Connecticut Division of Special

Revenues.

Over the 1991-96 period there have been significant changes to the pari-mutuel indus-
try. in 1991 there was one greyhound track, three jai alai frontons, 14 State-operated
‘OTB branches (5 of which closed by the end of 1991), one telephone OTB branch, and
three simulcast facilities (including two State-operated teletheaters). In late 1992, an
OTB simuicast facility was opened at Bridgeport Jai Alai and toward the end of 1993,
‘branch operations were opened at the Hartford and Milford jai alai frontons.

During 1993, Autotote Enterprises purchased the State’s off-track betting system. In
1995, the Hartford jai alai fronton closed and the Bridgeport jai alai fronton discontinued
operations and re-opened as Shoreline Greyhound Park. Thus, the estimated revenues
for 1996 are generated by one jai alai fronton, two greyhound parks, nine privately
owned OTB branches, six simulcast facilities and a telephone betting system.

As shown in Table 2.4, the handle at Connecticut's pari-mutuel facilities steadily de-
creased throughout the period of analysis, falling from $271.3 million in 1991 1o an es-
timated $94.3 million in 1996. The take-out, while also lower in 1996 than 1991, has not
fallen as sharply. This is primarily the result of the reduction of the effective state pari-
mutuel tax on the handle from approximately 4% in 1993 to 1.5% in 1994 and thereaf-
ter.

Between 1991 and 1993, the handle at the State’s OTB system dropped from $192.5
million to $173.2 million, a 10% decline. On July 1, 1993, Autotote Enterprises assumed
control of the OTB system. By 1996, handle had increased to an estimated $244.5 mil-
lion, a 41% increase since 1993. The take-out, defined as handle less return to bettors,
less commission retainage, less breakage, also steadily increased from $37.8 million in
1991 to a projected $47.9 million in 1996. This represents an increase of 26.7% be-
tween 1991 and 1996.
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Over the 1991-93 period, when the State owned and operated the OTB system, annual
transfers to the General Fund averaged $13.0 million, about twice the ievel they are to-
day. During that period the transfers averaged just over 7% of the handle, but the State
also had to pay for all operating expenses. Since 1993, annual transfers to the General

Fund have averaged about $6.4 million, about 2.7% of the handle, but the State no

longer pays the operating expenses of the OTB system.

Table 24 Wagering and Estimated Take-out' from Gambling Operations at Pari-Mutuel Faci_fities
and the Off-Track-Betting System (in Millions)* _
Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 - 1996°
Pari-Mutuel Facilities
Handle $271.3 $223.5 $181.3 $150.1 $127.6 $94.3
Take-out $50.1 $43.0 $36.4 $30.0 $25.6 $10.0
Take-out (% of Handle) 18.5% 19.2% 20.1% 20.0% 20.1% 20.1%
OTB System
Handle $192.5 $181.2 $173.2 $199.7 $238.4 $244.5
Take-out $37.8 $35.8 $35.3 $38.6 $46.7 $47.9
Take-out (% of Handle) 19.6% 19.8% 20.4% 19.4% 19.6% 19.6%
' Take-out is calculated as handle less retum to bettors.
2 Source: History of Revenues from Legatized Gaming and Related Statistics, Fiscal Years 1972 to 1996, Division
of Special Revenue and income statements provided by Autotote and the pari-mutuel facilities.
® Estimated using actual handle numbers.

Direct Spending at Pari-Mutuel and OTB System

As outlined at the beginning of this chapter, the first step of the I/O approach used in
this study is to establish an estimate of direct spending at the gambling venues being
analyzed. The components of direct spending include the take-out (the funds won by
the betting facilities from the patrons); food and beverage revenues (the income earmed
by the establishments on the sale of food and beverages to patrons); and miscellane-
ous revenues (receipts from admissions, parking and entertainment). Each component
is discussed in order, and summarized in Table 2.5. The revenues reported in this sec-
tion are drawn from income statements provided by the pari-mutuel facilities and the

OTB system.
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Table 2.5 Direct Spending at Pari-Mutuel and OTB Gambling Establishments
{in Millions)

Calendar Year - 1991 1992 1993 1994 | 1995 | 1996
Revenue? - $641|  $53.8 $56.5|  $57.4| $502| $52.1
Pari-Mutuel Facilities $31.7 $29.4 $33.8 $34.0 $29.9' $22.1
'OTB System | $324| 3244 $00.7 $23.4| $29.3] $30.0
Food & Beverage Revenue® $4.4 $3.9 $3.6 $3.2]1 $3.0] $23
Miscellaneous Revenue’ $5.5 $5.7 $5.5 $7.0| $7.3] $6.3
Gross Direct Revenue $74.0 $63.4 $65.6 $67.6| $69.4| $60.6
Pari-Mutuel Facilities $41.2 $38.0 $41.9 $41.9| $36.8| $27.2
OTB System $32.8 $25.4 $23.7 $35.7| $32.6| $33.4
Net Direct Spending® $57.3 $49.2 $50.9 $52.4| $57.7| $47.0
Pari-Mutuel Facilities $31.9|  $29.5 $32.5 $32.4| $285| $21.1
OTB System ' $25.4|  $197 $18.4 $20.0| $29.2| $25.9
T Estimated.

2 pavenue is calculated as take-out less state and town shares of take-out, and less state share of
breakage. Reported as gross revenue from gambling operations by the pari-mutuel and OTB estab-
lishments and by the State for the period it operated the OTB. Recorded by establishment- e.g., reve-
nue from OTB and Simulcast operations accrued by pari-mutuel establishments is recorded as pari-
mutuel revenues and pari-mutuel simulcast revenues are not reported as OTB system revenues.

3‘_ Spending by patrons on food and beverages as reported by pari-mutuel and OTB establishments.
WEFA estimated food and beverage revenue at the OTB facilities during the period they were oper-
ated by the State.

4 Spending on items including non-gambling entertainment, parking, admissions, and programs as re-
ported by the pari-mutuel and OTB establishments and estimated by WEFA for the period the OTB
establishments were operated by the State.

$ Subtracts out spending that has been substituted for other local spending. Also includes $3.9 millicn
in construction spending by Autotote Enterprises in 1995.

Source: , Financial Wage Employment

Autotote Enterprises 1894-95 1984-95 1994-95

Berenson Pari-mutuel, Inc. 1991-95 1991-35

Bridgeport Jai Alai, inc 1991-95 1991-95

Milford Jai Alai 1991-95 1991-95 1991-85
{previously Connecticut Jai Alai, Inc.}

Shoreline Star Greyhound Park 11/95 - 9/96 11/1/26 11/1/96

Connecticut Yankee Greyhound Racing, Inc. 1991-95 1991-95 1991-96

State of Connecticut OTB 1991-83 1991-93 :

Wagering and gross revenues from gambling operations at pari-mutuel facilities and the
OTB system are presented in Table 2.5. In 1991 the total recorded handle, or amount
wagered, was $271.3 million (see Table 2.4). Of this amount, pari-mutue! facilities re-
corded a take-out of $49.9 million. Of this amount, $31.7 miliion was recorded as reve-
nue, take-out less state and town shares of pari-mutuel commission and the state share
of breakage. During the same year, the OTB system recorded total handie of $193 mil-
lion, and revenue of $32.4 million. Jumping ahead to estimates for 1996, pari-mutuel
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facilities are expected to report a total handle of approximately $94.3 million, and reve-
nues of $22.1 miilion. The OTB system is expecied to report a total handle of approxi-
mately $244.5 million, and revenues of $30 million in 1996.

During 1991, pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system combined recorded food and
beverage revenues of $4.4 million, and miscellaneous revenues of $5.5 million. Esti-
mates made by WEFA for 1996 show combined food and beverage revenues of $2.3
million, and miscellaneous revenues of $6.3 million. These totals include revenues at
facilities run directly by the establishments, as well as revenues derived from the sale of
on-site franchise rights, i.e., the pari-mutuel facilities generally sell franchise rights for
food and beverage sales to firms who specialize in such sales for a franchise fee and a

percentage of sales.

The summation of the revenue, food and beverage revenue, and miscellaneous reve-
nue is recorded as gross revenue in Table 2.5 and represents the measure of direct
spending at pari-mutuel establishments and the OTB system. In 1991, pari-mutuels re-
corded gross revenues of $41.2 million, and the OTB system recorded gross revenues
of $32.8 miillion, for a combined gross revenue total of $74.0 million. After falling to
$63.4 million in 1992, total gross revenues increased to $69.4 million by 1995, driven
primarily by increased revenues from the OTB system. However, WEFA has estimated
that revenues for 1996 have fallen sharply to $60.6 million due to a $9.6 million decline
since 1995 in pari-mutuel revenues and only a small, $800,000, increase in OTB sys-
tem revenues. '

The next step is to adjust the annual gross direct spending figures, i.e., gross revenues,
to reflect that portion of spending at pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system that is a
substitute for spending which would have occurred at other retail and entertainment
establishments in the state. As noted in the discussion of substitution on page 2-4,
WEFA estimates that approximately 75% of the gross revenues of pari-mutuel facilities
and the OTB system is a substitute for other retail spending in the state. Using 1991 as
an example, pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system recorded gross revenues of
$74.0 million. Of this amount, $56.7 million was redirected by individuals from retail
establisnments®. The difference between $74.0 million and $56.7 million is $17.3 mil-
lion, however, it would be jumping the gun to use $17.3 million as the total net direct
spending generated. According to its nature, retail trade involves the resale of goods
purchased from wholesalers or producers, including operations outside state bounda-
ries. Approximately 70% of retail spending is allocated for the purchase of retail goods
by retail establishments. The remaining 30% of retail spending, the retail trade margin,
is the proportion of spending that actually affects jobs and income in the State®. There-
fore only a little more than 30% of the $56.7 million of offset retail spending, approxi-

® Though transfers to the General Fund represent spending by pari-mutuel and OTB patrons,
these transfers are not included in gross spending for use in this analysis. Such taxes may be
characterized as a form of income transfer, from some Connecticut residents in the form of a
pari-mutuel commission for example, redistributed to other State residents in the form of gov-
ernment services. Therefore, for the purpose of this analysis, gross spending at pari-mutuel and
OTB facilities during 1991 was $78.0 million.

® For further explanation of this adjustment and an explanation of trade margins, see WEFA,
September 1996, and U.S. Input-Output Methodology, published by the US Department of
Commerce.
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mately $16.7 million, is pertinent to an estimate of the economic impact of gambling
establishments in Connecticut. Thus the net direct spending generated by pari-mutuel
gambling operations during 1991 may be calculated by taking the $74.0 million in gross
revenues and subtracting the portion of the substitution effect which has a direct impact
on jobs and income in the state, $16.7 million, leaving net direct spending of $57.3 mil-
fion, as recorded in Table 2.5.

The net direct spending figures may also be interpreted as follows: if pari-mutuel and
OTB wagering in the State had ceased before 1991, the loss in net revenue to Con-
necticut business establishments during 1991 would have been $57.4 million. The fol-
lowing sections trace the direct and indirect impacts of this net direct spending on the
Connecticut economy.

Annual net direct spending presented in Table 2.5 reflects trends in the underlying
revenue components as discussed above. Net direct spending declines from $57.3 mil-
lion in 1991 to $49.2 million in 1992 as both pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system
reported declining revenues. After 1992 net direct spending increased each year, to an
estimated $57.7 million in 1995. WEFA has estimated that net direct spending fell in
1996 to $47.0 million as a consequence of the sharp drop in handle at the state’s pari-
mutuel facilities. The increase in net direct spending in 1995 to $57.7 million was pri-
marily due to $3.9 million in construction and renovation spending by Autotote Enter-
prises. Similar spending in previous years was insignificant.

Employment and Wages Generated by the Direct Pari-Mutuel and OTB Spending

Wagering at the pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system generates direct employment
including full-time management employees and part-time employees for processing wa-
gers, selling food, providing security and cther services. During 1991, as shown in Table
2.6, pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system employed 1,566 full- and part-time employ-
ees and paid wages and salaries (excluding benefits and tips) of $25.2 million. Despite
the increase in revenues between 1991 and 1996, employment declined. WEFA esti-
mates that by 1996 employment at pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system had de-
creased to 1,110 and wages and salaries had declined to $18.3 million.

The net direct employment and wage figures shown in Table 2.6 include the negative
- adjustment to direct employment and wages which results from the lost employment op-
portunities elsewhere in the state that occur because spending is shifted from other con-
sumer goods and setvices to pari-mutuel and OTB wagering. This employment offset falls
from 305 jobs in 1991 to 240 jobs in 1996. It is estimated that wagering at pari-mutuel
facilities and the OTB system resulted in a positive net contribution to employment of 870

jobs in 1986.

Following the pattem of revenues, net direct employment generated by wagering at pari-
mutuel facilities has remained fairly steady, at an average 1,027 jobs between 1981 and
1994. As revenues began to decline in 1995 and 1996, so did net direct employment, fal-
ling from 1,011 jobs in 1994 to 649 jobs in 1996. Net direct employment generated by the
state's OTB facilities fell to 161 jobs in 1993 from 196 jobs in 1991. However, since 1993,
net direct employment generated by the OTB system increased to 287 jobs in 1993. In
1996 employment generated by the OTB system fell to 221 jobs. The principal reason for
the decline in 1996 was the decline in construction and renovation activity by Aututote
Enterprises.
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The net direct wages generated by wagering at pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system
decreased from $19.1 million in 1991 to $13.0 million in 1996. Net direct wages: gener-
ated by the State’s pari-mutuel facilities fell from $12.7 million in 1991 to $8.2 million in
1996. Net direct wages generated by the State’s OTB system decreased from $6.4 million

in 1991 to $4.8 million in 1996.

Table 2.6 Employment' and Wages® Created by Direct Pari-Mutuel and OTB Spending a
Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1985 1996° o
Pari-Mutuel and OTB Wages* $25.2 §23.9 $25.2 $22.7 $21.8 $18.3 )
Pari-Mutuef and OTB Employ. 1,566 1,431 1,467 1,452 1,411 1,110 .
F
Net Direct Wage Impact $19.1 $18.4 $19.6 $16.9 $17.2 $13.0 L
Pari-Mutuel Facilities $12.7 $12.1 $12.9 $127]  $1141 $8.2 .
OTB System s6.4| 63| 67 $42| $61|  $48 }
Net Direct Employment Impact 1,261 1,168 1,196 1,180 1,198 870 '
;
Pari-Mutuel Facilities 1,085 997 1,035 1,011 o1 649 : 1
OTB System 196 171 161 169 287 221
Full- and part-time jobs. {
2 Total annual wages and salaries in millions of dollars as reported by the Pari-Mutuel and OTB establishments ; j
and by the State for the period it operated the OTB. )
 WEFA estimates. . .
4 WEFA estimates calculated using pari-mutuel and OTB wages and salaries, and employment pattems at Con- ? ]
necticut pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system. The number of jobs and implied average wage is not direcily ;
comparable to productivity and wage levels of full-time employees in other industries, due to the substantial "
number of part-time employees.
Table 2.7 Employment in 1995
Connecticut Yankee Milford Jai Alai Autotote Enterprises
Greyhound Racing
Mutuels 57 85 DAA
Admissions 14 34
Players 58
Racing 4 15
Parking
Concessions 16 69 L
Bars .
Restaurants 39 ff
Maintenance 15 16 50 o
First Aid 4 {
Security 15 24 _ |
Administrative 8 10 4 '
Miscellaneous 14 14 17 _ C
Total 207 290 364 P
1 {'
O
.
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Indirect Economic Contribution of Wagei‘ing at Pari-Mutuel Establishments

The indirect economic contribution of wagering at the State’s pari-mutuel facilities and the
OTB system is generated from two sources of spending. First, the pari-mutuel and OTB
establishments purchase a variety of business services and materials from other
suppliers. Second, employees. of the pari-mutuel and OTB establishments, and
employees of the suppliers to these facilities, use the income generated by their
employment to purchase consumer goods and services. The size of the effect of
employee spending is dependent upon the industrial structure of the State’s economy
and the degree to which Connecticut firms and residents purchase goods and services
from out-of-state businesses. These factors are imbedded in the /O mode! which was
used to estimate these impacts.

The indirect employment contribution, by industry, is shown in Table 2.8. Since 1991, the
indirect employment contribution has decreased from 539 jobs to 397 jobs by 1996. As
apparent in the table, the service sector accounts for the majority, about 77%, of the
indirect employment contribution. These impacts are generated primarily by purchases
made by pari-mutuel establishments and their employees. Advertising, computer
services, personnel agencies, equipment rental and leasing are a partial list of the typrs
of business services which provide the indirect employment. The construction,
manufacturing and utilities sectors provide about 17% of the indirect employment
contribution, adding just under 80 jobs per year since 1994. Most of these jobs are
generated by the consumer spending of the employees on housing, utility services and
consumer goods. The wholesale and retail trade sectors provide the smallest contribution
to the indirect employment impacts, accounting for approximately 6% of all indirect jobs.

Table 2.8 Indirect Employment Contribution of Pari-Mutuel and OTB Gambling
Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996'
Const/Mfg/TCPU? 88 77 78 77 82 67
Wholesale & Retail Trade® 31 27 28 28 31 29
Services® 420 374 353 354 374 301
Total 539 478 459 459 487 397
Pari-Mutuel Facilities 284 261 268 263 221 160
OTB System 255 217 191 - 196 266 237
T Estimated.
2 Construction, manufacturing and transportation, communications and public utilities.
® Includes restaurants and other eating and drinking establishments.
* Includes business, personal and financial services.

The pattern of indirect job creation generated by the State’s pari-mutuel facilities and the
OTB system is similar to that of net direct job creation. The indirect jobs created by
activities at the pari-mutuel facilities remained near an average of 270 jobs between 1991
and 1994, falling to 160 jobs by 1996. The indirect jobs generated by wagering at the
OTB system declined from 255 jobs in 1991 to 191 jobs in 1993. Since then, the indirect
jobs created by the OTB system increased to 266 jobs in 1995 as a result of the
increased handle at the OTB system and the construction and renovation activity by
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Autotote Enterprises. Indirect employment generated by the OTB system then fell to 237
jobs in 1996.

Table 2.9 displays the wages and salaries generated by this indirect employment. The
service sector generates the largest volume of wages and salaries, $7.7 million in 1896,
and 72% of the total indirect impact in that year. The construction, manufacturing,
transportation, communications and utilities sectors added $2.5 million to the indirect
contribution in 1996. This was 23% of the total indirect impact. The wholesale and retail
trade sector only added $0.5 million in wages, 5% of the total indirect impact. Because
the construction, manufacturing and utilities sectors are relatively high wage sectors, their
share of the indirect wage impact is higher than their share of the indirect employment

impact.

Table 2.9 Indirect Wage Contribution of Pari-Mutuel and OTB Gambling (in Millions)

Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996"
ConstMfg/TCPU? $2.9 $2.6 $2.7 $2.7 $3.1 $2.5
Wholesale & Retail Trade® $0.5 $0.4 $0.5 $0.5 $0.5 $0.5
Services® $8.9 $7.9 $8.1 $8.3 $9.5 $7.7
Total $12.3 $10.9 $11.3 $11.5 $13.1 $10.7

Pari-Mutuel Facilities $6.5 $6.0 $6.6 $6.6 $5.8 $4.3
OTB System $5.8 $4.9 $4.7 $4.9 $7.3 $6.4
T Estimated.
2 Construction, manufacturing and transportation, communications and public utilities.
?® Includes restaurants and other eating and drinking establishments.
* Includes business, personal and financial services.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the total contribution, direct plus indirect economic contribution, is shown in
Table 2.10. WEFA estimates that the economic contribution of the pari-mutuel and OTB
wagering industry generated 1,267 full- and part-time jobs in 1996, accounting for total
wage and salaries of $23.7 miliion. Of these amounits it is estimated that, in 1996, 88%
(1,330) of the total number of part and full-time jobs, and 77% ($22.0 million) of the wage
and salary impact, are accounted for by jobs at the pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB
establishments. The remainder is the result of the indirect effects of income and
expenditures generated by the pari-mutuel and OTB establishments after adjusting for the
substitution effect offsetting other local spending.

The total economic contribution of pari-mutuel and OTB gambling has decreased over the
period under examination. This decline has been driven by the decrease in gambling at
the State’s pari-mutuel facilities. As shown in Table 2.10, the contribution of the State’s
pari-mutuel facilities to employment and income has declined steadily since 1991. As a
consequence, the pari-mutuel industry’s contribution to jobs and income in the State has
fallen by about 35% between 1991 and 1996.
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The contribution of the OTB facilities has followed a completely different course. Both the
employment and income contributions have increased over the five year period. Between
1991 and 1993, both the number of jobs created and the income earned as a result of
gambling at the OTB system declined. However, since 1993 the number of jobs created
has increased and is now higher than their 1991 levels. After the OTB was privatized on
July 1, 1893, the new licensee was able to significantly reduce payroll relative to the
number of jobs. Therefore, between 1993 and 1996, income eamed is essentially fiat.
Consequently, by 1996 we estimate that the employment contribution was 2% higher than
the 1891 contribution, while the contribution to wages and salaries in 1996 was 9% lower.
The OTB system now accounts for about 47% of the combined economic contribution of
the pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB system. In 1981, it accounted for only 39% of the
combined impact.

Finally, it is important to state that in the absence of pari-mutuel and OTB gambling, these
jobs would not exist. Persons listed under both the direct employment and indirect
employment categories would become unemployed. If the State had been at full
employment, there might be other sectors demanding workers that could absorb these
workers, but this has not been the case in Connecticut. |

Table 2.10 Total Net impact on Employment and Wages and Salaries by Pari-Mutuel and OTB
Gambling'
Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996>
Total Employment 1,800 1,646 1,655 1,639 1,685 1,267
Pari-Mutuel Facilities 1,349 1,258 1,303 1,274 1,132 | 809
OTB System 451 388 352 365 553 458
Total Wages & Salaries® $31.4 $29.3 $30.9 $28.4 $30.3 $23.7
Pari-Mutuel Facilities® $19.2 $18.1 $19.5 $19.3 $16.9 $12.5
OTB System® $12.2 $11.2 $11.4 $9.1 $13.4 $11.2
' Source: WEFA.
2 Estimated.
8 Millions.

The Net Economic Contribution of Gambling at the Foxwoods Casino

In this section we analyze the economic contribution of gambling and associated
spending at the Foxwoods Native American Casino only. During the 1992-95 period,
Foxwoods was the only casino in operation in the state. In October 1996, the Mohegan
Sun Casino was opened. Sufficient data for the Mohegan Sun casino was not available
for inclusion in this report. Consequently, our analysis of Native American casino gam-
bling in Connecticut is limited to the Foxwoods Casino. This analysis follows the same
format as the previous section.

Direct Casino-Related Spending

Table 2.11 shows the major direct spending cétegories associated with gambling at the
Foxwoods Casino. Foxwoods opened for table games, in 1992, having operated high
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stakes bingo since 1986. The casino introduced facsimile machines in.January 1993, in
addition to the table games and bingo (which continue), but only a few machines were in
place before March 1993. As shown in the table, WEFA has estimated that visits to
Foxwoods increased from 2.3 million in 1992, when only table games and bingo were
available, to an estimated 17.6 million in 1995. Based on monthly figures through
October 1996, it appears that visits to the casino will decline by almost 1.5 million. for the

year.

Under the provisions of the Mashantucket Pequot Gaming Procedures, any information
obtained by the State under its audit authority is to be considered confidential and proprie-
tary financia! information belonging to the Tribe and shall be protected from public disclo-
sure by the State without the express written consent of the Tribe. As discussed above, a
Memorandum of Understanding was subsequently signed between the State and the
Tribe allowing for the operation of video facsimile machines in return for “contributions” to
the State of a percentage of the gross operating revenue (or “win,” defined as the total of
the amounts wagered less prize payouts to patrons) of these machines. Since the amount
of each monthly contribution becomes a matter of public record when it is received by the
Office of the State Treasurer, the practice has been to release the gross handle and win
figures reflected on the Tribe’s report to the State that accompanies each monthly contri-

bution.

Table 2.11 Visits and Spending at the Foxwoods Casino'

Calendar Year 1991 | 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996°

Gross Casino Revenue (Win) $0] $120.0| $380.7| $724.5| $890.2| $9229

Revenue from Facsimile® 30 $0| $253.1 $4709| $576.8 $599.9

Revenue from Tables & Bingo $0| $120.0]{ $136.3| $253.6] $3134| §$323.0]
Casino Visits* 0 23| 102 148 176 16.1
Casino Food & Beverage Revenue® $0| $126 $28.7 $51.0| $63.6 $72.1
Casino Entertainment Expenditures® $0| 306 $2.0 $5.6 $6.1 $10.4
Casino Lodging Expenditures’ $0 $0 $0 $11.7]  $14.8 $16.2
Casino Construction Expenditures® $53.2| $207.6| $222.3 $30.6| $120.8| $274.8
Net Retail Expenditures® so| ($6.1)| %226 $19.9] $21.7] - $9.1

¥ Source: Data and income statements provided by Foxwoods Resort Casino, unless otherwise noted.
2 Estimated.
® Reported as win by the casino, in millions.
Millions.
5 Spending by casino patrons at casino restaurants and food court, in millions.
® Spending by casino patrons on entertainment, such as Cinetropolis and theaters, in the casino complex as re-
ported by the casino, in millions. '
Spending on rooms only at the casino’s hotel facilities, as reported by the casino, in millions.
® Spending on construction and improvements to land and facilities, in millions -
¥ Source: WEFA. Spending on all forms of retailing, including food, clothing, entertainment, etc., at non-gambling
establishments by patrons of the Foxwoods Resort Casine, in millions. An estimate of displaced spending by Con-

necticut residents has been subtracted from gross spending estimates. '
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During 1993, the first year of play at video facsimiles, Foxwoods grossed $253.1 million in
win. By 1995 this figure had grown to $576.8 million. In both 1994 and 1985, the casino
experienced double-digit growth in gross revenue from video facsimiles, 95% and 22%,
respectively. Even though the number of visits to the casino appears to have declined
during 1996, WEFA has estimated that video facsimile revenues will increase by about
4%, to just under $600 million. Note that visits includes patrons for both video facsimile
and table games. ’

The casino also generates spending on food and beverages, entertainment and lodging
at its facility. Patrons at Foxwoods had the opportunity to spend money on food and bev-
erages and enterfainment prior to the introduction of the facsimile machines. Lodging fa-
cilities were not available to patrons until 1993. Spending on these non-gaming services
increased from $13.2 million in 1992 to $84.3 million in 1995. From the data available for
1996, it appears that spending on these non-gaming services will increase to $98.7 mil-
lion. While facsimile revenues continue to account for the bulk of the casino’s revenues,
non-gaming revenues have increased more rapidly since 1994, 45% versus 27% for fac-
simile machine revenues. Consequently, non-gaming revenues have steadily increased
their contribution to the casino’s total revenues.

There has been a steady expansion of gambling and non-gaming opportunities at the
Foxwoods Casino since the opening of Casino | for table games in February 1992. Be-
tween 1991 and 1996, Foxwoods spent approximately $593.3 million to improve land and
construct and expand its facilities. In 1993, Foxwoods opened several restaurants, the re-
sort hotel and retail shops, along with Casino ll which began operations in September
1993. During 1994, the gambling space continued to increase with the opening of a new
bingo hall and the expansion of space allocated to facsimile machines. In addition the
Cinetropolis and the food court cafes were opened. During 1995, additional entertainment
was made available with the opening of Virtual Adventures in the Cinetropolis complex.
Additional hotel space was also under construction during 1996.

In 1995, construction of the Mohegan Sun Casino began. Based upon figures reported by
the casino, WEFA has estimated that $81.2 million was spent on construction activity in
1995 and $243.8 million was spent in 1996. As a result, casino construction expenditure
rose sharply in both 1995 and 1996 to $129.8 and $274.8 miillion, respectively.

Expenditures for the improvement and expansion of the Foxwoods facilities were only

available for the complete five year period, FY1992 through FY1996. As a result, we have

estimated the spending totals on a calendar year basis according to the opening of the
facilities. Thus, the year-to-year figures shown in Table 2.11 represent WEFA’s best es-

timate of the aciual construction activity in each of the calendar years. Based upon this

allocation, construction spending at Foxwoods peaked in 1892 and 1993, exceeding $200

million in each of those years. Construction spending fell sharply thereafter as the current

casino was largely completed. Expenditures in 1994 through 1996 were largely concen-

trated on the construction of additional lodging facilities and small expansions of gaming

and non-gaming space.

Foxwoods management provided WEFA with data on revenues generated by spending
on food and beverages, entertainment and lodging at the facility by its patrons. Feod and
beverages account for the bulk of these non-gaming revenues, 73% in 1996. Since 1992,
spending on food and beverages at the casino has increased by 472%. This principally
reflects the increase in visits over the petiod examined, but also the increase in the aver-
age spending on food and beverage per visit from $2.83 in 1993 to $4.50 by 1996. Thus,

The WEFA Group 2-19 . Final Report



A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Cilizens of the State of Connecticut

while facsimile machine revenues increased by 4% in 1996, food and beverage revenues
increased by 13.3%.

Entertainment revenues are the smallest component of direct spending at Foxwoods.
With the opening of the Cinetropolis complex and Virtual Adventures, enterfainment
revenues rose rapidly during 1994 and 1998, increasing by $4.1 million over their 1993
fevel. It appears that entertainment revenues experienced the most growth, $4.3 million,

in 1996.

Lodging revenues accounted for 16% of non-gambling revenues in 1996. Lodging facili-
ties were first available in 1994, generating $11.7 million in revenues. Since then lodging
revenues have increased to $16.2 million in 1996, an increase of 38% over the two-year

period.

With new lodging facilities under construction, lodging revenues will likely experience an
increase in growth over the next few years.

in addition to the spending which occurs at the casino facilities, the patrons of the casino
will also spend additional money on such items as food, gasoline, and other tourist attrac-
tions (among others) at other establishments in Connecticut. We have estimated that in
1992, about $7.00 was spent per visit on other retailing in the state. The $7.00 figure is
based upon information obtained by WEFA for other state impact analyses of casinos in
similar situations to Foxwoods, namely, located near state borders and attracting out-of-

state visitors.

We assumed that this figure has increased with inflation in each of the subseguent years,
rising to approximately $8.00 by 1996. As noted above, an adjustment was also made to
retail spending to account for the shift in spending by Connecticut residents from general
retailing to the casino.

To make this adjustment we first needed to determine the number of visits to the casino
made by Connecticut residents. Several different estimates exist. A private survey of pa-
trons of the Foxwoods casino, undertaken in May 1996, indicated that 40% of the patrons
were Connecticut residents. While this survey covered most entrances to the casino it did
not completely cover all entrances from the parking garage. Since a larger proportion of
in-state patrons may drive to the casino than oui-of-state patrons, this estimate may un-
derstate the proportion of in-state visits. Foxwoods also keeps records on the number of
in-state and out-of-state vehicles which use their parking facilities. These figures suggest
that 50% of the visits to the casino are generated by Connecticut residents. However,
these figures count cars, not visits. If out-of-state cars carry more patrons than in-state
vehicles, then these data would over-estimate the share of in-state visits. Lacking any
more precise estimates we have used a figure of 45%, as the share of the Foxwoods
Casino visits generated by Connecticut residents, in this study. This proportion spiits the
difference between the two sources.

For 1992, when only bingo and table games were available at Foxwoods, WEFA esti-
mates that two-thirds of the visits were made by residents of Connecticut. As noted in the
discussion of substitution on page 2-4, about 60% of the spending by Connecticut resi-
dents at the Foxwoods Casino is a substitution for other retail spending in the state. This
suggests that Connecticut businesses experienced a loss of $66 miilion in retail expendi-
tures in 1992 as a direct result of Connecticut residents’ spending on table games and
bingo at Foxwoods. By 1996, we have estimated that the amount of displaced spending
had increased to almost $360 million. After accounting for this displaced spending and
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adjusting it for conversion to a trade margin concept (see the previous discussion on
pages 2-12 and 2-13 of this chapter), we have estimated that the effect of Foxwoods on
net retail spending at non-gambling establishments in Connecticut fluctuated between a
loss of $6.1 million in 1992 to a gain of $22.6 million in 1993. In 1986, we have estimated
that Connecticut businesses gained $9.1 million in other retail spending by patrons of
Foxwoods.

As noted in the beginning of this chapter, Foxwoods does not make public its revenues
from table games and bingo. Industry-wide data’ suggests that slot machines in New Jer-
sey and Nevada account for approximately 65% of casino revenues. Assuming that this
same relation holds for Foxwoods, then total revenue in 1996 may have reached $923
million.

Employment and Wages Generated by the Direct Spending at Foxwoods

The spending associated with gambling at the Foxwoods Casino has created jobs at the
casino and other retail establishments. In addition, the construction activity at the casino
complex has generated jobs within the construction sector. Table 2.12 shows the jobs
and wages which have been created in these sectors.

Employment created by construction activity at the casino complex peaked during 1992
and 1993 with 3,035 and 3,203 full and part-time construction jobs, respectively. The re-
ported employment figures for construction and the other employment categories which
follow combine both full-time and part-time jobs. The additions to the complex which have
‘occurred during the 1994-96 period have generated between 400 and 700 jobs in each of
those years. Average annual wages per worker in the construction sector averaged about
$21,700 over the 1991-96 period, about 20% below the average annual wage for all
workers. Because Connecticut has such high manufacturing, finance and service sector
wages, construction wages are below the average for the state. During the peak employ-
ment year of 1993, construction workers received $68.3 million in wages. With the decline
in employment since then, construction wages have fallen to an estimated vaiue of $9.5
million in 1996.

The Foxwoods casino gambling operations have provided most of the direct employment
and wage contributions. As shown in Table 2.12, employment at the casino has steadily
increased from 4,015 employees in 1992 to 9,965 in 1996. Wages have followed a similar
trend, rising from $66.9 million in 1992 to an estimated $302.5 million in 1996.

7 Christiansen, 1991-1996
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Table 2.12 Employment’ and Wages® Created by Direct Spending at Foxwoods®

Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Construction Employment 730 3,035 3,203 438 2,109 4,540
Construction Wages $16.3 $63.7 $68.3 $9.4 $45.9 $102.3
Casino Employment® na.® 4,015 7,163 9,002 9,847 9,965
Casino Wages® n.a. $66.9| $1337| $216.9 $271.0 $302.5
Retail Employment 0 69 1,221 1,561 1,837 1,485
Retail Wages $0 ($1.1) 5125 $13.8 $15.9 $11.0
Total Direct Employment 730 7,119 11,587 11,001 13,793 15,580
Total Direct Wages $16.3 $129.5 $214.5 $240.1 $332.8 $415.8
T Full- and part-time jobs.
2 Average annual wages and salaries in millions.
3 Source: WEFA, uniess otherwise noted.
* Estimated.
$ Source: Foxwoods Resort and Casino.
® Not available.

The average annual salary of a worker at the casino (including taxes and benefits) has
risen from $16,673 in 1992 to $30,356 in 1996. The casino classifies its employees into
nine employment categories: 1) senior management, 2) directors, 3) managers, 4) supet-
visors, 5) games - floor workers and dealers, 6) games support, 7) non-gaming floor
workers, 8) non-gaming support, and 9) general support. In 1996, average annual wages
(excluding gratuities) in each class ranged from a high of $215,350 for senior manage-
ment to $11,442 for games - floor workers and dealers. This latter group accounts for the
largest number of employees. Table 2,13 shows the employment, total wages and the
average annual wage per worker in each category as of December 1996. The difference
in total casino employment between Tables 2.12 and 2.13 reflects the fact that the figure
in Table 2.12 represents an average employment total for the year, while the figure
shown in Table 2.13 is the number of employees in the month of December. Also note
that total annual wages and salaries in Table 2.13 do not include benefits. Wages shown
in Table 2.12 on the other hand do include benefits. The employment data shown in Ta-
ble 2.12 and in Table 2.13 does not include the 1,100 Tribal Council employees, as these

are not casino employees.

Net spending by casino patrons at other retail establishments has generated about 1,500
jobs per year since 1993, and about $13 million in average annual wages and salaries. In
1992, when an estimated 90% of the patrons of the card room and bingo hall were from
Connecticut, only an estimated 69 jobs were created in other retail establishments, with a
net loss of $1.1 million in average annual wages and salaries. Even though there was an
increase in aggregate employment, there was a loss in income due to the shift from rela-
tively higher paying jobs to lower paying jobs. In subsequent years, the aggregate in-
crease in employment was large enough to offset any reduction in average wages.
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Table 2.13 Foxwoods Casino Employment and Wages by Category, December 1996’

. : Number of Total Annual Wages Average
Category Employees (excluding benefits) Annual Wage
Senior Management 17 $3,660,958 $215,350
Directors 45 $3,235,101 $71,891
Managers 328 $14,373,774 $43,822
Supervisors _ 833 $28,356,792 $34,042
Dealers & Floor Workers 2,716 $31,075,163 $11,442
Games Support 1,518 $28,183,141 $18,568
Nen-games Floor Workers 515 $6,875,122 $13,250
Nen-gamhbling Support 2,349 $40,627,335 $17,296
General Support . 1,794 $36,142,616 $20,146
All Categories 10,115 $192,530,002 $19,034

' Source: Foxwoods.

As shown in Table 2.12, the direct employment contribution has steadily increased
through 1996. Direct employment created by casino gambling has increased from 730
jobs in 1991 to almost 16,000 jobs through 1996. In terms of wages and salaries, the di-
rect contribution of casino gambling has also steadily increased each year since 1991.
We have estimated that total direct wages and salaries generated by gambling at Fox-
woods and the construction of the Mohegan Sun Casino will have risen to $415.8 million
in 1996.

Indirect Economic Contribution of Gambling at Foxwoods

The indirect economic contribution of gambling at the Foxwoods Native American Casino
:is generated from two sources of spending. First, the casino, construction companies and
the other retail establishments purchase a variety of business services and materials from
other suppliers. Second, the employees of these firms purchase a range of consumer
goods and services using the income generated by their employment. The size of the
effect of employee spending is dependent upon the industrial structure of the State’s
economy and the degree to which Connecticut firms and residents purchase goods and
services from out-of-state businesses. These factors are included in the /O model which
was used to generate these impacts. :

The indirect employment contribution, by sector, is shown in Table 2.14. Since 1993, the
indirect employment contribution has risen from 4,860 jobs to almost 8,000 by 1996. The
year-to-year differences reflect the changing mix in direct spending. In 1992 and 1993
and again in 1995 and 1996, when direct construction activity was at its peak, the
manufacturing sector contributed its highest level of indirect employment. During these
years, the construction-related manufacturing industries, such as fabricated metalis,
construction equipment, lumber, cement, eic.,, created the bulk of the indirect
manufacturing jobs. During 1994, when construction activity slowed, the manufacturing
sector's indirect contribution also fell.
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Table 2.14 Indirect Employment Contribution Generated by Foxwoods'

Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 19962
Construction 4 43 107 153 201 204
Manufacturing 259 1,046 1,325 638 1,273 1,754
TCPU® 18 120 249 297 370 412
Wholesale - Retail Trade 63 284 401 280 290 333
FIRE* 17 151 205 425 497 533
Business Services 22 215 478 648 762 813
Food & Beverage Estabs 8 52 114 170 214 211
Other Services €6 776 1,981 2872 3,499 3,694
Total 455 2,687 4,860 5,483 7,108 7,954

Source: WEFA.
2 Estimated.
3 Transportation, communications and public utilities.
* Finance, insurance and real estate.

As shown in Table 2.14, the business and other services sectors now account for the
majority of the indirect employment contribution (approximately 57%). These impacts are
generated primarily by casino and employee purchases. Advertising, computer services,
personnel agencies, equipment rental and leasing are a partial list of the types of
business services which provide the indirect employment generated by Foxwoods in the
State. The other services sector, which includes such businesses as automotive repair,
movie theaters, health services, accounting and management consulting services, has
generated the largest indirect employment contribution. The jobs created in construction,
in the transportation, communication and public utifities sector (TCPU) and in the finance,
insurance and rea! estate sector (FIRE) have been generated by the increased demand
for new or renovated business establishments and homes, loans and insurance services
and the expanded use of utility services such as sanitation, telecommunications and

electricity.

Table 2.15 displays the wages and salaries generated by this indirect employment. It is
not surprising that manufacturing workers receive a high share of indirect wages and
salaries in 1992 and 1993 since this sector provided large employment impacts. In
addition, the state’s average annual manufacturing wage is high, over $43,000 in 1895
and 50% above the average annual wage in the State.

The other services sector has provided the highest indirect impact on wages and salaries,
having generated $21.6 million in wages in 1996, 38% of the total indirect impact.
Combined, the manufacturing and other services sectors have accounted for more than
72% of the wages and salaries generated by the indirect impacits.
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Table 2.15 Indirect Wage Contribution Generated by Foxwoods' (in Millions

Calendar Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996°
Construction %0.1 $0.9 $2.3 $3.3 $4.1 $4.6
Manufacturing $9.6 $40.9 $52.7 $26.3 $51.9 $82.1
TCPU® $0.6 $3.8 $8.1 $10.0 $13.3 $15.4
Wholesale - Retail Trade $1.3 $5.7 $8.3 $5.9 $6.5 $7.2
FIRE* 0.4 $3.8 $9.4 $13.1 $16.8 $18.7
Business Services $0.4 $3.6 $9.2 $13.0 $16.6 $18.3
Eating & Drinking Estabs $0.1 $0.6 $1.3 $2.0 $2.6 $2.9
Other Services $1.4 $168 $45.4 $66.6 $84.1 $91.6
Total $13.9 $76.1 $136.7 $140.2|. $1958 $240.8
T Source: WEFA, -
2 Estimated.
3 Transportation, communications and public utilities.
* Finance, insurance and real esiate.

Conclusion

To summarize, Table 2.16 shows the total, direct plus indirect, economic contribution of
gambling at the Foxwoods Native American Casino and the construction of the Mohegan
Sun Casino. Our analysis indicates that casino gambling and construction activity
generated a total economic contribution of 23,544 jobs in 1996, which paid $657 million in
wages. It is estimated that in 1996 the Foxwoods Casino directly accounted for 42% of
the total number of jobs, 9,965, and 46% of the wages and salaries, $302 million,

generated by the economic impact of the casino.

As with WEFA’s estimates of the economic impact of pari-mutuel facilities and the OTB
system in the state, these estimates represent the total net impact of Foxwoods on the
state. These jobs and wages & salaries would not exist without Foxwoods.

Table 2.16 Total Net impact on Employment and Wages and Salaries Generated by
Foxwoods and the Construction of Mohegan Sun Casino’

Calendar Year 1991 1992 - 1993 1994 1995 1996°
Total Employment 1,185 9,806 16,447 16,484 | 20,899 | 23,544
Total Wages & Salaries® $30.2| $205.6 | $351.2| $380.3| $528.7 | $656.6
' Source: WEFA.
2 Estimated.
° Millions.
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3. TELEPHONE SURVEY OF CONNECTICUT RESIDENTS’
GAMBLING BEHAVIOR AND OPINION

Introduction

Purpose

As part of this study, a telephone survey of Connecticut residents was conducted to
measure Connecticut citizens’ participation in and attitudes toward gambling. By
design, the results of this study can be projected to the adult population of Connecticut
18 years of age and older. The survey was carried out during November 1996 by
International Communications Research (ICR) of Media, PA.

The telephone survey was one of three surveys conducted as part of this study.” Of
these, the telephone survey is the primary research instrument used. The approach
utilized many of those findings described in this chapter

The following were the key issues addressed in the telephone survey:
« Participation in legal gambling is high.

Ninety six percent (96%) of Connecticut residents 18 years or older have
participated in some form of gambling sometime in their lives - 80% in the lottery,
66% in casino gaming, 34% in horse/harness racing, 28% in jai alai, 18% in
greyhound racing, and five percent in the OTB. In the past year, 88% of residents
had gambled - 74% on the lottery, but only 38% in casino gaming, 6% in
horse/hamess racing, 3 % in jai alai, 2% in greyhound racing and 1% in OTB,

» Frequency of playing varies by game.

Over the past 12 months, 60% - 75% who played the Connecticut lottery had played
once a month or less, depending on the game. In contrast, 87% of those attending
a Connecticut Native American casino went nine or fewer times, and, of those
attending a greyhound racing performance, 73% attended fewer than 6 times.

e The amount of money spent on each gambling activity varies with frequency of play
and with several major demographic characteristics.

Five percent (5%) of those playing the Connecticut Lottery accounted for 56% of
sales; the distributions are similar for other forms of gambiing. Men account for a ‘
greater share of spending on the lottery than women; those over 55 years old also
spend more in comparison to their share of the total adult popuiation. Education
appears to be the major demographic determinate of Lottery spending: those with a
high school education or less are 52% of the adult population but account for 71%
of lottery spending.

' The two other surveys are as follows: (1) An in-person survey at the Connecticut Native
American Casinos, at the Plainfield Greyhound facility, at the Milford Jai Alai fronton, at the
Windsor Locks Teletheater, and at five OTB branches. This survey is described in Chapter 8.
(2) A survey of pathological gamblers who are members of Gamblers Anonymous. This survey
is described in Chapter 6.
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e Participation by Connecticut residents in out-of-state gaming is low.

There is negligible participation in lottery games outside Connecticut by Connecticut
residents while one in ten of those who have been to a casino have visited a casino
outside Connecticut.

e The majority of respondents thinks there are just the right number of gambling
locations and Lottery sales agents.

Fifty four percent (54%) thought there were just the right number of gambling
locations; 25% thought there were too many. In the case of Lottery sales agents,
69% thought there were just the right amount; 25% thought there were too many.

e Few disapprove of gambling or the way gambling is advertised.

Only 12% strongly disapproved of the types of Lottery games available; 16%
expressed strong disapproval of the other forms of legalized gambling available in
Connecticut. Fifty threé percent (53%) said advertising was not at all influential in
choosing a form of gambling in which to participate. Seventy eight percent (78%)
believe there is no problem in the way legalized gambling is currently advertised in
Connecticut.

» While many consider underage gambling o be a problem, few had placed bets for
these individuals.

Forty percent (40%) felt underage or teen gambling in Connecticut is a somewhat
serious or very serious problem.

Four and one half percent (4.5%) had placed bets for underage individuals.
e Awareness of, interest in and/or use of the Internet for gambling is low.

While 30% have access to a personal computer with access to the Intemet, only
one respondent was aware that there were sites where they could gamble on the
Intemet. Over 90% of those with access expressed no interest in using the intemet
to gamble.

« Personal and household demographics affecting gambling include age, sex, income,
education, marital status, presence of children, employment status, and race.

The demographics of gambling participants over the past year were similar to those
of the adult population as a whole. The interesting variation is in lottery spending.
Men spend significantly more than women, and older aduits (55 years and over)
spend more than that spent by lower age groups. Those with incomes between
$30,000 and $49,000 spend significantly more and those eaming $50,000 to
$75,000 spend significantly less. Those with a high school or technical school
education or less spend significantly more than do those individuals who are
employed. Respondents from two income families with no children represent nearly
five times as much spending (23%) as their share of the adult population (5%).
However, single parents represent 6% of spending compared to 11% of the adult
population.

In the remainder of this chapter we provide the approach and results of the telephone
survey, with the exception of the foliowing:

¢ Substitution and Saturation implications -- Chapter 1
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¢ Legal and lllegal Gambling -- Chapter 4

* Regressivity -- Chapter 4

e Prevalence of Pathological Gambling -- Chapter 5
Qualitative Research: Focus Groups

The first step in the research process was to conduct two focus groups with Connecticut
residents: one with persons who gamble actively and one with persons who participate
in limited or no gambling activities. Participants in the groups were randomiy recruited
from the population and screened for eligibility based on several factors including their
participation in various gambling activities both in and outside the State of Connecticut.
Each focus group fasted two hours and was conducted by an experienced focus group
moderator. '

The groups were designed to identify and confirm the range of relevant issues to be
addressed in the quantitative research. Issues discussed included such topics as the
types of gambling activities people participate in, motivations for participating in various
gaming activities, likes and dislikes about various activities, typical wagers, perceptions
of the quality and variety of gambling options in Connecticut, the positive and negative
aspects of legalized gambling, and advertising effectiveness.

The results of the focus groups were considered in the design of the survey instruments
and were helpful in prioritizing the issues to address in the survey, ensuring that the
most relevant issues were captured, and guiding the terminology used in the survey
instruments.

From the issues developed in the qualitative research and the detailed requirements of
this study, ICR then developed a quantitative instrument to measure specific issues. In
this research, we have focused on demographics and lifestage inciuding double-
income-no-children, single parent and retired categories. Analyses sometimes include
lifestyle issues, but the sample was not large enough to assess those issues in this
research.

The survey questionnaire were modified based on input from the Division of Special
Revenue, who in tum queried interested parties in the state, along with input from other
contributors to the study.

Survey Design

Interviewing for the telephone survey commenced on October 30, 1996 and was
completed on November 10. On average, each interview took approximately 17
minutes to conduct.
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Sample

A sample of 1,000 respondents was selected for the telephone interview. The sampling
error on 1,000 interviews is + 3.1% at the 95% level of confidence. This means that if
the study were conducted among all residents of the state of Connecticut, 95 out of 100
times the entire population’s results would fall within three percentage points of the
survey. However, information about subgroups would be less accurate. For instance, if
a sub group such as participants in a particular gambling activity were 10% of the total
sample (100 respondents), the margin of error would be £ 10% ( £ 10 respondents).

ICR employs the Genesys sampling system which is a fully-replicated, stratified, single-
stage random-digit-dialing (RDD) sample of telephone households. A single-stage
sample is the best type of sample. It essentially looks at the universe of households
with a telephone and selects from that universe. Other samples may have a multi-stage
selection process which may have additional stages of selection. They may include a
geographic region, or represent specific sized communities as a representation of other
communities that are of the same population. Using a singie-stage approach results in
a better representation, a true independent sample, and greater accuracy. Telephone
numbers are computer generated for the sample and loaded into on-line sample files
accessed directly by the computer system.

Within each sample household, a single respondent is often randomly selected using a
computerized procedure based on the "Last Birthday Method" of respondent selection.
This procedure has proven best since it randomly selects an adult in the household. It
has been proven that women tend to answer the phone most frequently. With the Last
Birthday Method, a male should have an equal chance of being selected for the
interview. Even with this method, however, women tend to be selected more often than
men. The ICR approach is to request to speak with the male in the household (18 or
older in this case) with the most recent birthday. In the actual telephone survey, males
and females were given a quota based on their representation in the general public.

Weighting

This study was weighted to provide statewide representative and projectable estimates
of the adult population of Connecticut 18 years of age and older based on US Census
figures. The data was weighted by Gender, Age, Education and Race to reflect the
demographics of the State of Connecticut.

In Table 3.1, we compare the demographics of the 1996 survey sample with those of
the 1991 survey sample.> The unweighted 1996 sample is very similar to the 1991
sample. The present study, as noted above, weighted the 1996 sample to more
accurately reflect the population. The following is the procedure used in the 1991
survey:

A random digit dial (RDD) sample was purchased proportionate to the number of
residents in each of the eight counties in the State. Residents were contacted by
telephone and asked to participate in a telephone survey on legalized gaming in
the state. The interviewer asked to speak to the adult in the household with the
closest birthday. Individuals working in the gaming industry, for marketing

2 Christiansen-Cummings, 1992
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research or consulting firms, the State, or advertising agencies were exciluded
from the study.

Table 3.1 Differences Between the 1991 and 1996 Surveys

1996 Survey 1991 Survey 1996 Weighted
: Sample ~ 1991 Sample
Unweighted Sample Weighted Sample | Value of :
Number | Percent |Number[ Percent | Weights' | Number | Percent Percent

Education B
Total 994 100% 992 100% 1000 100% 0%
Less than high school 60 6% 195" 20%| 3.24 77 8% 12%
High school graduate 315 32% 303 30%[ 0.96 281 28% 2%
Some college 242 24% 197 20%| 0.81 220 22% -2%
College graduate 223 22% 174 18%] 0.78 215 22% -4%
Graduate school 125 13% g8 10%| 0.78 135 14% -4%
Technical school 24 2% 22 2% 0.92 54 5% 3%
Refused 5 1% 4 0%| 0.75 18 2% -1%
Income® . '

Less than $15,000 80 8% 111 11%]  1.39 83 8% 3%
$15,000-24,999 107 11% 132 13%{ 1.23 122 12% 1%
$25,000-49,939 284 29% 280 28%| 0.99 302 30% -2%
$50,000-74,899 165 17% 140 14% 0.85 166 17% -3%
$75,000 and up 195 20% 158 16%| 0.81 102 10% 6%
Uncertain 163 16% 171 17%; 1.05 225 23% -5%
Age®

18-24 120 12% 139 14%| 1.16 107 1% 3%
25-34 228 23% 216 22%| 0.95 223 22% 1%
35-44 248 25% 181 18%; 0.73 248 25% -7%
45-54 156 16% 139 14%| 0.89 157 16% -2%
55-64 g7l 10% 122 12%| 1.26 105 1% 2%
65 and over 131 13% 185 19%| 142 147 15% 4%
Refused 14 1% 9 1%| 0.66 13 1% 0%
Gender

Maie 461 46% 476 48%| 1.03 480 48% 0%
Female 533 54% 516 B2%) 0.97 520 52%; 0%
Hesidence

Fairfield 223 22% 213 21%; 0.85 250 25% -4%
Hartford 253 25% 247 28% 0.98 260 26% -1%
Litchfield 67 7% 61 6%| 0.91 50 5% 1%
Middlesex 52 5% 52 5% 1.00 40 4% 1%
New Haven 218 22% 227 23%| 1.05 240 24% -1%
New London 72 7% 79 8% 1.10 80 8% 0%
Tolland 33 3% 36 4%| 1.09 40 4% 0%
Windharn 29 3% 28 3% 097 40 4% ~1%
Uncertain 49 5% 49 5%| 0.99 o 0% 5%
1 Data were weighted by education, age, race and gender. Values shown in the

“Weights" column for Income and Residence result from this weighting.
2 Some income and age categories were colliapsed for purposes of comparison.
_Source: Telephane survey of Connecticut residents, November 19986,
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All interviews were conducted during the weekend or weekday evening hours to
assure a representative cross-section of Connecticut residents. In addition,
interviewing was proportionate to : (a) the gender population for the state, and
(b) the number of residents in each of the state’s eight counties.®

The 1992 study did not, apparently, apply a post-survey weighting to the results to
make the sample as consistent as possibie with the demographics of the Connecticut
population. As Table 3.1 indicates, the weights on the 1996 sample were quite large in
some cases to take care of under sampling of particular populations. The largest
weight is that for “Less than high school” (3.24), followed by “Age 65 and over” (1.42).

Because the weighting issue results in significant differences between the two studies
with regard to age, education and income, care must be taken in comparing the results
of the two surveys.

interpretation_of the Results

Responses to questions as to how often one attends or plays a particular form of
gambling, or how much one spends, by their nature are not always accurate because of
the difficulty that respondents have in recollecting or estimating an accurate value.
Further, most of the total sales and wagering on any particular form of gambling comes
from a small fraction of the bettors (see Table 3.2). The survey is not large enough to
sample this small fraction sufficiently to obtain accurate numbers on amount spent.

Table 3.2 Percentage Distribution of Spending on Gambling in Connecticut
Proportion of Lottery Casino
Respondents

‘Percentage of | Cumulative | Percentage of| Cumulative | Percentage |Cumulative

Respondents Spending
First | 20% 20% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.5%
Next | 20% 40% 1.2% 1.5% 1.3% 1.8%
Next | 20% 60% 3.6% 5.1% 2.8% 4.6%
Next | 20% 80% 10.5% 15.6% 10.7% 15.3%
Next { 10% 80% 13.6% 29.2% 12.0% 27.3%
Next | 5% 95% 15.0% 44.2% 16.2% 43.5%
Next | 4% 99% 33.7% 77.9% 32.3% 75.8%
Last 1% 100% 221% 100% 24.2% 100%
Number of Respondents in the 7 4
Last 1%

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Table 3.3 compares the results of projecting the survey to the total population of the
State with the actual Connecticut Lottery sales for the 12 months previous to the
survey, the period addressed by the spending questions in the survey. The estimates
are 2.57 times actual sales for Power Ball, and 0.63 times actual sales for Instant
games. The total for the lottery is only 20% higher than actual sales, however. This is
what one would expect from combining numbers with a high degree of error, namely
that the error decreases as the number of observations increases.

® Christiansen, 1992, Appendix O, p.2
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Whether the magnitude of the error is primarily from under sampling the players who
spend large amounts or from inaccuracy in respondents’ estimates of their spending,
the results shown in Table 3.3 underscore the point that one must treat the survey
spending results with extreme care. Comparable results for other forms of legalized
gambling in Connecticut are not shown because there were too few responses to
produce reasonable accuracy.

Table 3.3 Comparison of Survey Spending Results Against Actuals’
(Millions)
Millions of | Estimated Actual Estimated
Adults Total Annual to Annual
Participating| Spending® | Sales Sales
Power Ball 0.89 $150.1 $58.5 257%
Instant Games 1.04 $202.4 $323.8 63%
Daily Numbers 0.59 $138.2 $124.2 111%
Play 4 0.45 $83.3 $59.1 141%
Cash Lotto 0.64 $112.1 $47.2 238%
Jackpot Lotto 1.39 $167.9 $101.1 166%
Total Lottery 1.84 $854.0 $713.9 120%
' Sales over the vear previous to the survev. endina 10/26/96.
Proiection based on weighied telephone survey percentages and
US Census estimate of 2.477 million for the Connecticut population 18

Sources: Connecticut Division of Special Revenue
Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996

For statistical reasons, therefore, the absolute levels of spending should not be
considered accurate. “Greater than” or “less than” comparisons of percentages of total
spending can be made where the differences are statistically significant, but absolute
dollar amounts should be used only with great care.

Participation in Legalized Gambling
Participation

Hespondents were asked whether they had participated in various forms of gambling
(Lottery, Horse-Racing/Hamess-Racing, Casino Gaming, Greyhound Races, Raffle/
Sports Betting/Other Non-Casino Games, Jai Alai, and OTB) at least once in their lives.
Based on their responses, they were characterized as either gamblers (gambled at least
once in life) or non-gamblers.

Next, if the response was affirmative, they were asked whether and how many times
they had participated in each form of gambling in the previous 12 months. Respondent
participation levels in various forms of gambling are outlined below.

Any Form Of Gambling

A majority of respondents (96%) have gambled at least once in their life, either in
Connecticut or outside Connecticut while a slightly smaller number (88%) had gambled
in the year prior to the sample (see Table 3.4). The gambling activities they had
participated in include one or more of the following: Lottery, Horse-Racing/Hamess-
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Racing betting, Casino Gaming, Greyhound Races, Raffle/Sports Betting/Other Non-
Casino Games, Jai Alai, and OTB.
Lottery

Over three-quarters (81%) of respondents have participated in various forms of Lottery
and just under three quarters (74%) in the past year. In general, the demographics of
lottery participation match those of the adult population.

Lotto

Two-thirds (66%) of respondents have participated in Lotto and over half (56%) had
participated in the past year.

The Instant Lottery

About one-half (51%) of respondents have participated in the Instant Lottery and under
half (42%) had played in the past year. Participation levels were notably higher among
those employed.

Powerball

About four in ten (39%) respondents have participated in Powerball and slightly fewer
(36%) in the past year. Note that the game had been offered for less than a year in
Connecticut at the time of the survey.

The Daily Numbers

About one-third (33%) of respondents have participated in the Daily Numbers and one-
quarter (24%) had played in the past year.

Cash Lotto

About one-third (32%) of respondents have participated in Cash Lotto and one-quarter
(26%) participated in the past year.

Play Four

One-quarter (25%) of respondents have participated in Play Four and under two in ten
(18%) had played in the past year. Participation levels were notably higher among those
in the middle ($30,000 to $49,999) and highest ($75,000 and over) income groups than
the population as a whole.

Horse-Racing/Harmess-Racing

About one-third (34%) of respondents have placed a wager at a Horse-Racing/Harness-
Racing track but only six percent participated in the past year.

Raffie/Sports Betting/Other Non-Casino Games

Raffles (79%) had the highest lifetime participation of any single activity in this group and
the highest 12-month participation (59%) as well. Card Games (49% lifetime, 19% past
year) and Office Game Pools (45% lifetime, 23% past year) also had relatively high
participation levels.

The WEFA Group 3-8 Final Report




A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Conneclicut

Raffle

Over three-quarters (79%) of respondents have participated in a Raffle at least once in
their life and six in ten (59%) had partlcrpated in the past year Participation was notably
higher among whites.

Card Games

About half (49%) the respondents have participated in Card Games where money was
wagered and two in ten (19%) participated in the past year. Participation levels were
notably higher among men, those aged 18 - 54 years, those less educated, and non-

whites.
Office Game Pools

Over four in ten respondents (45%) have participated in Office Game Pools and one-
quarter (23%) had participated in the past year. Participation levels were notably higher
among men, 18-54 year-olds, and those employed.

Bingo

One-third (33%) of respondents have participated in Bingo at religious or local
organizations and one-in-ten (11%) had participated in the past year. Participation
levels were notably higher among women, younger and older respondents (18-34, 55
years and older), and those with less than a college education.

Bowling, Pool, Golf

About one-quarter (24%) of respondents have participated in Bowling, Pool, Golf or
some other game of skill for money and one-in-ten (11%) had participated in the past
year. Participation levels were notably higher among men, younger and middle age
groups (18-34 and 35-54), and those employed.

Video Poker

About one in seven (15%) respondents have participated in Video Poker not at a casino
and 6% had participated in the past year. Participation levels were notably higher
among younger age groups (18-34) and those with less than a college education.

Las Veqgas Night

About one in seven (14%) respondents have participated in a Las Vegas Night at a
religious or local organization and 4% had participated in the past year. Participation
levels were notably higher among younger and middle age groups (18-34, 35-54) and
those not employed (including retirees).

Bet with a Sports Bookie

Eight percent (8%) of respondents have placed a bet with a Sports Bookie and 3% had
done so in the past year.

Casino Gambling

About two-thirds (66%) of respondents have participated in Casino Gaming but only
four in ten (38%) had participated in the past year. Participation levels refiect the
demographics of the general population.
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Grevhound Races

About one in five (18%) have participated in Greyhound Races but only two percent had
participated in the past year. Participation levels were notably higher among younger
gamblers (age 18 - 34) and those with more education (at least some college).

Jai Alai

About one-guarter (28%) of respondents have participated in Jai Alai but only three
percent had participated in the past year.

OoTB

Only five percent of respondents have participated in OTB and only one percent had
participated in the past year. Note that OTB handle increased from $178 million in
FY 1994 to $244 million in FY 1996 even with this small percentage participating.
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Table 3.4a Participation in Legalized Gambling in the Past 12 Months

| Total Sex Age Education
Male | Female | 18-34 | 35-54 | 55+ |HiSch/| Some College
Tech | College | Grad
LOTTERY 74%| 74% 74%| 72%| B85%| 65%| 75% 78% 70%
Jackpot Lotto 56% | 58% 54%| B2%| 66%| 52%| 56% 59% 54%
The Instant Lottery 42% | 39% 44% | 37%| 49%| 40%| 44% 45% 35%
Powerball- 36%| 39% 34%| 33%| 43%| 33%| 38% 41% 30%
The Daily Numbers 24% | 26% 22%| 22%| 27%!| 23%| 30% 23% 13%
Cash Lotto 26%| 26% 26%| 23%| 29%| 27%| 30% 26% 18%
Play Four 18% | 20% 16%| 17%| 19%| 19%| 22% 20% 10%
HORSE-RACING/ 6% 6% 5% 7% 5% 4% 4% 7% 7%
HARNESS-RACING
RAFFLE/SPORTS-
BETTING/OTHER
NON-CASINO
GAMES '
Raffle 58% 57% 61%| 56%| 66%| 56%| 55% 66% 62%
Card games 19% | 21% 18%| 28%! 19%| 10%| 21% 21% 14%
Office game pool 23%| 30% 16%! 32%| 26%| 10%| 19% 26% 29%
Bingo 11% 8% 15%) 12% 8%| 13%| 14% 10% 7%
Bowling, pool, golf 11%| 18% 4% 15%| 12% 4% 11% 10% 12%
Video poker 6% 7% 6% | 10% 4% 4% 8% 7% 4%
Casino night 4% 4% 5% 6% 4% 2% 4% 5% 4%
Bet with a sports 3% 4% 1% 2% 4% 1% 3% 1% 3%
bookie
CASINO GAMING 38%| 40% 36%| 38%| 39%| 37%| 42% 38% 32%
GREYHOUND 2% 3% 2% 3% 2% 1% 2% 3% 3%
RACES
JAI ALAI 3% 3% 3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 3% 2%
OTB 1% 1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 1% 2% 1%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in bold

face.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996,
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Table 3.4b Participation in Legalized Gambling in the Past 12 Months

Total income Race Employment

Less $30K- | $50K- | $75K | White | Other | Employ | Unempl

than $49.9K | $749K | and

$30K over

{LOTTERY 74% 67%| 78% 79%| 84%| 70%| 138% 80% 62%

Jackpot Loito 56% 47%| 62% 64%| 65%| 57%| 46% 63% 42%
The instant Lottery 42% 34% | 49% 46%| 44%| 42%| 44% 44% 36%
Powerball 36% 30%; 44% 39%| 44%| 37%| 35% 40% 27%
The Daily Numbers 24% 26%| 28% 24%| 20%| 22%| 40% 24% 23%
Cash Lotto 26% 3% | 32% 31%| 21%| 26%| 34% 27% 23%
Play Four 18% 18%| 22% 14%| 21%| 17%| 31% 20% 15%
HORSE-RACING/ 6% 4% 6% 8% 8% 6% 2% 6% 4%
HARNESS RACING
RAFFLE/SPORTS-
BETTING/OTHER
NON-CASINO
GAMES
Raffle 59% 45%| 69% 71%| 75%)] 63%| 35% 64%|. 49%
Card games 19% 23%| 16%| 16%| 23%| 18%| 28% 20%| 17%
Office game pool 23% 15%] 24%| 34%] 37%| 24%| 15% 30% 7%
Bingo 11% 12%{ 12% 8% 7%| 11%| 12% 10% 15%
Bowling, pool, golf 11% 7% 11% 16%| 16%| 11%| 13% 13% 6%
Video poker 6% 9% 5% 6% 5% 6% 9% 7% 6%
Casino night 4% 5% 4% 3% 4% 4% 8% 5% 3%
Bet with sports 3% 1% 2% 4% 6% 2% 4% 3% 1%
bookie
CASINO GAMING 38% 33%} 42% 46%} 41%| 39%| 36% 40% 34%
GREYHOUND 2% 3% 0% 4% 3% 2% 3% 3% 1%
RACES
JAI ALAI 3% 2% 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 3% 2%
oTB 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996,
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Lottery ‘

The following sections of this chapter describe further detail about the responses of
respondents to questions about their gambling behavior in the past 12 months.
Participation

Lotto players participated in this game a median of 10 times in the past 12 months.

Players of the other Lottery games indicated playing those games between 3 and 6
times in the past 12 months. '

Participation in lottery games conducted outside of Connecticut is minimal.

Table 3.5 Participation in the Lottery in the Past 12 Months
Jackpot| Instant | Power-| Cash | Daily |Play 4
Lotto |Lottery| ball Lotto |Numbers

inside Connecticut 56% 42% 36% 26% 24%| 18%
Total (inside & outside CT) 57% 44% 36% 26% 25%| 19%

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996,

Preferences

Instant Lottery

One dollar tickets were most popular among Instant Lottery players (64%) (see Table
3.6). Two dollar tickets also had reasonable appeal, as about one-quarter (27%)

bought this denomination.

Table 3.6 indicates that the 7% of players who purchase five-dollar tickets provide 18%
of sales while the 64% of players who purchase one-dollar tickets provide 34% of sales.
A total of fewer than 18% of players purchase three- and five-dollar tickets, and these
denominations are expected to be the primary source of lottery sales growth in the
future.

Table 3.6 compares the percentage of sales on each of the ticket prices for Instant
Lottery games with the ticket prices that the survey respondents reported purchasing. -
While the percentages are not comparable, if the survey responses are combined with
ticket price to obtain the distribution of spending, the distribution closely follows sales.
If each category of ticket purchasers bought the same number of tickets, multiplying
ticket price and number of players would result in a weighted distribution of sales.
Where it does not, namely for two and three dollar ticket sales, the implication is that
purchasers of two and three dollar tickets buy more two dollar tickets and fewer three
dollar tickets than purchasers of one and five dollar tickets buy.

It would appear from the results shown in Table 3.6 that purchasers of two and three
dollar tickets tend to spend more of their money on the three dollar tickets than on the
two dollar tickets. Note that there is overlap among players. The sum of responses is
109% of those piaying Instant games while only 90% answered the question.
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Table 3.6 Comparison Instant Lottery Sales Over the Year Previous to the Survey
by Ticket Price and Respondents Who Reported the Price Tickets They Buy

Instant Lottery Percentage of Players in
Past 12 Months

Sales Previous Percentage Actual Responses

Weighted by

12 Months of Sales Responses | Ticket Price
One Dollar $111.7 34% 64% 34%
Two Dollars $115.4 36% 27% 28%
Three Dollars $40.0 12% 11% 18%
Five Dollars $56.7 18% 7% 20%

*10% of survey respondents who reported playing Instant Lottery games in the previous 12
months did not provide a dollar denomination. Respondents could indicate they purchased
more than one denomination. The responses of the 90% who did answer the guestion total
109%.

Sources: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

Jackpot Lotto

Table 3.7 below compares the percentage of respondents that report their minimum
jackpot requirement for playing Jackpot Lotto and the jackpot drawings by jackpot ievel.

A minimum of one in five (20%) of those who play Jackpot Lotto indicated they will not
purchase tickets if the Jackpot is not $5 million or more. Note that only 30 of 105
drawings in the 12 months prior to the survey were $5 million or more. Jackpots in the
$5-$9 million range were the smallest for which 13% of respondents would buy tickets.

Table 3.7 Comparison of Survey Respondents Who Answered the Question as to
the Minimum Jackpot Necessary for Them to Play Jackpot Lotto With Drawings at

Each Jackpot Level :

Percent of Number of Jackpot Lotto
Minimum Jackpot Respondents Drawings by Jackpot Level
Necessary Answering' Drawings Percent
Up to $5 Million 59% 75 71%
$5 Mitlion to $9 Million 13% 25 24%
$10 Million to $19 Million 5% 5 5%
$20 Mitlion or More 2%

* 219 of those who reported playing Jackpot Lotto in the Previous 12 months did not answer
this question.

Sources: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.
Connecticut Division of Special Revenue
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Powerball

Table 3.8 compares the percentage of respondents that report their minimum jackpot
requirement for playing Powerball and the jackpotl drawings by jackpot level. A
substantial nhumber of respondents did not report the minimum level of jackpot
necessary for them to play. Therefore, the table should be interpreted with care. The
two percent that reported requiring jackpots of $100 million or more did repornt playing
Powerball.

Table 3.8 Comparison of Survey Respondents Who Answered the Question as to
the Minimum Jackpot Necessary for Them to Play Powerball With Powerball
Drawings at Each Jackpot Level

Percent of Number of Powerbali
Minimum Jackpot Respondents Drawings by Jackpot Level
Necessary Answering‘ Drawings Percent
Up to $30 Million 71% 75 78%
$31 Million to $49 Million 1% 15 16%
$50 Million to $99 Million 2% 6 6%
$100 Million or More 2%

* 24% of those who reported playing Powerball in the Previous 12 months did not answer this
question.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.
Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

Expenditure

Table 3.9 on the following page provides information calculated from the survey results
of the spending on each game and on the Connecticut Lottery as a whole by
demographic group. Each entry represents total spending reported for the
demographic group, divided by total spending for all respondents. The caveat on the
spending results of the survey should be remembered in interpreting this table.

For all lottery games combined, men account for more spending than women as
compared to their share of the adult population, particularly for Daily Numbers and Play
4. Likewise, those 55 and over account for more spending and those under 35 account
for less spending as compared to their share of the adult population. This is particularly
true for Play 4.

By income, those earning $30,000 to $49,000 account for a greater share of spending
than their representation in the adult population, except for Jackpot Lotto. A substantial
number of respondents did not report their income resulting in percentages summing to
less that 100%. -

Except for Daily Numbers and Powerball, spending by persons who characterized
themselves as White and Other follow their percentage of the adult population. In the
case of Daily Numbers, Whites spend less; in the case of Powerball, they spend more.
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In general, employed persons account for a greater share of spending on The
Connecticut Lottery than their percentage in the adult population, particularly for
spending on Cash Lotio and Powerball. in the case of educational attainment, those
with a high school education or less account for much more of spending on all but
Jackpot Lotto than their percentage in the adult population, and those with at least a

college education account for much less.

Table 3.9 Percentage of Total Reported Lottery Spending by Demographic Group by Game

Percent | Total Lottery
in Adult | Partici- | Spend- [Instant  Daily Play Jackpot Cash Power-
Population| pation | ing Numbers 4 Lotto Lotto ball

Gender

Male 48% 48% 58%| 54% 63% ©68% 47%  57% 66%

Female 52% 52% 42%|  46% 3B% 32% 53% 43% 33%
Age

18- 34 36% 35% 23% 27% 21% 21% 22% 17% 29%

35-54 32% 37% 35%; 41% 32% 23% 34%  42% 34%

55 & Over 31% 27% 41%| 32% 47% 57% 44%  42% 36%
Income

Up to 30000 32% 29% 26%| 15% 30% 28% 31% 28% 29%

$30,000 to $49,000 21% 22% 32% 38% 32% 46% 17% 26% 36%

$50,000 to $74,899 14% 15% 8% 6% 9% 5% 13% 8% 8%

Over $75,000 16% 18% 15%| 22% 14% 6% 14% 19% 10%
Race

White 85% 81% B83%| 85% 74% B6% 81% 73%% 83%

Other 15% 19% 13%| 10% 24% 12% 16% 14% 6%
Employed '

Yes 69% 74% T7%| T7% 75% 79% 68% 81% 81%

No 31% 26% 23%| 23% 24% 21% 31% 18% 17%
Education

High/Tech. 52% 53% 71% 69% 74% 87% 55% 80%  75%

Some College 20% 21% 19% 21% 20% 8% 28% 14% 15%

College Graduate 28% 26% 10% 11% 6% 5% 17% 7% 11%
Double Income, '

No Children 5% 23% 25% 26% 37% 13% 17%  26%
Single Parenis 11% 6% 6% 1% 4% 3% 9% 11%

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Two special demographic groups are reported: double-income households with no
chitldren and single parents. Respondents in double-income househoids with no
children represent only 5% of the adult population but account for 23% of Lottery
spending. Spending on nearly ail games is strong, but particularly for Play 4.

Single parents represent 11% of the adutt population but account for only 6% of L.ottery
spending. There is litlle spending on Daily Numbers, but their spending on Jackpot and
Cash Lotto games closely mirrors their share of the adult population.
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Casino Gambling

Participation

- About four in ten (38%) of respondents have visited a Native American Casino in
Connecticut to gamble in the past 12 months (see Table 3.10}). About one in ten (12%)
respondents have visited casinos outside of Connecticut.

Table 3.10 Number of Times Visited a Casino to Gamble in Past 12 Months
: in Conn. Outside Conn. . Total

Have visited in past 12 38% 12% 43%

months _

Number of Times Visited 3.4 0.8 4.2

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Video Facsimile Machines were the most commonly played games -- 32% of the
respondents indicated playing these machines at Native American Casinos in
Connecticut in the past 12 months (see Table 3.11). About one in ten (12%) indicated
they had played Table Games. Bingo was much less popular at the casinos, with only
3% participating.

Table 3.11 Games Played in Casinos in Past 12 Months
Inside Qutside Inside and
Connecticut Connecticut Outside
Only Only Connecticut
Video Facsimile Machines 27% 3% 6%
Table Games 10% 3% 2%
Bingo 3% * *

* = less than 0.5%
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Significantly higher proportions of groups 55 years and above, unemployed (inciuding
retired) and those who never attended college reported using Video Facsimile
Machines in Connecticut Native American casinos (see Table 3.12).

Table 3.12a Games Played in Native American Casinos in Connecticut In Past 12
Months

Total Sex Age Education
Male |Female| 18-34 | 35-54 | 55+ | HiSch/ | Some | College
Tech | College | Grad
Video Facsimile 32% 32% 33% 32% 26% | 44% 48% 26% 20%
Machines
Table Games 12% 18% 7% 15% 12% 9% 15% 12% 10%
Bingo 3% 3% 4% 3% 2% 5% 5% 3% 1%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in
bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

The WEFA Group 3-17 . Final Report




A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

Table 3.12b Games Played In Native American Casinos in Connecticut in Past 12
Months

Total Income Race Employment
<30K 30K- 50K- 75K+ White Qther | Empioy | Unempl!
499K | 74.9K '
Video Facsimile 32% 38% 33% 36% 23% 33% 28% 31% 39%
Machines
Table Games 12% 10% 11% 13% 19% 13% 10% 13% 9%
Bingo 3% 2% 5% 2% 3% 3% 1% 3% 4%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Expenditure

Video Facsimile Machines were the most commonly played games by those visiting
casinos during the past 12 months. The median expenditure on betting among those
playing Video Facsimile Machines in Connecticut was $100, while the median
expenditure on betting among those playing Table Games was $200. The median
expenditure on Bingo, among the relatively few who played in Connecticut, was $100.
Again, the ratio of the mean expenditure to the median indicates the importance of the
small number of players who bet large amounts. We must emphasize again, however,
that the spending data have a high degree of error. Comparison with actual spending
suggests that players are reporting more than their losses but less than their wagers.

Other Forms of Gambling

Participation

Respondents who have participated in Horse-Racing/Harness-Racing, Raffle/Sports
Betting/Other Non-Casino Games, Greyhound Races, Jai Alai, and OTB at least once
in their life were asked how frequently they participated in these games in the past 12
months (see Table 3.13).

Of these games Raffles had, by far, the highest participation level (59%) among the
respondents. Other games with significant participation levels included Office Game
Pool (23%), and Card Games (19%). Additionally, about one in ten respondents
wagered in Bowling/Pool/Golf, and Bingo.

Horse-Racing/Hamess-Racing, Greyhound Races, Jai Alai, and OTB had notably lower
participation levels (1% to 6%). However, comparisons of spending, paricularly OTB
spending, with actual revenue levels, suggest that the telephone survey might have
significantly under sampled these categories, though spending estimate errors and the
unknown spending by persons residing outside of Connecticut may also provide
explanations for this difference.
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Table 3.13 Other Forms of Gambling: Participation in Past 12 Months
Percent

in Sample Adults (Million)
Horse-Racing/ 6% 0.15
Hamess-Racing
Raffle/Bingo/Sports Betting/
Other Non-Casino Games
Raffle 59% 1.46
Office game pool 23% 0.57
Card games 19% 0.47
Bowling, pool, golf 11% 0.27
Bingo 11% 0.27
Video poker 6% 0.15
Bet with sports bookie 3% 0.07
Casino night 4% 0.10
Greyhound Races
Inside Connecticut 2% 0.05
Outside Connecticut 1% 0.02
Total 3% 0.07
Jai Alai
inside Connecticut 3% 0.07
Outside Connecticut *
Total 3% 0.07
OTB
With Simulcasting 1% 0.02
Without Simulcasting * *
Through Telephone Wagering - -
System :

* = less than 0.5%
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996,

Expenditure

Given the small number of responses to these questions, useful estimates of spending
can not be made from this data.

Attitudes Toward Legalized Gambling

As expected, customer interest in the different forms of legalized gambling in
Connecticut varied. Video Facsimile Machines and Lotio were mentioned relatively
more frequently as the favorite games by respondents who gamble (see Tabile 3.14).
While females were relatively more drawn to video facsimile machines and bingo,
males had a higher propensity to engage in Sports Beiting. Among the various age
groups, 18-34 year-olds had relatively higher interest in Sports Betting and pooi play.
Additionally, those employed had a higher propensity to participate in Sports Betting,
and those unemployed or retired had a higher participation in bingo.

The WEFA Group 3-19 Final Report




A Study Conceming the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

Table 3.14a Favorite Game - Total and by Sex, Age, Education, Employment
(Base=Respondents who are classified as gamblers)

Total Sex Age Education
Male | Female | 18-34 | 35-54 55+ Hi Sch/ | Some | College
Tech |College| Grad
Slot Machines 18% | 12% | 23% 17% | 19% 17% 17% 19% 17%
Lotto 12% 12% | 13% 10% 12 16 12 11 14
Sports Betting 7% 1% 3% 11% 5 4 6 7 7
Blackjack 5% 8% 4% 8% 4 2 4 6 8
Bingo 6% 2% 9% 4% 5 9 8 4 3
instant Lottery 5% 4% 5% 6% 8 2 5 6 5
Poker 3% 5% 1% 4% 3 2 3 2 5
Pool 3% 4% 2% 7% 1 1 4 3 2

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Table 3.14b Favorite Game - Total and by Income, Race, Employment
(Base=Respondents who are classified as gamblers)

Total Income Race Employment
<30K | 30K- | 50K- | 75K+ | White | Other | Employ Not
49.9K | 74.9K Employed

Slot Machines | 18% 17% 19% 23% | 17% | 18% 14% 17% 18%

Lotto 12% 13% 11% 12% | 15% | 14% 7% 12% 13%

Sports Betting 7% 5% 7% 6% 9% 6% 8% 8% 3%

Blackijack 5% 5% 4% 4% 8% 5% 6% 6% 3%

Bingo 6% 7% 8% 1% 3% 5% 6% 3% 1%

Instant Lottery 5% 6% 4% 5% 4% 5% 4% 5% 3%

Poker 3% 2% 3% 4% 6% 3% 6% 3% 4%
Pool 3% 5% 3% 2% - 3% 4% 4% -

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

The survey asked respondents whether they approved of legalized gambling in the
State. Results show a broad level of general approval among Connecticut citizens (see
Table 3.15). Respondents were asked to register their approval of various gambling
activities on a 1 to 10 scale, with 10 indicating “strong approval.” When asked to rate
Lottery games, 23% of all respondents gave the highest approval rating (10), and 42%
gave Lottery games an approval rating of 8 or higher. Nineteen percent (19%) rate their
approval of Loltery games at 3 or beiow, including 12% who indicated “strong
disapproval” (a rating of 1). Note that this question about general approval refers to the
respondents’ views on whether they believe the forms of gambling activity mentioned
should be present in Connecticut; a high approval rating does not necessarily indicate
that respondents personally play or particularly enjoy the respective games.
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The approval rating for other types of gambling, including the Native American casinos,
Jai Alai, Greyhound Racing, and OTB, was only a littlle lower. Twenty two and four
tenths percent (22.4%) gave these activities a 10, and 40% rated them 8 or higher.
Maximum disapproval was expressed by 16%, while 25% rated these activities 3 or
below.

Table 3.15 Approval Ratings for Various Gambling Activitiés:
Survey Responses from the November 1996 Connecticut Telephone Survey

No Strong
Approve Opinion Disapprove Don’t Know
Lottery Games 42% 36% 19% 3%
Other Legalized
Gambling* 40% 33% 25% 2%

Respondents were asked to rate gambling activities on a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 indicating strong
approval and 1, strong disapproval.

Base: Total respondents
Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding or refusals to respond.

* Other legalized gambling includes the Native American casinos, Jai Alai, Greyhound races, and Off-track
Betling.

Source: Telephone survey of Gonnecticut residents, November 1986.

e« While a favorable opinion on the presence of legalized gambling appears
widespread, there are differences of opinion among demographic groups. Younger
people (18-34) are more supportive of both Lottery games and other types of
gambling. Older people (55 and above), women, and those who do not work tend to
be less approving, especially of non-Lottery activities. Lower income respondents
(eaming less than $30,000) are somewhat more opposed to gambling than those
with higher incomes.

« While there were no significant gender differences in opinions on the Lottery, males
gave a significantly higher approval rating to other forms of gambling in Connecticut
than females. The proportion of males in the high approval category was 45%,
compared to 36% of females.

e By age, the youngest category of respondents, those 18 to 34 years old, showed
significantly greater approval of these other forms of gambling than either of the two
older groups (age 35-54; age 55 and older). 45% of these younger respondents
gave a high approval rating of 8 or above. Similarly, the middle-aged group of
respondents (35 to 54 years old) showed a significantly higher approval than older
respondents (55 and above). 39% of 35 to 54 year olds showed high approval (a
rating of 8 to 10). By comparison, 31% of those age 55 and older were highly
approving.
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Employment status was also associated with a meaningful difference in the level of
approval expressed by respondents. The proportion of those employed who gave a
high approval rating was 43%, compared to 34% of those not employed.

Other indications of overall approval, aiong with demographic differences, are:

Over half of all respondents think that Connecticut has just the right amount of
gambling locations (see Tables 3.16 and 3.17). 54.1% gave that response with
respect to Native American casinos, Jai Alai, Greyhound Races and OTB, while
70% gave that response with respect to Lottery outlets. Older, not employed
(including retired), and lower income people more often (up to 30%) think there are
too many gambling locations.

Table 3.16a Number of Lottery Locations

Total Age Education

18-34 | 35-54 55+ | HiSch/| Some | College
Tech |College| Grad
Too many 25% 24% 22% 28% 30% 20% 19%
Just the right 69% 71% 75% 62% 66% 73% 73%
amount
Too few 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown

in boid face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Table 3.16b Number of Lottery Locations
Total _Income Employment
<$30K | $30K- | $50K- | $75K+ | Employ Not
$49.9K | $74.9K Employed
Too many 25% | 32% 20% 20% 19% 21% 33%
Just the right amount |  69% 64% 74% 74% 75% 74% 59%
Too few 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown

in bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996,

Table 3.17 Number of Casinos, Jai Aiai, Greyhound Races, and OTB
Locations
Total Sex Age Employment

Male | Female | 18-34 35-54 55+ Employ | Unempl
Too many 25% 22% 28% 20% 23% 33% 2% 33%
Just the right 54% 55% 54% 61% 58% 42% 58% 44%
amount
Too few 11% 14% 8% 12% 12% 9% 12% 9%
Don't 10% 9% 11% 7% 7% 17% 8% 14%
Know/Refused

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are

shown in bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 19886.
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Of those respondents who have visited a Connecticut Native American casino to
.gamble in the past 12 months, 27% would visit more often if this type of facility were
closer to their homes, while 70% would make the same number of trips (see chart).
Those more often expressing the view that a closer location would make them more
inciined to visit include women (33%), those 35-54 (32%), those eaming over
$75,000 (34%), non-whites (38%), and the unemployed (36%).

Change in Casino Visits if Casinos were Located Closer to Residence

IMPACT ON CASINO VISITS IF CASINOS WERE LOCATED CLOSER

TOTAL RESPONDENTS
(Base=Visited a casino to
gamble in the past 12 months)

MALES vs. FEMALES
{Base=Visited a casino to
gamble in the past 12 months)

Same amount
of trips

Don't Know
3%

Make more
trips

0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100%
(n=376) {Bases: Mak=187; Femak=189)

Only 16% of respondents believe that there is a problem in the way gambling is
advertised. Older people are the most critical (24%). (See Tables 3.18 and 3.19.)

Of those who think there is a problem with gambling advertisements, most (23.4%)
single out Lotto, with the Foxwoods Native American Casino a close second
(18.2%). Ads for Jai Alai, Greyhound Races, and OTB receive the least criticism

(5% or less).

Higher income respondents (over $50,000, and especially over $75,000) stand out
as the most critical of gambling advertisements. Non-whites are especially critical of

Lotto and Instant Lottery ads.

Among all respondents, just under one-quarter (24%) viewed game advertising as
either very or somewhat influential. 35% of 18-24 year olds rated advertising
somewhat or very influential, as did 21% of 35 to 54 year olds, and 15% of those 55
and older.
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Lotto play appears to have gained the most patronage among those who claimed to
be influenced by gaming advertising, including jackpot announcements. This
increase in Lotto play was most noticeable among White respondents and
respondents who were employed. Additionally, college graduates registered a
notable increase in Powerball participation as a result of advertising, which also
includes jackpot announcements.

Table 3.18 Games Played Based on Advertising Seen in The Past Month
Total and by Race, Employment, Education
(Base=respondents who claimed to be influenced by adveitising)

Total Race Empioyment Education
White | Other | Employed Not Hi Sch/| Some | College

Employed | Tech | College| Grad

Lotto 22% 26% 8% 29% 7% 17% 27% 30%

Powerball 11% 9% 13% 13% 8% 7% 13% 20%

The instant Lottery 6% 5% 12% 4% 11% 7% 8% 4%

Cash lotto 5% 4% B% 6% 2% 5% 5% 3%

Mohegan Sun Resort 4% 4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 3% 4%

Foxwoods Casino 3% 2% 5% 3% 3% 2% 7% 3%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1998.

*

Table 3.19 Percentage Analysis of Those Believing
There is a Problem With the Way Gambling is Advertised
(Base=respondents who believe there is a problem with
game advertising)

Lotto 23%

Foxwoods Casino 18

The Instant Lottery 10

Mohegan Sun Resort 9

Powerbali 8

Play Four 8

The Daily Numbers 7

Cash Lotto 6

Jai Alai 5

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1998.

About half (50%) of respondents agree with raising the legal age to play the Lottery,
Jai Alai, the Greyhound tracks and OTB to age 21, the same age required to
participate at Native American casinos in Connecticut. Agreement with this position
is highest among women (54%), those over 55 (62%), those earning more than
$75,000 (55%), and those not working (56.8%). Thirty eight percent (38%) think the
age requirements are fine the way they are, with the strongest agreement among
non-whites. (See Table 3.20.)
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« Opinions are highly divided about whether underage gambling in Connecticut is a
serious problem. Forty percent (40%) say it is very or somewhat serious, while
35.6% say it is not very or not at all serious, and 24% say they don’t know (see
Tables 3.21a and 3.21b). Those who tend to have a stronger perception of teen
gambling as a very serious problem include women, persons over 55, the

unemployed (including retired), and the less educated.

« A minority (5%) of respondents indicated placing bets for people under 18, such as
brothers, sisters, sons, daughters, cousins, nieces, nephews, or friends.
incidence was relatively higher among younger respondents (7% of 18 to 34 year
olds, 6% of 35 to 54 year olds), and non-white respondents (10% compared to 4%

for whites).

The

Table 3.20 Opinion as to Age Requirements for Gambling

Total

Sex

Age

Employment

Female

18-34

35-54

55+

Employ

Unempl

The age to play the Lottery,
Jai-Alai, the greyhound
tracks, and OTB shouid be
raised to 21, the same as
the Casinos

50%

46%

54%

39%

52%

62%

47%

57%

The age to play at
Connecticut Casinos
should be lowered to 18,
the same as the Lottery,
Jai-Alai, and OTB

9%

11%

8%

15%

9%

3%

11%

6%

Things are fine the way
they are. Lottery, Jai-Alai,
the greyhound tracks, and
OTB shouid remain at 18,
and the Connecticut
Casinos should remain at

21

38%

40%

36%

43%

37%

32%

39%

34%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Table 3.21a_Underage/Teen Gambling - Seriousness of Problem |

Total Sex Age Education
Male | Female | 18-34 | 35-54 | 55+ Hi Some |College
Sch/ | College| Grad
Tech
Very/Somewhat 40% 38% 43% 39% | 40% | 43% | 46% 36% 34%
Serious

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.
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Table 3.21b Underage/Teen Gambling - Seriousness of Problem
Total and by Income, Employment

Total income Employment
<$30K | $30K- | $50K- | $75K+ | Employ | Unempl
$49.9K | $74.9K
Very/Somewhat 40% 49% 32% 38% 37% 39% 45%
Serious

Note: differences among demographic‘groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are
shown in bold face.
Source: Teléphone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Internet Usage in Gambling
Gambling-Related Sites On The Intemet

There are at a minimum hundreds of gambling-related sites on the intemet. Numerous
sports handicappers and others who sell their advice to bettors advertise their services
on the World Wide Web. An even larger number of sites are advertisements for state
licensed and regulated casinos, state lottery home pages, and informational sites about

gambling.

In Appendix F, we provide copies of the Connecticut Lottery home page and those of
Plainfieid Greyhound Park, Shoreline Star Greyhound, Foxwoods Resort Casino and
Mohegan Sun Casino as well as web-site addresses for state lotteries. Milford Jai alai
also has an Intemnet site, but OTB does not. The first Internet lottery ticket sales in the
US, operated by the Coeur d’Alene tribe in Idaho, are scheduled to open in the summer
of 1997. In addition, New York is setting up an experimenta! site to aliow Internet
wagering on New York OTB.

There are off-shore sites in Europe and the Caribbean where gambling is available. In
Europe, the International Lottery in Liechtenstein Foundation (InterLotto) sells lottery
tickets across international boundaries, inciuding a lottery offered by the International
Red Cross, and the government of Gibralter has licensed InterKeno and BingoExpress.
Probably the best known intemational lottery offered on the Intemet is the Spanish
National Lottery, “EL Gordo”, advertised as the largest lottery in the world and the one
with the best odds. Finland offers its loftery over the Internet, but it is available only to
Finnish residents. :

There are many Intemet gambling opportunities offered under the sponsorship of
Caribbean countries, including Antigua and Barbuda, Curacao, Dominica, the
Dominican Republic, Grenada and, apparently, the Bahamas.

A gambler using an Intemet betting site generally has to transfer funds to the operator
via credit card. The gambler then accesses funds in a pre-established account created
with the transferred funds. In contrast, the lotteries take the bets directly from one’s
credit card.

Legality of Internet Gambling

At present there are legal, technological, and security obstacles to the large-scale
expansion of Internet gambling. 18 U.S.C. § 1084 of the US Federal Code provides
federal criminal penalties for “knowingly using a wire communications facility for the
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transmission in interstate or foreign commerce of bets or wagers or information
assisting in the placing of bets or wagers.”

The Attorney General of Connecticut has cited this and Section 53-278(d) of the
Connecticut Code as the basis for his conclusion that Internet gambling is a violation of
both Connecticut and federal law. The National Association of Attorneys General
(NAAG), however, noted in a report that the federal statute has “a number of
ambiguous provisions” and needs to be amended.*

According to the NAAG report, states must use existing laws and precedents or enact
laws where they do not exist. What appears to be the first case challenging the legality
of Internet gambling is moving forward in Minnesota.® There, District Judge John S.
Connolly ruled in December 1996 that the state Attorney General of Minnesota may
seek an injunction against a Nevada operator of an on-line sports betting service to
keep unlawful gambling advertisements from entering the state.

US Senator Jon Kyl (R-Arizona), joined by Senators Feinstein (D-Califomnia),
Hutchinson (R-Arkansas), Grassley (R-lowa), and Johnson (D-South Dakota), on March
19, 1997 introduced S.474, the Internet Gambling Prohibition Act of 1997, to revise the
US Code along the lines suggested by the NAAG. The proposed Act would set fines of
“not more than $10,000” and prison terms “not more than two years” on “whoever,
being engaged in the business of betting or wagering knowingly uses a communication
facility for the transmission or receipt in interstate or foreign commerce of bets or
wagers, information assisting in the placing of bets or wagers, or a communication that
entitles the transmitter or receiver to the opportunity to receive money or credit as a
result of bets or wagers.”

Further, fines of “not more than $5,000” and imprisonment of “not more than one year”
are set for “whoever knowingly uses a communication facility for the transmission or
receipt in interstate or foreign commerce of bets or wagers, information assisting in the
ptacing of bets or wagers, or a communication that entitles the transmitter or receiver to
the opportunity to receive money or credit as a result of bets or wagers.” Excluded from
the definition of betting are securities transactions, contracts of indemnity or guarantee,
and contracts for life, health and accident insurance. Excluded from penalties are news
reports and betting that is legal under state laws, such as the Autotote telephone
betting system.

The legality of Intemet gambling is only one of the issues involved. Consumers have
yet to demonstrate confidence that on-line betting can be technically efficient and can
incorporate adequate security safeguards. The present lack of regulation is not
keeping gambling sites off the iIntemet, but does provide a potential opening for
unscrupulous operators and rigged games. Consumers tend to be skeptical about on-
line gambling at this time, and the US commercial gaming industry is divided over
whether regulated Internet gambling represents a growth opportunity they shouid
pursue.® The North American State and Provincial Lotteries organization, as of March
1997, had not taken a position on whether to endorse either the regulation or the
prohibition of Internet gambling activity (Stanek, 1997).

*NAAG, 1996
S ARCI, 1997
8 Connor, 1997
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The prospect of gambling via the Internet implies increased access to gambling
opportunities vastly beyond what has typically been available. This raises issues of
great social concern, particularly with respect to pathological gamblers and underage
gamblers. While it may be possible, through adequate screening of the individual
gambler, for organizations offering gambling over the Internet to screen out underage
gamblers or residents of states where the form of gambling being offered is illegal,
teenagers are extremely adept at circumventing such safeguards.

Connecticut Residents’ Access to the Internet

About one third of the respondents to the survey had Intemet access. Expectedly,
Internet usage was relatively more prevalent among younger, more educated,
employed, and higher income respondents (see Table 3.22).

About one-third (30%) of all respondents indicated having interet access through a
personal computer (see Tables 3.22a and 3.22b). Significantly higher proportions of
18-34 and 35-54 year-olds, compared to 55 years and older, indicated having access.
Additionally, significantly higher proportions of those with at least some college
education had access, as did those earning $30,000 or more per year, and those

employed.

Table 3.22a Access to the Internet

Total Age Education

18-34 | 35-54 55+ |HiSch/| Some | College
Tech | College | Grad

Have a personal computer | 30% 39% 38% 12% 15% 37% 55%
with access to the Internet

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in

bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.
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Table 3.22b Access to the Internet
- Total Income ' Employment

<$30K | $30K- | $50K- {$75K+| Employ | Unemploy

$49.9K | $74.9K

Have a personal computer 30% 12% 27% 44% | 64% 38% 13%
with access to the Internet

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 5% confidence level are shown in
bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 19986,

Connecticut Residents’ Awareness of Gambling on the Internet

In general, awareness of gaming on the Intemet was very low among respondents with
Internet access (see Table 3.23). About one in ten respondents were aware of Intemet
gambling sites. Though the numbers are small, men do exhibit a greater propensity to
pursue gambling-related activities on the Internet.

Respondents who had access to the Internet were asked questions related to their
usage of the Internet for gaming related activities and also their awareness of gaming
sites on the Internet. Few indicated awareness of gaming related activities: about one
in ten (11%) indicated awareness of gambling sites on the Intemet.

Table 3.23 Awareness of Gambling on the Internet
Base=respondents who have access to the Internet)
Total Sex
Male Female
Used the Internet to chat with other 1% 3% -
people who gamble
Used the Internet to obtain information 4% 7% 1%
on gambling
Aware of gambling sites on the Internet 1% 12% 11%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence
level are shown in bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.

Betting on the Internet - Occurrence and Interest

There is very little betting currently occurring on the interet (see charts). Additionally,
interest levels are fairly modest among Internet non-bettors aware of such betting.
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Respondents who were aware of betting sites on the Internet were asked whether they
have placed bets on the Intemet. Only 3% indicated placing such bets. Furthermore,
those who had not placed bets were asked how interested they would be in having the
ability to place bets on the Internet. They were asked to indicate interest on a 1-4 scale
where ‘1’ denoted ‘not at all interested’ and ‘4’ denoted ‘very interested. Five percent
(5%) of the respondents indicated interest in this form of gambling.

OCCURENCE
(Base=Use Internet and aware
of gambling sites)

Have not placed
bets

i
MW 9% ! ‘.

N
N

Have placed

BETTING ON THE INTERNET - OCCURRENCE AND INTEREST

INTEREST
(Base=Use Internet but have
never placed bets on it)

Not at all
interested

Very interested

1%
Somewhat

interested
5%

Not very
interested
4%

Respondent Profile

As a result of post-survey weighting, the distributions of the sample are identical to the

Connecticut population by gender, age, education, and race in 1996 (see Table 3.24).
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Table 3.24a Respondent Demographics - Total and by Sex, Age, Education

Total Sex Age Education
Male | Female | 18-34 | 35-54 | 55+ | HiSch/ | Some | College
Tech | College | Grad
SEX ‘
Male 48% 100% - 49% 51% 43% 49% 47% 46%
Female 52% - 100% 51% 49% 57% 51% 53% 54%
MARITAL STATUS
Singie/never married 21% 26% 17% 46% 11% 3% 20% -24% 21%
Single/livi. w/partner 7% 7% 6% 12% 5% 2% 7% 9% 5%
Married 50% 53% 47% 33% 64% 54% 47% 48% 57%
Separated 3% 3% 3% 2% 6% 2% 4% 5% 1%
Widowed 9% 3% 15% 1% 3% 26% 1% 6% 8% .
Divorced 10% 8% 1% 5% 12% 13% 1% 9% 8%
EMPLOYMENT y
Fuil-time 58% 71% 47% 64% 80% 30% 54% 58% 69%
Par-time 1% 7% 13% 17% 8% 7% 9% 16% 1%
Not employed 31% 22% 39% 20% 12% 64% 38% 27% 21%
SPOUSE EMPL. .
Full-time 61% 54% 69% 82% 76% 28% 57% 68% 65%
Part-time 11% 17% 5% 4% 12% 15% 10% 13% 1%
Not employed 28% 29% 26% 15% 12% 57% 33% 19% 25%
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
Mean 2.7 2.7 27 3.0 3.1 1.9 2.7 2.7 2.7
AGE
Mean 44.8 43.4 46.1 26.2 43.5 68 46.7 41.6 43.3
EDUCATION
Less than H.S. 20% 21% 18% 20% 17% 23% 38% - -
High school grad 31% 31% 30% 25% 30% 37% 58% - -
Tech School/Other 2% 2% 3% 1% 3% 2% 4% - -
Some college 20% | 19% 20% 26% | 17% | 17% - 100% -
Graduated college 18% 16% 19% 21% 19% 12% - - 64%
Grad school or more 10% 10% 10% 6% 14% 9% - - 36%
HOUSEHOLD INCOME
<$10K 6% 3% 10% 5% 3% 12% 9% 4% 2%
$10K to <$15K 5% 8% 4% - 6% 2% 7% 6% 3% 3%
$15K to <$20K 6% 5% 7% 7% 5% 7% 9% 4% 2%
$20K to <$25K 7% 6% 8% 11% 3% 8% 10% 6% 3%
$25K to <$30K 8% 8% 7% 10% 6% 7% 9% 7% 4%
$30K to <$40K 11% 13% 10% 13% 10% 11% 12% 15% 7%
$40K to <350K 9% 11% 8% 9% 13% 6% 8% 14% 9%
$50K to <$75K 14% 16% 13% 15% 18% 10% 10% 18% 20%
$75K+ 16% 18% 14% 14% 27% 8% 7% 16% 33%
RACE
White 85% 86% 84% 73% 87% 96% 83% 84% 90%
White Hispanic 4% 4% 4% 8% 3% 1% 5% 4% 1%
Black Hispanic 1% - 1% 1% - - 1% - -
Black 8% 7% 9% 12% 9% 1% 8% 9% 6%
Asian/Criental 1% 2% 1% 3% - - - 2% 3%
Native American 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% -

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in bold face.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.
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Table 3.24b Respondent Demographics - Total and by Income, Race, Employment
Total income : Race - Employment
<$30K | $30K- $50K- | $75K+ | White Other | Employ | Unemploy
$49.9K | $74.9K
SEX
Male 48% 42% 54% 53% | 53% 49% 42% 54% 34%
Female 52% 58% 46% 47% | 47% 51% 88% 46% 66%
MARITAL STATUS .
Single/never married 21% 28% 20% 17% 18% 18% 42% 26% 1%
Singledlivi. w/parnner 7% 8% 7% 8% 5% 6% 12% 7% 5%
Married 50% 30% 51% 63% | 7t% 53% 28% 50% 50%
Separated 3% 5% 5% 2% 1% 3% 5% 4% 2%
Widowed 9% 15% 5% 6% 2% 10% 7% 2% 25%
Divorced 10% 14% 12% 5% 4% 10% 7% 11% 7%
EMPLOYMENT
Full-time 58% 39% 76% 74% | 78% 59% 57% 85% -
Part-time 11% 12% 7% 12% 10% 10% 17% 15% -
Not employed 31% 49% 17% 15% 12% 31% 25% - 100%
SPOUSE EMPL.
Full-time 61% 36% 63% 72% | B2% 80% 72% 72% 38%
Pari-iime 1% 1% 13% 12% 7% 12% 5% 13% 7%
Not employed 28% 54% 24% 16% 1% 29% 23% 15% 55%
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
Mean 27 24 2.7 3.0 3.2 286 3.1% 2.8% 2.4%
AGE
Mean 44.8 46.7 42.2 41.6 41.7 46.7 34.9% | 39.3% 57.0%
EDUCATION
Less than H.S. 20% 36% 16% 5% 5% 17% 28% 15% 30%
High school grad 31% 34% 34% 28% |-17% 32% 25% 30% 31%
Tech School/Other 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3%
Some college 20% 15% 27% 25% ( 20% 20% 23% 21% 17%
Graduated college 18% 9% 18% 24% | 29% 18% 17% 20% 11%
Grad school or more 10% 4% 3% 158% | 27% 11% 6% 11% 7%
HOUSEHOLD INCOME
<$10K 6% 20% - - - 6% 14% 2% 17%
$10K to <$16K 5% 15% - - - 5% 6% 3% 8%
$15K to <$20K 6% 18% - - - 6% 10% 5% 10%
$20K to <$25K 7% 23% - - - 6% 10% 6% 10%
$25K to <$30K 8% 23% - - - 8% 6% 8% 6%
$30K to <$40K 11% - 55% - - 11% 15% 14% 6%
$40K to <350K 9% - 45% - - 10 9% 11% 5%
$50K to <$75K 14% - - 100% - 15% 1% 18% 7%
$75K+ 16% - - - 100% 17% 1% 20% 6%
RACE -
White 85% 78% 84% 90% | 92% 96% - 84% 87% .
White Hispanic 4% 7% 4% 2% 1% 5% - 4% 4%
Black Hispanic 1% - 1% - - - 5% 1% -
Black 8% 13% 8% 4% 6% - 72% 9% 6%
Asian/Criental 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% - 12% 1% 1%
Native American 1% 2% 2% 1% - - 11% 1% 2%

Note: differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in bold face.
Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.
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Table 3.24c Respondent Profile - By Life Stage

TOTAL SINGLE MARRIED Double | Single | Retired
<35 35+ 18-34 35-54 55+ Income Parent
No child

SEX

Male 48% | 58% 33% 39% 56% 56% 59% 30% 37%
Female 52% 43% 67% 61% 44% 41% 41% 70% 63%
MARITAL STATUS

Single/never married 21% | 86% 19% - - - - 46% 3%
Single/live w/partner 7% - - 27% 7% 4% - . 1%
Married 50% - - 73% 94% 96% 100% - 48%
Separated 3% 3% 10% - - - - 10% 3%
Widowed 9% 1% 38% - - - - 9% 40%
Divorced 10% 9% 33% - - - - 35% 4%
EMPLOYMENT

Full-time 58% 62 49% 65% 78% 35% 96% 72% -
Part-time 1% 22% 6% 10% 8% 8% 5% 3% -
Not employed 31% | 16% 45% | 25% 14% 56% - 26% 100%
SPOUSE EMPL.

Full-time 61% - - 82% 76% 28% 85% - -
Part-time 11% - - 4% 12% 15% 15% - -
Not empioyed 28% - - 15% 12% 57% - - 100%
HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Mean 2.7 238 17 3.3 3.6 22 2.0 28 1.7%
AGE

Mean 44.8 24.5 59.2 28.1 43.1 65.9 46.9 344% | 72.6%
EDUCATION

Less than H.S. 20% | 21% 25% 17% 15% 20% 19% 32% 25%
High school grad 31% | 27% 33% | 24% 31% 38% 21% 34% 37%
Tech School/Other 2% 2% 3% 1% 3% 2% 4% 2% 4%
Some college 20% | 27% 14% 24% 17% 20% 18% 18% 13%
Graduated college 18% | 18% 13% | 25% 20% 13% 20% 10% 12%
Grad schooi or more 10% 5% 12% 8% 14% 9% 17% 4% 10%
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

<$10K 6% 5% 17% 4% 3% 1% - 20% 18%
$10K 1o <$15K 5% 9% 7% 2% - 6% 1% 3% 10%
$15K to <$20K 6% 7% 7% 8% 3% 8% 3% 5% 9%
$20K fo <$25K 7% 13% 7% 9% 2% 8% 2% 15% 9%
$25K to <$30K 8% 10% 9% 7% 3% 7% 5% 23% 8%
$30K to <$40K 11% 14% 11% 12% 8% 14% 13% 15% 6%
$40K to <$50K 9% 9% 8% 11% 11% 9% 9% 9% 4%
$50K to <375K 14% 9% 10% | 21% 20% 12% 18% 1% 4%
$75K+ 16% | 12% 7% 16% 35% 10% 33% 2% 2%
RACE

White 85% 67% 88% 78% 90% 99% 99% 689% 94%
White Hispanic 4% 8% 3% 9% 2% 1% - 19% 1%
Black Hispanic 1% 3% - - - - - - -
Black 8% 15% 7% 10% 8% - 1% 12% 2%
Asian/Oriental 1% 4% - 3% - - - - -
Native American 1% 2% 2% - 1% 1% - 1% 3%

Note; differences among demographic groups that are significant at the 95% confidence level are shown in bold face.
Source; Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996,
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Comparison With Connecticut Poll Surveys, 1981 to 1994

The Connecticut Poll, carried out by the Institute for Social Inquiry of the University of
Connecticut, has periodically carried out surveys related to legalized gambling. For the
most part, the questions in their surveys are too different to make comparisons with the
November 1996 Telephone Survey, but there are several attitudinal and behavioral
questions that are of interest. These are shown in Table 3.25. A comparison with the
1992 study of legalized gambling in Connecticut’ is not possible since the survey

conducted as part of that study did not include questions about attitudes.

Table 3.25 Comparison of Several Results in The 1996 Survey With The
‘Connecticut Poll, 1981-94
1981 1989 1991 1994 1996
Always Immoral/Strongly
Disapprove 12% 10% 7% 12%'
16%°
No Problem With Gambling
Advertising 62% 77%
Been to a Casino :
Ever 33% 60% 59% 66%
Past 12 Months 9%
Connecticut Native 28% 38%
American Casino
Been o a Greyhound Track
Ever 18% 18%
Past 12 Months 2% 2%
Been to a Jai Alai Fronton
Ever 39% 28%
Past 12 Months 5% 3%
" The Connecticut Lottery
2 Other forms of legalized gambling in Connecticut

Source: The Connecticut Poll, Institute for Social Inquiry, University of Conn.; 1996 values from the

November 1996 Telephone Survey conducted as part of the present study.

7 Christensen, 1992
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The Connecticut Poll question concerning approval was:
“Which of the following is closest to how you feel about gambling in general:

it is always morally wrong.
it's irresponsible if you bet money you can't afford to lose.
It's just harmless entertainment.”

The legalized-gambling-approval questions asked in the telephone survey reported in
this chapter were:

“On a scale of 1-10, where 10 means Strongly Approve and 1 means Strongly
Disapprove, how much do you approve or disapprove of the different types of
Loitery games available in Connecticut?”

“Using the same scale of 1-10, how much do you approve or disapprove of the
other forms of legalized gambling in Connecticut”

While these are clearly different questions, it is interesting that a higher percentage
expressed strong disapproval of the different forms of gambling in the present survey
than thought gambling was immoral in the previous surveys.

The advertising questions are more comparable. The responses suggest that over the
past 7 years, the advertising of gambling has become more acceptable.

The participation questions are not comparable for the Connecticut Lottery, but are for
pari-mutuels and casinos. The increases in ever having been to a casino, particularly
between 1981 and 1989 as New Jersey casino gambling grew rapidly, and in having
been to a Connecticut Native American Casino are notable. At the same time, the
comparison for Greyhound Tracks shows a remarkable stability. The questions relating
to Jai Alai participation underscore the decline in interest in that form of gambling over

the fast 7 years.
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4. THE IMPACT OF LEGALIZED GAMBLING IN
CONNECTICUT ON THE ECONOMIES OF DEPRESSED
AREAS, ON CRIME AND ON THE REGRESSIVENESS OF
STATE TAXATION

Legalized gambling provides both opportunities and costs for Connecticut’s citizens.

+ Most of the economic opportunity provided by Native American Casinos goes to
economically depressed areas. Seventy-one percent of the wages and salaries paid
by Foxwoods goes to Connecticut residents in the lowest income two-fifths of the
ZIP code areas in Connecticut that together account for only 33% of the total
income of the State’s residents but 46% of the population.

« The introduction of Native American casino gambling into Connecticut does drive up
the number of crimes, especially property crime, in the locality. However, the
observed increase is accounted for in large part by the presence of large numbers
of visitors.

s Based on the November 1996 Teiephohe Survey of Connecticut residents, there is
little indication of widespread illegal gambling. On the other hand, a subset of heavy
gamblers participates in both legalized and illegal gambling to a high degree.

» Progressivity and regressivity as applied to state revenues from legalized gambling
depend on, first, whether taxation of entirely voluntary consumption should be
considered in this connection and, second, whether spending on the forms of
legalized gambling from which the state derives substantial revenues, the Lottery
and Native American casino video facsimile machines, falls with rising income.
WEFA finds that gambling expenditures do fall as a percentage of income, from
incomes below $10,000 up to incomes of $25,000 per year. However, the largest
percentages of income spent on gambling occur for middie incomes, between
$25,000 and $40,000 per year.

The Economic Opportunity Provided by Native American Casinos to
Residents of Economically Depressed Regions in Connecticut

The greater part of the economic opportunity provided by Native American Casinos, as

measured by wages and salaries paid to Connecticut residents by Foxwoods Resort
Casino, goes to economically depressed regions of the state (see Table 4.1). The
analysis on which this conclusion is based uses 1996 wage and salary data released by
Foxwoods to WEFA Group, combined with income data on Connecticut residents
compiled by WEFA Group. Geographical areas defined by the boundaries of five-digit
postal ZIP codes were used in this analysis because they provided the most direct link
between the two sets of data.

WEFA ranked each ZIP code area according to average per capita income and divided
the ranked list into five groups each containing an equal number of ZIP code areas.
These are listed in the first column of Table 4.1. The first group contains the 61 ZIP
code areas with the highest per capita income, the second group contains the next
highest income. 61 ZIP code areas, and so forth. The second column lists the average
per capita income across the ZIP code areas within each group. For comparison, per
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capita income of Connecticut was an estimated $24,929 in 1996. The third column lists
the percentage of the total Connecticut income earned by residents in each group. The
last column shows the percentage of total Foxwoods wages paid to residents of that
group of Connecticut ZIP codes.

Table 4.1  Zip Code Areas Ranked by Per Capita Income: Share of
Foxwoods Connecticut Wages and Salaries
ZIP Code  Average Per Share of Share of Share of Total
Group  Capitalncome Connecticut Connecticut  Foxwoods Wages
Income Population and Salaries Paid
in Connecticut
1 $44,192 29% 16% 2.2%
2 $27,726 20% 18% 9.6%
3 $22,835 17% 19% 16.9%
4 $20,323 17% 21% 33.2%
5 $15,871 16% 25% 38.1%
Connecticut $24,929 100% 100% 100.00%
Average

Sources: Claritas, Inc. and Foxwoods Resort Casino

Residents of ZIP code areas within the fifth, and most economically depressed, group
receive 16% of the total income for the state yet receive 38% of the wages and salaries
paid by Foxwoods to Connecticut residents. Combining residents of the fourth and fifth
groups shows that a full 71% of the wages and salaries paid by Foxwoods to
Connecticut residents goes to geographic regions which are among the most
economically depressed. Tables listing these groups of the lowest and next lowest per
capita income ZIP code areas appear in Appendix G.

An assessment that Foxwoods has major positive economic impact for the most
economically depressed sections of the State is further supported by the data shown in
Table 4.2, which lists the ten Connecticut ZIP codes with both the most employees and
the most eamings from Foxwoods. These ten ZIP code areas account for over 60% of
the wages and salaries paid by Foxwoods to Connecticut residents.

Foxwoods employs 1,402 residents in the 06360 ZIP code area, an area with per capita
income of about $19,000, significantly below the state average of $24,929. The next
three ZIP codes - Groton, New London and Jewett City -- are the residence of 1,615
Foxwoods employees and average below $17,500 in per capita income. The only ZIP
code in this group of ten with average per capita income above the Connecticut
average is Mystic, where Foxwoods employs 228 persons.

Clearly the vast majority of Foxwoods employment in Connecticut goes to the local area
and to part of that local area with average per capita income below the Connecticut

average.
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Table 4.2 Top Ten ZIP Codes by Share of Foxwoods Connecticut Wages and
Salaries

Zip Geographic |Per Capita Income Number of Share of Total
Code . Name in ZIP code Area | Foxwoods Foxwoods
Employees Connecticut

Wages

06360 Norwich $19,190 1,402 17.7%
06340 Groton $17,216 651 8.7%
06320 New London $17,133 494 6.2%
06351 Jewett City $17,438 470 5.9%
06379 Pawcatuck $21,644 367 5.2%
06339 Ledyard $22,787 353 4.8%
06374 Plainfield $14,962 263 3.8%
06382 Uncasvilie $19,634 256 3.4%
06355 Mystic $29,217 228 3.2%
06385 Waterford $24,822 182 2.8%
Connecticut $24,929 7,666 100.0%

Sources: Claritas, Inc. and Foxwoods Resort Casino

" The Relationship Between Gambling and Crime, Including the
Relationship Between Legalized and lllegal Gambling

Gambling and Crime

The common perception that the introduction of legalized gambling leads to more crime
is based partly on the early association of the industry with organized crime, especially
in Las Vegas. Added to that legacy is the sense that the great amounts of cash, large
crowds, and the atmosphere of a gambling site are magnets for criminals. Perhaps the
largest factor is the reputation of Atlantic City, where the legalization of casino gambling
brought a surge in crime lasting over a decade. After a thorough review and
examination of the available data, WEFA concludes that the number of crimes,
especially larceny and other property crimes, appears to rise with the introduction of
casinos. However, the relationship between legalized gambling and crime is
complicated by the issue of the proper measurement of crime rates, as well as
definitional problems when “white-collar” crime may be involved.

We conciude from our analysis of crime rates in Ledyard, the location of Foxwoods, and
surrounding New London County, that the introduction of legalized gambling does drive
up the number of .crimes, especially property crime, in the locality. The observed
- increase, however, loses much of its statistical significance if one adjusts for the entire
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population at risk, i.e. visitors to a venue and non-residents working there, in addition to
the resident population on which Uniform Crime Index crime rates are based.

Much of the literature on the impact of gambling on crime is based on the Atlantic Cit

experience. In a series of articles, Simon Hakim, Andrew Buck, and their associates

argue that crime increased in the post-casino years, not only in Atlantic City, but also in
adjacent localities and along the major routes to Philadelphia and New York City. The
major implication of these and similar articles is that the adverse effects of legalized
gambling, including crime and related social costs and externalities, should be
evaluated along with purely economic benefits of gambling such as increases in
employment and state revenues.

According to the State of New Jersey’s 1995 Uniform Crime Report, crime in Atlantic
City increased substantially after the introduction of casinos.? Between 1977, the year
before casinos, and 1990, the number of crimes rose 3.5 times. The number of crimes
in Atlantic City tumed down after 1990, falling nearly 38% by 1994, although there was
a small upturn in 1995 as the result of an increase in nonviolent crime. While there has
peen no definitive analysis of the reasons for the decline, the trend follows the pattem
for the State of New Jersey and the US as a whole. Yet even with the drop, Atlantic
County continues to have the highest property crime rate in New Jersey, at 77.9 per
1,000 inhabitants -- driven by Atlantic City’s 1995 property crime rate of 259 per 1,006
residents. The chart on the next page illustrates crime rate trends during the 1977-
1995 period for Atlantic City, the State of New Jersey, and the entire United States.
The Atlantic City rates evidently far exceed those of the larger jurisdictions. However,
to put these statistics into perspective, one should take into account both the method of
calculating crime rates and the definition of Index Crimes that is the basis for data in the

Uniform Crime report.

The FBI's Crime Index, the major gauge of reported crime rates, tabulates only selected
offenses classified as the most serious violent and property crimes. The violent crimes
counted in the index are murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery and aggravated assault.
Property crimes in the index comprise burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
Other offenses are not included in the index, and among these are some “white collar”
crimes such as embezzlement and passing bad checks that could be associated with
the behavior of pathological gamblers. Gambling offenses are also excluded from the

index.

! Hakim & Buck, 1989; Friedman et al., 1989; Buck et al., 1991.

2 The States of New Jersey and Connecticut participate, along with most other state and local
law enforcement agencies, in the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting Program, which provides
national and regional crime counts published in annual reports.
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Reported crime rates are calculated based on resident population. Thus, for a location
such as Atlantic City, a crime rate showing a certain number of offenses per 100,000
people has for its denominator only persons living in Atlantic City. Thousands of casino
patrons and other tourists who were in the city while crimes were committed are not
factored into the rate, nor does the statistic include the many casino workers who live
outside the boundaries of Atlantic City. The high crime rate in Atlantic City from the late
1970s into the 1990s is aggravated not only by the large non-resident population, but
also because the city’s permanent population declined during this period, from 42,655
in 1977 to an estimated 37,250 in the mid-1990s.

Data for non-gambling locations heavily visited by tourists suggest that per resident .

crime rates resemble the rates at gambling destinations. Thus, there is some ground to
view reported crime rates as distorted upward in any large-scale tourist venue because
they do not take into account the non-resident population. On the other hand, certain
offenses that may be highly relevant to a study of the relation between gambling and
crime do not appear in standard crime rate data. There is, further, the difficulty that
criminal behavior generated by gambling may occur at locations distant from gambling
sites.

The opening of the Foxwoods casino in Ledyard in 1992 sparked an upturn in crime. As
Table 4.3 shows, the number of crimes in Ledyard remained roughly stable from 1989
through 1991, similar to the trend in Connecticut (see Table 4.4). In 1993, despite a
steady decline in crime in Connecticut and the nation, crime in Ledyard rose
substantially and continued to escalate in 1994 and 1995. Much of the increase has
been in larceny, which more than tripled between 1993 and 1995. Again, the rise in
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Table 4.3 Index Crime in Ledyard (Number of Crimes)

Calendar Year | 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Violent Crime ' 24 24 22 26 52 54 62
Property Crime ? 164 190 192 257 368 1001 1,032

Larceny 107 143 132 207 313 926 962
Total Crime 188 214 214 283 421 1,055 1,094
Source: Crimes Analysis Department, Town of Ledvard
Information Consistent with FBi Uniform Crime Reports
' Violent crimes include murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery and aggravated assault.

2 Property crimes include burgiary, farceny theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
Table 4.4 Index Crime in Connecticut by Type (Number of Crimes)

Calendar Year | 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1894 1995
Violent Crime ' | 16,578] 18,2191 17,853] 16,376] 15,047 15,018 13,211
Property Crime? | 154,122] 158,866| 159,160] 150,213| 137,442| 134,067| 133,896

Larceny 91,491 94,484| 93,562 89,807| 85878 84,747 87,141
Total Crime 170,700{ 177,085| 177,013| 166,589| 152,489 149,085 147,107
Connecticut Rate per 100,000 Population
Violent Crime 512 554 540 495 456 456 403
Property Crime 4,758 4,833 4,824 4,558 4,194 4,093 4,088
US Rate per 100,000 Population
Violent Crime 663 732 758 758 746 714 685
Property Crime 5,078 5,088 5,140 4,903 4,737 4,660 4,593

(Index Crimes Consistent with FBI Uniform Crime Reports)
' Violent crimes include murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery and aggravated assault.
2 Property crimes include burglary, larceny theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.

Source: Department of Public Safety, Crime in Connecticut, 1995 Annual Report.

crime does not take into account the stream of casino patrons, in excess of 17 million
annually or almost 45,000 visitors per day in 1995,

As Table 4.5 indicates, New London County, which includes Ledyard, has the fourth
highest rates in the state for both violent and nonviolent (property) crime. However,
these rates are below the average for Connecticut, which, in tum, has rates well below
the national average. Table 4.6 shows crime rates in Ledyard, first calculated using the
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Table 4.5 Connecticut Crime Rates by County:
Calendar Years 1991-1995 (Index Offenses per 100,000 population)
Violent Crime Property Crime?

County 1991 1992 1593 1894 19885 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995.
Hartford 684f 592| 565| 630 547 5481; 5366| 4739 4660 4668
New Haven 684} 6401} 520 531 470| 60286| 5657| 5277, 5332{-5378
Fairfield 549 522{ 496 431} 357 4891} 4662| 4248] 3912] 3798
New London® | 360! 337 358 346{ 353| 3454| 3008| 3046| 3022{ 3131
Litchfield 144 130| 162 170; 117| 2642 2293 2127] 1961 1936
Middiesex 177| 188 176] 172| 166] 3165| 2865| 2836) 2912 2726
Tolland 220 186| 231| 184 177] 2248; 2048, 1882 2097| 1911
Windham 255| 2891 259 247 334 2454| 2249| 2002| 1852| 2498
Connecticut 540] 495| 456| 456 403] 4824 4558| 4194 4093; 4088
United States | 758] 758] 747 714| 685 5140 4901| 4738] 4660 4593
" Violent crimes include murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery and aggravated assault.

% Property crimes include burglary. larceny theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
® Includes Ledyard, where Foxwoods Native American Casino is located.

Source: Department of Public Safety, Crime in Connecticut, 1995 Annual Report. (Index
Crimes consistent with FB] Uniform Crime Reports: US Department of Justice, Uniform Crime
Reports for the United States, 1995); State of Connecticut Uniform Crime Reporting Program.
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Table 4.6 Index Crime in Ledyard: Crime Rates for Resident Population and-
Population Adjusted for Resident Population Plus Non-Resident Visitors and

Employees
Calendar Year 1990 1991 1992 | 1993 1994 | 1995
Number of Crimes
Violent 24 22 . 26 52 54 62
Property 190 192 257 368 1001 1032
Resident Population 14,913 | 14,828 | 14,744} 14,660 | 14,759 | 14,661
Crime Rate per 100,000 resident
population
Violent 161 148 176 355 366 423
Property 1,274 1,295 1,743 2,510 | 6,782 ) 7,039
Non-residents 0 0 | 9,350{ 33,068 | 46,490 | 54,558
Casino visitors, daily average 0 0 6,027 27,123 | 39,178 | 46,575
Employees 0 0 3,323| 5,945 7,312 | 7,983
Adjusted population --- --- | 24,094| 47,728 | 61,249 | 69,219
Crimes per 100,000 adjusted
population
Violent ~-- - 108 109 88 | 90
Property - 1,067 771 1,634 | 1,491
Notes:

+ Number of Crimes: Source, See Table 4.3.

+ Resident Population: Sources
- 1990: US Census Bureau
- 1991, 1992: WEFA estimate, interpolated from 1990 Census and 1993 Connecticut

Department of Health
- 1993,1994,1995: Connecticut Department of Public Health

» Non-resident population: Source, Foxwoods Native American Casino

- Estimate of non-resident visitors is calculated as 96.9% of total visitors who come
from 10 miles or more away from the casino.

- Employees include those from outside the local area (excluding the following ZIP
Codes: 06335 (Gales Ferry), 06339 (Ledyard), 06349 (Groton), 06351 (Preston},
06365 (Preston-North Stonington), and 06359 (North Stonington).
Adjusted population is the sum of the resident plus non-resident population. Casino
visitors are an estimate of the daily average.
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resident population, and then calculated based on the resident population plus casino
visitors and employees from outside the region. The resulting rate of violent crime,
based on adjusted population, declines slightly from 1992 through 1995, the most
recent year for which crime statistics are available. The rate of property crime rises in
1994 and 1995 1o levels well above the pre-casino years. However, the rates for both
violent and property crime remain far below the rates for Connecticut and the US (see
Table 4.4).

Studies that accounted for the increased number of tourists mto Atlantic City found no
net increase in the crime rate after the opening of casinos.® Other research has
associated rising crime in Deadwood, Scuth Dakota and old mining towns in Colorado,
where casinos have opened, with the phenomenon of a higher average daily
population. In the lowa and lilinois riverboat communities and on the Mississippi Gulf
coast crime rates were unchanged or decreased even without taking the visitor
increases into account.* Data also suggest that per resident crime rates in non-
gambling locations heavily visited by tourists resemble the rates at gambling
destinations.

We conclude from our analysis that the introduction of legalized gambling does drive up
the number of crimes, especially property crime, in the locality. lLarge urban centers,
especially those with large numbers of tourists or non-residents, generally provide an
environment conducive to the occurrence of this type offense. The observed increase,
however, loses much of its statistical significance if one adjusts for the entire population
at risk, i.e. visitors to a venue and non-residents working there, in addition to the
resident population on which Uniform Crime index crime rates are based.

The Relation of Legalized and lllegal Gambling

Another specific crime-related impact of the introduction of legal gambling is the effect
on illegal gambiing. There are several possible links between legalized and illegal
gambling. On the one hand, legalization may divert demand from illegal activities,
which was the State’s purpose for legalizing off-track betting in Connecticut. On the
other hand, it may be that legalization introduces gambling to more people, provides it
with a social sanction, and enlarges the market. If this is the case, demand for iliegal
forms of gambling would rise along with the increase in legal activities.

The statistics on arrests for illegal gambling, aithough not Index Crimes, are tracked by
the FBI and the State of Connecticut as part of the Uniform Crime Reports. They
provide information on the level of gambling-related law enforcement activity, but no
clear-cut evidence of either possible relationship noted above.

Arrest statistics do not distinguish purveyors of illegal gambling from individuals who
merely participate in it. The FBI Uniform Crime Report broadly deflnes gambling
offenses as “promoting, permitting, or engaging in illegal gambiing.” National crime
report statistics for 1995 show that in urban areas, gambling offenses accounted for

* Albanese, 1985; Curran & Scarpiti, 1991.
* Chiricos, 1994; lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 1994.

® United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of lnvestlgat:on Crime in the United
States 1995 (Uniform Crime Reports), Washington, D.C. _
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0.2% of all arrests, while in suburban and rural jurisdictions the ratio of gambling arrests
to total arrests was half that figure at 0.1%. A higher (though small) gambling arrest
rate in cities than in less densely populated sections appears to be a constant
phenomenon. Beyond that, it is difficult to discern a clear trend in gambling arrests.

The FBI Uniform Crime Report tabulates crimes reported by large samples of law
enforcement agencies, but these agencies do not represent the total number of law
enforcement jurisdictions. Moreover, different samples of agencies are tracked for
various periods, producing overlapping sets of statistics that are not meaningfully
comparable with each other. Thus, one set of 7,587 police departments covering a
population estimated at 176.3 million in 1995 reported a decline in total annual
gambling arrests from 24,321 in 1986 to 14,653 in 1995, a drop of almost 40%. On the
other hand, another sample of 7,051 police agencies with 1995 population coverage of
159.3 million reported nearly a 21% rise in gambling arrests between 1991 (9,911) and
1995 (11,556). With such divergent data, the trend in illegal gambling, and in law
enforcement response to. this activity, is ambiguous. One possibly significant
development is that the FB! cited almost a doubling in gambling arrests of those under
18 -- from 552 in 1986 to 1,093 in 1995 -- in the same set of agency reports that noted
a large overall drop in gambling arrests during that ten-year period. This increase
raises the issue of whether more widespread legalized gambling has encouraged more
youths to gamble illegally, but further study would be required to determine if the
increased juvenile gambling arrests occurred where there is commercial legalized

gambling for adults.

As Table 4.7 shows, the states with the highest gambling arrest rates generally do not
have casinos.® New Jersey, despite the large and growing Atlantic City complex, has
6.1 gambling arrests per 100,000 population, marginally above the national average of
5.5 such arrests. States with the lowest arrest rates tend to be sparsely populated,
although casino gaming is present in the majority of these states.

Gambling laws, and the prohibition of specific forms of gambling, vary by state. In
Connecticut, private card games for money, office sports pools, and betting on games
of skill such as bowling, pool, and golf are legal -~ considered social gambling, as
distinguished from commercial gambling or charitable gaming. Social gambling
activities become iltegal only if the “house” or person who conducts the game takes out
a share of the wagers in profit. The principal forms of illegal gambling present in the
State of Connecticut are sports bookie operations and illicit gambling devices. The
latter offense typically involves bars which offer video poker machines that are played
for money rather than amusement purposes only.

® New York State had the second highest gambling arrest rate in 1995, at 44.9 per 100,000.
The Oneida people operate a tribal casino in upper New York State with table games and video
“instant multi-game” machines (similar to video lottery terminals). However, this facility is
located far from the population centers that are likely to account for the great majority of
gambling arrests in the State of New York.
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Table 4.7 Gamb'ling Arrests, 1995: States with the Highest and Lowest
Arrest Rates
included for comparison: Arrests per 100,000 Inhabitants
US Average 5.5’
Connecticut 3.9
- Eight Highest States Arrests per 100,000 Inhabitants
District of Columbia 45.3
New York 449
Hawaii 32.0
Tennessee 22.7
South Carolina 11.1
Ohio 10.8
Nevada 9.8
Georgia 9.6
New Jersey 6.1
Eight Lowest States Arrests per 100,000 Inhabitants
Colorado 0.9
lowa 0.7
Mississippi 0.5
Missouri 0.5
Oregon 0.4
Utah 0.3
Washington 0.2
South Dakota 0.2
' Average based on total gambling arrests in US per every 100,000 persons. If
state rates are summed and then averaged, the figure is 8.0 arrests.

Source: US Department of Justice, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States,
1995. : _
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Connecticut averages 3.9 gambling arrests per 100,000,” well below the national
average. Only three Connecticut cities had significant numbers of gambling arrests in
1995 — Bridgeport, Hartford, and New Haven. The three account for 60 of
Connecticut's 94 arrests of persons over 18 in 1995, and 10 of the 13 total arrests of
those under 18. Table 4.8 displays Connecticut’s reported gambling arrests from 1986

{o 1995.

While there is no strong evidence that legalized gambling either discourages or
encourages illegal gambling, the crime statistics do suggest hypotheses. One is that
local traditions or practices may be a factor in explaining the prevalence of illegal
gambling. Moreover, the number of arrests in a locality may depend more upon the law
enforcement priorities of the community than on the relative prevalence of illegal

gambling.

Table 4.8 Gambling Arrests in Connecticut 1986-1995
Number of Arrests
1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995
149 188 165 173 132 131 203 108 91 107
Gambling Arrests as a Percentage of Total Arrests
1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995
0.087% |0.095 {0.078 10.077% |0.061%] 0.067% | 0.110% |0.058 |0.049 {0.057
%o Y% %o % %

Source: State of Connecticut Uniform Crime Reporting Program

Evidence from the November 1996 Telephone Survey of Connecticut Residents

Statistical analysis of amounts wagered per occasion, from the November 1996
telephone survey of Connecticut residents, shows close relationships between several
legalized gambling activities and illegal gambling. These relationships imply that there
is a group of people who tend to spend above average amounts on both legalized
gambling and illegal gambling activities. This may also suggest that there are “core®
gamblers who would engage in the activity even if there were no legalized gambling.

It should be noted that a survey of current attitudes toward and participation in gambling
activities cannot address the issue of whether peopie who formerly engaged in illegal
gambling have turned to legalized gambling. Neither can it address the issue of
whether the availability of legalized commercial gambling has increased the
participation in illegal or private social gambling.

Based on the telephone survey, the incidence of iliegal gambling among Connecticut
citizens is well bejow that of legal gambling. Compared to participation rates of 66%
(lifetime basis) for casino gambling, 66% for Lotte and 52% for Instant Lottery tickets,

7 This rate is based on the FBIl 1995 Uniform Crime Report which used a sample of 98 police
depariments in the State of Connecticut, representing 2.75 million of the State’s population. The
assumption is that results from the nonreporting agencies which cover the remainder of the
population would not significantly alter the gambling arrest rate.

The WEFA Group 4-12 Final Report




A Study Concemning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

only 15% of the telephone survey respondents have played video poker outside a
casino, and 9% have placed bets with a sports bookie.

Our analysis shows that participants in these illegal activities tend to be male; however,
each activity has a somewhat different demographic profile: '

» Middle-aged men with incomes over $50,000 most often say they have bet with a

~ sports bookie. Those who bet most frequently eam high incomes, and include
singles over 35, and people with some college. The biggest spenders are 18-34,
eamn less than $30,000, and are less educated. People who are over 55 and
married also spend above-average amounts.

* People who say they have played video poker outside a casina tend to be under 35.
Middle-aged married people, including those with children, are also refatively more
likely to have played. Those who spend the most include married people over 35,
childless couples, and the retired.

We performed a correlation analysis (Pearson r)® to discover whether participation,
frequency of play, or ievel of spending on iegal gambling might be associated with
corresponding activity in illegal forms of wagering. Note that correlations do not imply
causation, only the degree to which one behavior is associated with another. in most
cases, the test for amount spent yielded the strongest correlations. Our principal
findings are:

* Those who spend the most on betting with bookies are also likely to spend above-
average amounts betting on Native American Casino video facsimile machines and
table games (r > 0.9).

e Those who spend the most betting on video poker machines outside casinos are
moderately likely to spend large amounts at greyhound races (r = 0.64) and Instant

} ottery games {r = 0.5).

¢ There is a low-range moderate correlation between placing a bet with a bookie and
participating in a raffle (r = 0.44) or Las Vegas Night (r = 0.38).

« There is a slight correlation (r = 0.26) between placing a bet with a bookie and
betting the Daily Numbers in the Lottery.

Based on the telephone survey, there is little indication of widespread illegal gambling
activity among Connecticut residents. As noted at the beginning of this discussion, -
however, a subset of heavy gamblers participates in both legalized and iliegal gambling
activity to a high degree, with larger than average expenditures in both categories
relative to the survey’s overall mean figures.

® Pearson r is a measure of the degree of relationship between two normally distributed
variables, in this case specific indicators of legal and illegal gambling activity. Values range
between +1 for a perfect positive relationship and -1 for a perfect inverse or negative
relationship. In this analysis, r values of .9 or higher are very strong, and 0.4 to 0.8 moderate.
Note, however, that correlations do not imply causation, only the degree to which one behavior
is associated with another.
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Regressivity in Connecticut Gambling

Overview

Regressivity, a public finance term, refers to the disproportionate burden of a tax falling
on those in lower income brackets relative to the disposition of the tax revenues.
Regressivity, and its antonym, progressivity, apply to the fairness of government
taxation. Most tax structures are developed with an objective of a fair and equitable

burden.

The confusion and concern with respect to gambling is found in the fact that the
govemment derives revenue from this activity and the belief that an unfair and undue
burden will fall on lower income groups, due to their perceived tendency to devote a
higher percentage of their income to spending on gambling. There is also the public
welfare concem that gambling is potentially addictive and that those in lower income
brackets can ill-afford to participate beyond moderation. This is used to justify both
government regulation and the raising of relative price through some form of taxation
similar to the case of cigarettes and tobacco.

Rosen, Musgrave and others describe regressive tax incidence as a condition where
average tax rates fall with rising income.’ They also state that incidence depends upon
the disposition of tax receipts. Beyond the fundamental question of whether or not a
state lottery meets the definition of a tax, how the proceeds are spent has a great deal
to say about the ultimate regressivity. In some states, the part of gambling revenues
that is directly taxed is earmarked for public goods or assistance that directly benefits
those in lower income brackets, potentially mitigating any regressive impacts.

When comparing gambling behavior across income levels, one has three possible
avenues of analysis. First is the participation rate: does the choice to gamble or never
to gamble by vary by income groups? Second is the absolute amount spent, and third
is the amount spent as a percentage of income. Since the question of regressivity is
essentially a public finance concept, the third aspect -- the proportion of income spent
on gambling -- is most germane for the current discussion. However, to be consistent
with the conventions of public finance, the percentages of income spent on gambling
should logically be compared as averages for the entire population (gambiing
participants and non-participants) in each income category. This framework is not well
suited for addressing the possibility that participation rates may vary, and the fact that
individuals who gamble spend extremely disparate amounts on the activity -- both of
which are significant issues.

Regressivity in the context of this study thus refers to the contention that gambling
expenditures decline as a proportion of income as income rises. The original
discussion of regressivity concentrated on measuring the percentage of income spent
on gambling over the distribution of income. In most cases studied, this proportion falls
with rising income. Some studies have shown an increase in the proportion of income
spent on some forms of gambling at higher incomes, after the initial decline.

The argument that taxation of gambling is regressive is based on an assumption that
demand for gambling falls with rising income. Cigarettes and alcohol are the most oft-
cited examples of goods or services whose demand has this characteristic. The

® Rosen, 1985; Musgrave, 1980.
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purchase of such goods is not by itself regressive, however. It is the burden of the
sales, income, or excise taxes assigned to their consumption that can be regressive.
While a regressive tax burden may result from the consumption of a good whose
demand falls with rising income, it is the existence of the tax and the disposition of its
receipts that is the determining factor.

As the analysis has evolved, the issue of gambling as a coercive tax versus a voluntary
purchase enters the argument. Here the lottery, for example, can be compared to, say,
the use of the state park system. The state park system is similar in that it :

(1) is sponsored by the state,

(2) the consumer derives pleasure from the activity,

(3) it is voluntary rather than coerced,

(4) its demand also falls to some extent with rising income levels, and
(5) its “user” fees finance ongoing operations.

Yet, the state park system’s user fees are not generaily referred to as a regressive tax,
given that one “volunteers” to pay them and receives a direct benefit in return.

Finally, the argument comes full circle to whether the conditions are in place that make
it appropriate to evaluate the question of regressivity at all. First of all, gambling is an
entirely voluntary act whose purchase brings pleasure or satisfies a need. As such, itis
similar to other forms of entertainment expenditures. Secondly, the analysis requires
an accounting of the disposition of receipts, as well the distribution of spending against
income. Thirdly, some observers contend that the percentages of income dedicated to
gambling, even in the lowest income brackets, are quite small and hardly worthy of
deep concern.’

Literature Review

Prior to the review of previous work on gambling regressivity, a review of the distinction
between the characteristics of gambling spending and regressive taxation is in order.
As mentioned previously, the argument rests on the assertion that gambling is a
commodity or service whose level of demand falls with rising income. This is contrary
to most normal goods and is typified by the examples of cigarettes and alcohol. A
regressive tax refers to the condition where average tax rates rise with falling income
levels, resulting in a disproportionate distribution of burden. A proportional tax levied on
a good whose demand falls with rising income will have a regressive incidence. The
actual purchase of the good is not, however, regressive, as the concept of regressivity
applies only to taxation.

An article by Daniel Suits'' appears frequently as a reference in subsequent studies of
the relation between persons’ incomes and their level of gambling expenditures. Suits
cites studies two eatlier studies, in 1974 and 1975, but his study appears to be the first
with sufficiently solid data to arrive at clear conclusions. Suits used data from two
surveys (a sample of 1,736 persons nationwide, and another sample of 296 Nevada
residents, both from a survey conducted by the Survey Research Center at the

1% Brown, 1992.
' Suits, 1977.
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University of Michigan) to determine the relationship between income and spending on
various types of gambling. He concluded that the majority of types of legalized
gambling, and particularly State Daily Numbers and other traditional lottery games,
showed significantly greater regressivity than the sales tax.

Many subsequent studies cite Suits’ as seminal, while a number of them dispute his
methodology. In particular, Suits has been criticized for using different tax bases in
different parts of the study, namely state populations for states with horse racing, or
lotteries, but the entire US population with respect to casinos. By narrowing their focus,
Borg et al.*? found casino gambling to be a more regressive phenomenon than did

Suits.

In a Maryland study, Clotfelter and Cook'® again find the overall regressivity of taxes on
gambling (lottery) revenues. But they observe, “Measures of incidence based upon
mean values alone are likely to miss important distributional aspects of lottery finance,”
because relatively few households in each income category account for the most
concentrated lottery ticket buying. (For the heaviest players in the lowest income group,
the regressivity effect was especially striking.)

Clotfeiter and Cook acknowledge other possible mitigating factors. In line with Suits,
they note that the amount of lottery tax revenue does not represent a major portion of a
state’s total tax receipts. Also, the fiscal expenditure of gambling tax revenue could
have (re)distributive impacts if the funds are earmarked for specific purposes.

An Oregon study,** based on a random telephone survey of 3,200 persons in the state,
conducted in 1990, revealed that on average, the lowest income groups spent the
highest amount proportionate to income on lottery play. The Oregon study did not
conclude that the patten of regressivity represented a serious concem, because no
income group spent a large amount on the lottery. Another interesting observation,
contrasting with the overall regressive pattern, was that larger household sizes in the
lowest income categories (e.g., families with children) tended to spend very low
amounts on the lottery. The authors state, “As long as expenditures are maintained
within an affordable range, the burden may not be great and may be offset by the
perceived entertainment value of the play.” They draw a clear distinction between the
voluniary nature of purchasing lottery tickets and coercive forms of taxation.

McGurrin and Abt™ raise the guestion “Where is the line between involuntary and
voluntary taxation?” Finally, McCaffery’® presents a voluntarist interpretation of lottery
ticket buying. He argues against the perceived patemalistic viewpoint in which the
purchase of long-shot chances in these games is primarily described as ignorant or
irrational consumer behavior.

in conclusion, available data tend to support a correlation between relatively lower
income and a higher portion of that income spent gambling. However, gambling

| 2 Borg, 1990.
 Clotfelter, 1987.
' Brown, 1992.

1 McGurrin, 1992.
16 McCaffery, 1994.
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spending varies widely within income groups, making any generalization less
compelling. With respect to fiscal regressivity, even identifying government receipts
from gambling as a tax may be problematic. More generally, any form of spending by
low income individuals, for instance on groceries, is “regressive” in that it will take
proportionately more of their income than the same purchases by those who are
comparatively more affluent.

Results for Connecticut

The telephone survey of Connecticut residents conducted as part of this study revealed
that the respondents’ gambling spending as a percentage of total income does not vary
in any simple way with income, :

The following analysis was performed on responses from the telephone survey
conducted in November 1996 and described in Chapter 3. To test for regressivity,
spending, inside and outside the state, is divided by the mean of the income category.
For the less than $10,000 and greater than $75,000 categories, we used $7,500 and
$75,000, respectively, in the percentage-of-income denominator. Otherwise, the mean
of the category range was applied. The lottery and casino gambling categories are also
examined separately. '

We must again emphasize that the spending results in this survey, and probabiy in
others, are subject to a high degree of error (see Chapter 3). The error arises both
from respondents’ faulty recollection of how much they have spent and from insufficient
sampling of the small number of gambiers who spend the most.

The spending results were developed for the Lottery and for casino gambling. These
were the only forms of gambling for which there are sufficient responses to perform a
meaningful analysis. The two give very different results, as shown in Table 4.9. The
table isolates spending on casino and Lottery gambling alternatives. It itemizes the
weighted mean proportions of each income class. Casino gambling as a percentage of
income appears to be flat over the range of income classes within statistical error,
except for the rise in the $25,000 to $30,000 income category. This indicates that
casino gambling does not exhibit regressivity.

The various Lottery games, on the other hand, do exhibit the properties of a good
whose demand falls with rising income for incomes below $25,000. But the highest
spending levels again are found in the middle income categories. The large percentage
increase in the middle income categories suggests that in Connecticut the Lottery is not
a good whose demand falls with rising income.

These spe'nding patterns are shown graphically in the charts on the next page.
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Proportion of Income in Connecticut Spent on the Lottery
by Income Category

Less $15- $25- $40- Greater

than 20,000 30,000 50,000 than
$10,000 $75,000
income Category

Source: Connecticut Telephone Survey, 1996

Proportion of Income in Connecticut Spent in Casinos by
Income Category

1.8%
1.6%
1.4%

: a3
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Less $15- $25- $40- Greater
than 20,000 30,000 50,000 than
$10,000 $75,000

Income Class

Source: Connecticut Telephone Survey, 1996
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Table 4.9 Gambling Spending in Connecticut as a Proportion
of Annual Income
Weighted Mean Proportions
Income Category Lottery . Casino
1 Less than $10,000 1.6% 0.8%
2  $10-15,000 1.3% 0.4%
3 $15-20,000 0.6% 0.7%
4 $20-25,000 0.7% 0.4%
5 $25-30,000 2.0% 1.7%
6 $30-40,000 2.5% 0.7%
7 $40-50,000 0.5% 0.6%
8 $50-75,000 0.3% 0.5%
9 Greater than $75,000 0.5% 0.7%

Source: Connecticut Telephone Survey, 1996

The previous analysis has concemed spending as a percentage of income only. In
terms of average percentage of those in each income category who participate in
gambling, the telephone survey results generally fail to support any contention that the
lowest income groups are most likely to gamble.

Table 4.10a shows the telephone survey respondents’ rate of participation in different
forms of gambling within the last 12 months by four broad income levels. The lower
income range has a lower degree of participation than the survey average for every
game shown with the exception of non-casino video poker. For Lottery participation,
the lower income respondents were the only category with a lower rate than that for the
survey population overail.

The telephone survey also revealed a relatively low amount of Lottery spending by
single parents, compared to relatively high spending by double income households with
no children. This result is reporied in Table 4.10b. Note, however, that the responses
on amounts spent must be interpreted with caution.

The results of the telephone survey conducted as part of this study suggest in
Connecticut there is a correlation between gambling spending and income level, but it is
very weak. Whether defined in terms of spending levels or percentages of income, the
Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient, measuring the correlation between gambling activity
and income level, is no higher than -0.15 (see footnote 8 on page 4-13).

The debate conceming the regressivity of gambling continues. Many studies have
described the nature of gambling as a consumer good, confusing this with the
regressive incidence of a tax on these goods. Others have discussed the government’s
role in fiscal, regulatory, and public welfare functions. What is clear is that state
sponsored or regulated gambling does not fit the strict definition of a tax. As a result,
the argument asserting regressive tax incidence appears fundamentaily flawed.

The Lottery can be compared to any number of publicly provided goods or levied taxes.
it does not conform to the strict definition of a tax in that it is not coerced, hence the
comparison to user fees. On the other hand, the Lottery proceeds are, unlike the state
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Table 4.10a Gambling Participation (Past 12 Months) By Income Group
Based on 821 telephone survey respondents (weighted) reporting income
Type of Game Household Income Average for
Less than | $30,000- $50,000- | $75,000 All
$30,000 under under | and Over [Respondents*
$50,000 $75,000
Lottery 67% 78% 79% 84% 74%
Horse Racing 4% 6% 8% 8% 6%
Casino 33% 42% 46% 41% 38%
Raffle 45% 69% 71% 75% 59%
Game of Skill 7% 11% 16% 16% 11%
Non-Casino
Video Poker 9% 5% 6% 5% 6%
Sports Bookie 1% 2% 4% 6% 3%

* As reported by those among total survey group of 992 respondents (weighted) who answered
questions on their participation in specific forms of gambling. Of these respondents, 171
(17%) declined to answer the question on household income.

Table 4.10b Reported Lottery Spending By Household Type

By Double Income Households,| By Singie
No Children Parents

Percent of All Reported 230, 6%
Spending on Lottery

Source: November 1996 telephone of Connecticut residents

park system for example, greater than operating costs, similar to an excise or sales tax,
and barring an analysis of the distribution of proceeds, it would probably be a
regressive tax. Where one falls in the range of interpretation is often determined by
one’s philosophical position on gambling.

In Connecticut, State revenues from gambling are not earmarked for particular
programs but go into the General Fund. The majority of General Fund spending goes to
Human Services: Education, Libraries and Museums; and Health and Hospitals {60% in
FY1996). A separate study would be required to compare the incidence of spending by
income group with the incidence of taxation.

Whether or not State and local revenues from legalized gambling in Connecticut are
viewed as regressive taxation, the very low correlation between income and the
proportion of income spent by Connecticut residents on the Lotiery suggests that if
there is disproportionate spending by lower income people, this disproportion is very
small. Examination of the data has shown that the highest proportion of Lottery
spending comes from middle income categories. Spending on casinos by Connecticut
residents is neutral -- neither progressive or regressive within statistical error.
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5. THE PREVALENCE OF PATHOLOGICAL GAMBLING
IN CONNECTICUT

Introduction

As part of this study, WEFA was asked to analyze the prevalence of pathological
gambling in Connecticut. Pathological gambling was first recognized as a mental
disorder in 1980 when the American Psychiatric Association (APA) established criteria
in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual, 3rd Edition (DSM-ili) for pathological gambling.
Since then, the APA has revised and expanded the criteria several times, most recently
for the fourth edition in 1995.

The 1995 criteria, specifically designed to reflect the addictive nature of pathological
gambiing,1 are given in the following table. 1t should be emphasized that these criteria are
the sole definition of pathological gambling accepted by the medical community and thus
the only definition of a case of pathological gambling.

DSM-1V Criteria

A. Persistent and recurrent maladaptive® behavior as indicated by at least five of the following:

1. preoccupation with gambling {(e.g., preoccupied with reliving past gambling experiences,
handicapping or planning the next venture, or thinking of ways to get money with which to
gamble};

2. a need to gamble with increasing amounts of money in order to achieve the desired
excitement;

3. repeated unsuccessful efforts to control, cut back, or stop gambiing;

4. restiessness or irritability when attempting to cut down or stop gambling;

5. gambling as a way of escaping from problems or relieving dysphoric mood (e.g., feelings of
helplessness, guilt, anxiety, depression);

6. after losing money gambiing, often returning another day in order to get even ("chasing" one's
money);

7. lying to family members or others to conceal the extent of involvement with gambling;

8. engaging in illegal acts such as forgery, fraud, theft, or embezzlement, in order to finance
gambiing;

9. jeopardizing or losing a significant relationship, job, educational or career opportunity because|
of gambling; and

10. relying on others to provide money to refieve a desperate financial situation caused by
gambling (a "bailout”).

B. The gambling behavior is not better accounted for by a Manic Episode.’

' See Lesieur, 1988; Lesieur & Rosenthal, 1991
2 Marked by poor or inadequate adjustment to the environment in which one finds oneself.

3 A Manic Episode is a distinct period of abnormally and persistently elevated, expansive, or irritable
mood, lasting at least 1 week (or any duration if hospitalization is necessary), having three or more of
seven specific symptoms such as inflated self-esteem and decreased need for sleep, that is sufficiently
severe to cause impairment, and whose symptoms are not caused by a substance or a medical condition
nor are combined with bouts of depression. :
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The term “compulsive gambling” is often used instead of “pathological gambling.” The
APA DSM-IV makes the distinction that “Activities, such as eating (e.g. Eating Disorders),
sexual behavior (e.g., Paraphilias), gambling (e.g., Pathological Gambling), or substance
use (e.g., Alcohol Dependence or Abuss}, are not considered to be compulsions as
defined in this manual because the person usually derives pleasure from the activity and
may wish to resist it only because of its deleterious consequences.” Therefore, this report

uses the term “pathological gambling.”

Rather than using the DSM-IV criteria in the telephone survey, WEFA chose to use the
South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) to analyze the prevaience of pathological
gambling in Connecticut because of its widespread use, its validation, and its
comparability with the 1991 study. Because only a clinical evaluation using DSM-#V can
diagnose pathological gambling, we have used the term “probable” pathological
gambling in discussing our results.

The meaning of prevalence data such as that developed in surveys using the SOGS
depends crucially on the time frame. Some pathologies occur in episodes with people
experiencing them for a few months or years, then being free of symptoms for months
or years with the ever present possibility of relapse. Substance abuse disorders follow
this pattern, and pathological gambling has been conceptualized as being similar
psychologically to the chemical addictions (see Chapter 7). Thus, a measure of point
prevalence (experiencing the symptoms currently or within the past few weeks or
months) will always be lower than a measure of lifetime prevalence (ever had the
symptoms).

The original SOGS was a lifetime prevalence measure. However, the SOGS can be
used to make both lifetime and one-year prevalence estimates (called “current
prevalence”), as we do in this study. The lifetime prevalence, by definition, exceeds
ocurrent prevalence. Both types of information can be useful, but current prevalence
seems more relevant to decisions about the effects of increased gambling opportunities

or of increased treatment.

For example, if the lifetime prevalence in Connecticut was 2% in 1996, and a perfect
treatment for this pathology was applied to everyone during the subsequent year, the
lifetime prevalence would still be 2% in 1997 (assuming everyone remembered their
gambling symptoms from past years and reported them accurately when resurveyed) --
even though current pathological gambling would have been reduced to zero by virtue
of our new treatment.

An approach measuring prevalence in two time frames was used by Stinchfield and his
co-workers in evaluating the success of Minnesota treatment programs”. In that study
they administered the SOGS on both a lifetime and a past six months basis. They used
the past six months measure for three reasons: they wanted to assess recent gambling
problem severity; six months was the time interval of two follow-up assessments; and
they needed equal time intervals for statistical purposes. The lifetime responses would
be unchanged after treatment, but the responses referring to the recent past, since
treatment, would be changed as a result of the treatment program.

On a current (past 12-month) basis, the results of our survey of 992 Connecticut
adults (weighted total) show that 0.6% of the population, or 15,000 persons, fit the

4 Stinchfield, 1996.
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category of probable pathological gamblers. The current (past 12-months)
measure indicates whether individuals are currently probable pathological
gamblers. Therefore, the measure of interest for public policy is the current
measure.

The margin of error in this estimate is £0.5% or +12,000 persons. Thus, the number
may be as low as 3,000 or as high as 27,000.

Prior to the present study, the most recent survey of the Connecticut population to
address this question was conducted in 1991 and asked the SOGS questions only on a
lifetime, as opposed to current, basis. The telephone survey undertaken for the present
study administered the SOGS on both a current and lifetime basis; in lifetime terms, we
find that a smaller percentage of the adult population can be considered probable
pathological gamblers than in the 1991 survey (1.2% versus 2.7%).

Given the margins of error, it is not clear that this difference in lifetime prevalence rates
is statistically significant. However, it is more significant that probable pathological
gambling rates may actually have fallen in Connecticut, and have certainly not risen,
during a period during which one of the largest casinos in the world was introduced to
the state.

Research into methods of screening populations should be followed in order to develop
techniques for obtaining more precise information on Connecticut residents. Because
the numbers of current probable pathological gamblers appear to be less than one
percent of the population, a larger sample for this part of the survey should be
considered.

Measurement of Pathological Gambling

The DSM-IV criteria discussed above are to be used in a clinical setting to diagnose
patients as pathological gambiers. In a survey setting, questions must be designed
which 1) can elicit responses and 2) can be interpreted to indicate the presence of
pathological gambling. Five pathological gambling screens have been used in
statewide surveys in various parts of the US during the past ten years:

« The South Oaks Gambling Screen (the SOGS), a 20-question survey in which
five or more positive answers classify the respondent as a probable pathological
gambler, and modifications of it’

« The American Psychiatric Association's diagnostic criteria, presented on the first
page of this chapter®

e The Diagnostic Interview Schedule,” a four-question screen devised by the
National Institute of Mental Health, based on a truncated version of the DSM-III
criteria® for pathological gambling (it requires that the first question and two of
the following three questions be answered affirmatively)

5 |esieur and Blume, 1987: 1993; Emerson & Laundergan, 1996; Volberg, 1996b; Wallisch,
1996.

® Bray, Kroutil, Luckey, Wheeless et al., 1992; Reilly and Guida, 1990; Laventhal & Horwath,
Guida, David CW| & Associates, & Public Opinion Laboratory, 1990.

7 Used in Laventhal & Horwath, Guida, David CWI & Associates, 1986 and C&C, 1991.
8 APA, 1980.
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o The Cumulative Clinical Signs Method®

s The Massachusetts Gambling Screen, a shorter screen designed for use with
adolescents'®

Of these measures, the SOGS is the most widely utilized and has had the most
rigorous examination for valldlty and reliability. " For this reason, it has been used, not
only in the United States, but in Iong -term epidemiological surveys conducted in
Canada," Australia,” New Zealand,® and Spain.

Results from SOGS are highly correlated with the American Psychiatric Association’s
DSM-1H,"® DSM-I-R,” and DSM-IV, meaning that the SOGS and the APA screen
should amve at the same conclusion as fo whether the respondent is a pathological
gambler.”® Because SOGS has been used most often, it allows for comparable results
with other surveys conducted in the region, 21 as well as a previous survey done in

Connecticut.®

SOGS is a 20-item questionnaire that attempts to measure whether a respondent
shows indications of pathological gambling. Individuals answering five or more of the
20 questions in the affirmative are judged probably to be pathological gamblers.
Individuals answering fewer than five of the 20 questions in the affirmative are judged
probably not to be pathological gamblers. This cutoff point was arrived at through
extensive clinical research with 1,616 research subjects including alcoholism,
substance abuse, and compulsive gambhng patients in a psychiatric hosp:tai Gamblers
Anonymous members, university students, and hospital employees. 2 The validity of

® Culleton, 1989; Sommers, 1988.

' Shaffer, 1994. Shaffer and his colleagues formulated seven questions that discriminate on a
weighted basis between pathological, transitional, and non-pathological gamblers; these
questions are usually combined with another 12 questions that replicate DSM-1V, along with
seven questions that are used to obtain information about gambling partcipation and
prevalence but not for clinical classification.

" See Lesieur, 1994.

2 See Volberg, 1996b.

'3 An epidemiological survey is distinguished from a clinical screen in that the former evaluates
a population for the incidence of a particular trait or disorder; the latter determines whether
criteria are met for the diagnosis of a particular individual.

* |adouceur, 1991; 1996; Baseline Market Research, 1992; 1996; Insight Canada Research,
1933; Wynne Resources, 1994.

'S Dickerson, Allcock, Blaszczynski, Nicholls, Williams & Maddern, 1995; Dickerson, Baron, Hong
& Cottrell, 1996.

'8 Abbott & Volberg, 1996.

7 | egarde, Babio & Abreu, 1992.

'8 | esieur & Blume, 1987.

19 Lesieur, 1988.

2 Volberg, 1996a; Duvarci, Varan, Cokunol & Ersoy, 1936.
2! Volberg & Steadman, 1988; 1989; Volberg, 1994; 1996.
2 volberg, 1991.

2 | esieur and Blume, 1987.
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this instrument was cross-validated using both therapists and family members. lts
reliability was examined using intemal consistency checks and test-retest measures
(repeat testing of the same individuals).

While we have chosen to use the SOGS to analyze the prevalence of pathological
gambling in Connecticut because of its widespread use, its validation and its
comparability with the 1991 study, it is not without criticism. Among the criticisms are

the following:

¢ The SOGS was developed as a clmlcal screen to test individuals, and its use
as a screen in the general population has not been validated. The SOGS
has been validated against known pathological gamblers, but no survey
instrument used for estimating the prevalence of pathological gambling
across a population has been validated for its accuracy in identifying the true
number of pathological gamblers in any general population.?*

« Whenever a survey or questionnaire method is used to examine a sample
population for a relatively rare trait, there tend to be some affirmative
responses which, in a more intensive clinical setting, would be found to
mischaracierize the interviewee’s actual situation. Thus, the SOGS does not
take into account an increase in the false positive rates which occurs in
gengsral epidemiological surveys when the base rate for the examined trait is
low.

o The SOGS focuses on the extremes of “social” gambiers -- those who
gambie for entertainment with no indication of gambling pathology -- and
those who appear to meet the clinical criteria for diagnosis as pathological
gamblers. Thus, it may not identify members of the population who exhibit
abnormal gambling tendenmes that are less severe or at an earlier stage than
the SOGS threshoid.?

« The SOGS was originally developed as a lifetime-based measure.”

 The SOGS incomorates certain criteria which some critics claim are evidence
of its “middle class bias, its lack of recognition that many pathological
gamblers are se!f-emg)loyed and its exclusion of individuals with antisocial
personality disorder.”

In a survey of clinicians concemning the diagnosis of patholtogical gambling, it was found -
that of six clinicians who used the SOGS, “four emphasized that they use it just as a
screening instrument and for research, and not for specific diagnosis.”® Since the
survey is not a clinical diagnosis, we cannot say that respondents can be “diagnosed’
as pathological gamblers, rather we use the term “probable” pathological gamblers. We
follow the original design of the SOGS in using five affirmative SOGS responses as the
threshold indicator of probabie pathological gambling.

2 Volberg, 1996.

% Culleton, 1988.

% Culleton, in press.
# Dickerson, in press.
% Lesieur, 1984.

2 Rosenthal, 1989.
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Despite the criticisms of the SOGS noted above, Dr. Marvin Steinberg™ and Dr. Carl
Braunlich® concur that it remains “the most frequently used checklist to measure the
prevalence of pathological gambling in the general population...” In their report the
Responsible_Gaming Resource Guide, written for the American Gaming Association,
Steinberg and Braunlich discuss the various terms describing gambling problems which
are in use. As the number of studies of gambling behavior has increased so has the
terminology referring to pathological gambling. Steinberg and Braunlich observe that
there is “..a lack of definitions agreed to by industry representatives, scholars,
practitioners, social scientists and other experts in the field.”

The APA considers social gambling an activity someone engages in with friends or
colleagues, primarily for entertainment, for a limited time and with predetermined,
acceptable losses. This category encompasses gambling participation with no sign of

gambling pathology.

Some researchers recognize an intermediate category of “problem gambling,” indicated
as probable in the case of respondents who answer 3 or 4 of the SOGS questions in
the affirmative. Steinberg and Brauniich also associate persons giving 1 or 2 positive
answers with a milder form of problem gambling behavior. But, Steinberg and
Braunlich also state, “Confusion in the use of the term ‘problem gambling’ results from
the broader use of this term, which encompasses all degrees of the problem -- covering
the spectrum from mild to severe problems.” They emphasize, “There are no standard
definitions for the terms ‘compulsive gambling,’ ‘problem gambling,’ ‘excessive
gambling’ and ‘gambling addiction.” ”

Similar concerns were raised by Richard J. Rosenthal.® He states “the term ‘problem
gambler appears in the literature in varying and contradictory ways. Frequently, it is
used {o describe someone whose gambling falls short of the diagnostic criteria, but who
is assumed to be at an earlier stage. Such individuals are referred to as early or
‘potential’ pathological ggmbiers.” This group has also been categorized as “gamblers

in transition and at risk.”

WEFA has chosen not to use the term “problem gamblers” because of its vagueness.
SOGS respondents with 3 - 4 positive answers may or may not indicate the possibility
of or the potential for difficulties with gambling. However, existing research has
validated five positive answers on the SOGS as the lower threshold for an indication of
probable pathological gambling, and there is no corresponding validation for individuals
at the 3 - 4 SOGS range. Any term for the latter group that we have considered has an
implication that is not warranted in the literature. Therefore, we include the group
scoring in the 3 - 4 range on the SOGS in the following tables and analyses only for
purposes of comparison with other studies.

As observed above, many surveys also distinguish between current and lifetime
behavior problems. The respondents to the telephone survey conducted in November
1996 were asked to answer the SOGS questions in terms of the past twelve months,

% Executive Director of the Connecticut Council on Problem Gambling.
* Braunfich, 1996.

% Rosenthal, 1989.

* Shaffer, 1994.
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current behavior and ever, lifetime behavior. For example, the following questions were
asked:

Have people ever criticized your betting or told you that you had a gambling
problem, regardless of whether or not you thought it was true?

Have people criticized your gambling during the past twelve months?

The lifetime measure indicates whether individuals have probably ever been
pathological gamblers. The current (past 12 months) measure indicates whether
individuals probably are currently pathological gamblers. Therefore, the measure of
interest for public policy is the current measure.

In our tabulations, for comparability with other studies, we have classified the gambling
behavior of the respondents who gamble into: 1) 0 to 2 positive SOGS responses, 2) 3 -
4 positive SOGS responses, and 3) probable pathological gamblers, i.e. 5 or more
positive SOGS responses. We also classify the respondents according to two time
frames: 1) current behavior and 2) lifetime behavior.

Survey Interpretation

In the telephone survey, the SOGS questions were asked to those respondents who
indicated having gambled at least once in their life. Respondents who participated in
gambling activity at some time represented the great majority of the survey group, as
only 30 out of 992 (weighted total) reported never having gambied.

Responses from the telephone survey indicate that 0.6% of the Connecticut population
can be classified as current probable pathological gamblers and 1.2% as lifetime
probable pathological gamblers, on the basis of five or more affirmative SOGS
responses on a last 12 months or lifetime basis, respectively (see Table 5.1). Another
group representing 2.2% of the state’s adult population has SOGS scores of 3or4 ona
12-month basis; on a lifetime basis the 3 - 4 SOGS category comptises 4.2% of the
adult population. On the other hand, the vast majority of the state’s adult population
scores between 0 and 2 on the SOGS. On a current basis this group makes up 92.1%
of the state’s adult population and 89.2% on a lifetime basis. Four percent of the
population are non-gamblers.

Note that the very smalil number of respondents with the highest range SOGS scores
precludes estimating the prevalence of pathological gambling in the State of
Connecticut except within a rather wide margin of error. Nearly the same degree of
uncertainty adheres to determining the likely number of Connecticut residents in the 3 -
4 SOGS range. Thus, although the November 1996 telephone survey results show that
1.2% of the respondents scored 3 or more on the SOGS on a lifetime basis, a lower
percentage than the corresponding figure of 2.7% found in the previous study
undertaken in 1991, it is statistically possible that the actual prevalence has not
changed.
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Table 5.1 Prevalence of Probable Pathological Gambling in Connecticut
Current Basis
Outcome Survey Result’ State Adult Range®
Population® From To
Non-Gambler 40 99,000 69,000 129,000
50GS0-2 924 2,308,000 2,269,000 2,348,000
S0GS53-4 22 55,000 33,000 76,000
Subtotal 986 2,462,000 - -
SOGS 5 and above: 6 15,000 3,000 27,000
Probable Pathological
Total 993 2,477,000 - --
Lifetime Basis
Outcome Survey Result’ State Adult Range’
Population® From To

Non-Gambler 40 99,000 68,000 129,000
SOGS0-2 898 2,244,000 2,197,000 2,280,000
S50GS3-4 42 104,000 74,000 134,000
Subtotal 980 2,447,000 - -
SOGS 5 and above: 12 30,000 13,000 47,000
Probable Pathological ’ ’ ’
Total 992 2,477,000 - --
Note: The SOGS screen, in which a score of 5 or more positive responses indicates probable pathological
gambling, was administered only to respondents who reported having gambied at some time in their life.
! Survey responses reflect weighting for comparability with Connecticut's actual population distribution.
2 Figure shown is the estimated number of adult Connecticut residents in each category extrapolated from the
survey results.
3 At the 95% confidence level, the figures shown are the upper and lower limits of the number of Connecticut
residents in each category.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996

The SOGS was used in the 1991 general population survey conducted by Rachel
Volberg for Christiansen/Cummings Associates (1991). This enabled Volberg and her
colleagues in the 1991 study to compare Connecticut with surrounding states and
allowed them to have measures of the extent of so-called “problem” as well as probable
pathological gambling, i.e., SOGS scores in the 3 - 4 and 5+ range, respectively.

When the results from the 1991 screen are compared with the 1996 survey, it appears
that in the more recent results the number of people in the 3 - 4 SOGS range has
increased, but there are fewer at the five or above level associated with probable
pathological gambling. f the percentages in the 3 - 4 and 5+ brackets on the SOGS
are combined, the more recent result would still show a somewhat lower proportion.
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Random sampling differences between the 1991 and 1996 surveys could explain the
result, as could the limited weighting of samples in the 1991 study (discussed in
Chapter 3 of this report). The differences are displayed in Table 5.2.

Given the margins of error, it is not clear that the differences in reported results
between the 1991 and 1996 surveys are statistically significant. However, there are
several interesting observations one can make. First, in the 1996 study a smaliler
proportion of the respondents answered affirmatively to the vast majority of the
questions. Given that the 1996 survey simultaneously revealed that the overall
percentage of the population with lifetime SOGS scores of 3 or 4 had actually risen
from 1991 (from 3.6% to 4.2%), this could indicate that many individuals are
consciously exerting greater control over their gambling.

Second, despite the general drop in the percentage of respondents in 1996 who
answered SOGS questions affirmatively, compared to five years earier, in both studies
a significantly smaller proportion of the sample felt that they had a problem with
gambling than scored in either the 3 - 4 or 5 and above range on the SOGS. However,
in the current study a marginally higher proportion of the sample did feel that they had a
problem than in the 1991 study (1 2% versus 1.1%). Third, even though the
proportions differed, gambling more than intended was the attribute of pathological
gambling most frequently cited by the respondents. This was followed by feeiings of
guilt in both studies. Fourth, a slightly higher proportion of the samplie in the current
survey had money arguments with family members centered on gambling, while a
significantly larger proportion in the 1996 survey borrowed from credit cards for
gambling.

Fifth, significantly smaller proportions of the respondents in the current survey claimed
to win when they actually lost or had been criticized for their gambling behavior. Sixth,
in the current survey none of the respondents said that they borrowed from loan sharks
or cashed in financial assets, such as stocks or bonds, to pay gambling debts. In the
1991 study approximately 0.7% of the respondents said that they had.
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Table 5.2 Comparison of 1991 and 1996 Studies of Gambling Behavior in Connecticut

C/C ‘WEFA
1981 1996
SOGS Question Lifetime Lifetime Current
n=1,000 n=992 n=992
SOGS 3+ | SOGS 3-4 | SOGS 5+ f| SOGS 3-4 | SOGS 5+
Go back another day to win back money lost
{most of time or every time | lost) 4.6% 1.6% 0.6% 1.0% 0.3%
Claimed to be winning when actually lost
{ever) 5.6% 1.4% 0.3% 1.0% 0.3%
Ever gamble more than intended 13.7% 3.1% 1.1% 1.3% 0.6%
Have people ever criticized your gambling?
6.0% 0.68% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3%
Ever felt guilty about your gambling? 6.4% 2.9% 1.2% 1.7% 0.6%
Like to stop gambling but didn’t feel you
could ' 2.2% 0.7% 0.3% 0.8% 0.2%
Hidden signs of gambling from important
people in your life 3.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% .01%
Money arguments with farnily members
centered on gambling 1.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2%
Missed work or school due to gambiing 0.8% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Borrowed money and not paid it back
because of gambling 2.7% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Borrowed household money to gamble 3.5% 0.2% 0.6% 0.1% 0.4%
Borrowed money from spouse or partner for _
| gambling 1.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.1%
Borrowed from other relatives or in-laws for
| gambling 1.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.4% 0.1%
Borrowed from banks, loan companies,
credit unions for gambling 2.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Borrowed from credit cards for gambling
0.2% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%
Borrowed from loan sharks for gambling
0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Cashed in stocks, bonds or other securities
for gambling 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sold perscnal or family property for
gambling 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Passed bad checks for gambling 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Ever have a problem with gambiing 1.1% 1.2% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3%
Total a1 SOGS 3 - 4 3.6% 4.2% 2.2%
Total at SOGS 5+ 2.7% 1.2% 0.6%
Combined Total SOGS 3 or more 6.3% 5.4% 2.8%

Source:

. For 1991 results -- Christiansen/Cummings Associates, Princeton Marketing Associates, Spectrum
Associates Market Research, Rachel Volberg, Ph.D. (January 1992}, Legal Gambling in Connecticut.
Assessment of Current Status and Options for the Future

For 1896: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996
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Table 5.3 Lifetime and Current Prevalence Rates of Gamblers
Scoring 3 or Above on the SOGS Screen, by State
Lifetime Current
Year | Region/State Prevalence | Prevalence
NORTHEAST
1986 New York 4.2% -
1988 New Jersey 4.2% -
1988 Maryiand 3.9% --
1989 Massachusetts 4.4% -
1991 Connecticut 6.3% -
1996 New York 7.3% 3.6%
1996 Connecticut (WEFA) 5.4% 2.8%
MIDWEST/CENTRAL
1989 lowa 1.7%
1980 Minnesota -- 1.6%
1921 South Dakota 2.8% 1.4%
1992 Montana 3.6% 2.2%
1992 North Dakota 3.5% 2.0%
1993 South Dakota 2.3% 1.2%
1994 Minnesota -- 3.2%
1995 lowa 5.4% 3.3%
SOUTH/WEST
1990 Califomia 4.1% -
1992 Texas 4.8% 2.5%
1992 Washington State 51% 2.8%
1994 Georgia 4.4% 2.3%
1895 Louisiana 7.0% 4.8%
1996 Texas 5.4% 3.0%

Source: Based on tables originally constructed by Volberg, 1996; Wallisch, 1996

Comparison of Pathological Gambling in Connecticut with Other States

For purposes of comparisons with other states, the prevalence rates for persons in
Connecticut with SOGS scores of 3 or 4 and those with SOGS scores of 5 or above
have been summed. As shown in Table 5.3, Connecticut's combined lifetime
prevalence rate was 5.4% in 1996, actually lower than 6.3% five years earlier. It is still
one of the higher lifetime rates shown, exceeded only by New York (7.3%) and
Louisiana (7.0%), and equal to the rate in Texas and lowa. New York and Louisiana
are also the two highest ranking states for cutrent prevalence rates, although the order
of ranking is reversed on a 12-month basis, with Louisiana at 4.8% and New York at
3.8%. Connecticut's current prevalence rate of 2.8% ranks just above the average and
median rates (2.62% and 2.65%, respectively) for the fourteen state studies that
measured current prevalence.

The Midwest states have the lowest lifetime prevalence rates, with only lowa (5.4%)
over 4.0%. In terms of current prevalence rates only lowa (3.3%) and Minnesota
(3.2%) have rates in excess of 3.0%. The reason for the lower prevalence rates in the
Midwestern states relative to other regions of the country is not known for certain.
Religion and ethnicity have been associated with gambling problems in different
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studies.®® These studies have suggested that Catholics, African-Americans and
Hispanics tend to have higher rates of gambling problems than Protestants and non-
Hispanic Caucasians. Since the Midwestern states, especially those listed in Table 5.3,
tend to have an above average representation of white Protestants, this may partially
expiain lower overall rates in the Midwest.

There have been at least two separate studies of gambling behavior for the following
states: Connecticut (1991 and 1996), New York (1986 and 1996), lowa (1989 and
1995), Minnesota (1990 and 1994), South Dakota (1991 and 1993) and Texas (1992
and 1996). in all states, with the exception of South Dakota and Connecticut, the
reported prevalence rates increased over time on both a lifetime and current basis.
New York and lowa, which had the longest period between studies, had the biggest
increases in prevalence rates, by 3.1 and 3.7 percentage points, respectively.

In conclusion, according to the results of the 1991 and 1996 surveys, probable
pathologica!l gambling rates may actually have fallen in Connecticut, and have certainly
not risen, during a period in which one of the largest casinos in the world was
introduced to the State.

Demographic Profile, Gambling Preferences and Participation of Telephone
Survey Respondents, Classed by SOGS Scoring Range

The tables presented in this section provide information obtained from the November
1996 random telephone survey of Connecticut residents. Weighted to be consistent
with the statewide demographic distribution, this survey found 964 people in the 0 - 2
range on the SOGS, and 938 in that range on a current basis. By contrast, it
uncovered only 22 and 42 people in the 3 - 4 SOGS range on a current and lifetime
basis, respectively. The weighted totals of probable pathological gamblers -- those who
scored 5 or higher on the SOGS -- were only 6 current, 12 lifetime. It is important to
note that because of such a wide disparity in sample sizes, the results are statistically
robust only for the general population and for the large group of respondents who
scored O - 2 on the SOGS. On the other hand, since data for those in the higher SOGS
score groups refer to much smalier numbers of persons, information on these segments
of the survey group illustrates the characteristics of certain persons found who
happened to have higher scores on the SOGS - but is not sufficient to draw definite
inferences about the characteristics of all persons who would have similarly high scores
should they be tested.

It is important to note that the telephone survey data on demographic
characteristics of probable pathological gamblers are not statistically significant
and not projectable to the general population.

The research undertaken for this report was not intended to determine the demographic
profile of probable pathological gambiers. In order to make such a determination, it
would be necessary to obtain a much larger sample size of individuals in this category.
If the State wishes to ascertain the demographic characteristics which significantly
differentiate probable pathological gambiers from the overall population, a survey of at
least 6,000 persons would be required.

% Commission on the Review of the National Policy Towards Gambling, 1974; Lesieur, Cross,
Frank, Welch et al., 1991; Wallisch, 1993.
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Table 5.4 Selected Demographic Characteristics of Telephone Survey Respondents, Classed by SOGS Scoring

Range

important: Reported differences between the respondent classifications are not statistically significant.
characteristics of respondents in the higher SOGS score categories cannot be projected to the general population.

Demographic

Current Lifetime
Demographic All 80GS S0GS 30GS 30GS S0GS S0GS
Characteristic Respondents 0-2 3-4 5+ 0-2 3-4 5+
n=992 n=964 n=22 n=6 n=938 n=42 rn=12
Gender
Female (n=516) 52% 52% 69% 20% 53% 46% 38%
Male (n=476) 48% 48% 31% 80% 48% 54% 62%
Age
18-34 {n=355} 36% 36% 36% 33% 36% 41% 46%
35-54 (n=320) 33% 32% 36% 67% 32% 40% 41%
55+ (n=307) 31.2% 32% 27% 0% 32% 15% 13%
Income
Under $30,000
(n=317} 39% 39% 50% 36% 39% 49% 29%
$30,000-49,999
(n=206) 25% 25% 7% 25% 26 6% 29%
$50,000-74,999
(n=140) 17% 17% 7% 13% 17% 18% 29%
$75,000 or more
(n=158) 19% 19% 36% 25% 19% 27% 4%
Race
White {(n=810) 89% 80% 76% 73% 89% 82% 71%
Other (n=101) 11% 10% 24% 27% 11 18% 29%
Employed
Full-time (n=579} 59% 59% 52% 67% 59% 55% 67%
Part-time (n=104)_ 11% 11% 0% 17% 1% 0% 17%
Retired (n=171) 17% 17% 26% 0% 18% 17% 0%
Unemployed (n=42) 4% 4% 13% 0% 4% 21% 0%
- Others not in Paid
Labor Force (n=94) 10% 10% 9% 17% 10% 7% 17%
Education
Less than High School
{n=195) 20% 19% 46% 0% 18% 36% 0%
High School/
Technical School
{n=324) 33% 33% 18% 33% 33% 26% 58%
Some college )
(n=197) 20% 20% 23% 33% 20% 26% 25%
College graduate _
{n=272) 28% 28% 14% 33% 28% 12% 17%
Marital Status
Singte (n=273) 287% 28% 14% 50% 28% 30% 33%
Currently Married
(n=494) 50% 50% 41% 50% 50% 42% 58%
Separated/Divorced
{n=125) 13% 13% 23% 0% 13% 19% 8%
Widowed (n=92) 8% 9% 23% 0% 10% 12% 0%

Note: The South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) was administered to all respondents who indicated they had
participated in some form of gambling activity at least once in their life. Respondents giving five or more positive
responses to the SOGS are considered probable pathological gamblers. Survey results are reported on a weighted basis.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996,
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Table 5.5 Gambling Preferences of Telephone Survey Respondents, Classed by SOGS Scoring Range

Important: Reported differences between the respondent classifications are not statistically significant. The results
for respondents in the higher SOGS score categories cannot be projected to the general population.

Current Lifetime
All S0GS S0GS S0GS 30GS S80GS S0GS
Respondents 0-2 3-4 54 c-2 3-4 54
Type of Gambling n=992 n=064 n=22 n=6 n=938 n=42 n=12
Lottery Games
Lotto 12% 13% 4% - 13% 9% -
Powerball 3% 3% 4% -- 3% 2% -
Cash Lotto 2% 2% - - 2% 2% 11%
Daily Numbers 0% 1% - — 0% 2% -
Play Four 0% 0% - - 0% - -
instant Lottery 5% 5% - -- 5%, 7% i
Keno 0% 0% - - 0% - --
Total Lotiery Games 23% 23% 7% - 23% 36% 11%
Hamess-Horse
(at track) 2% 2% 4% - 2% 4% --
Greyhound
(at track} 1% 1% -- -- 1% -- -
Jai alai 2% 2% 3% 10% 2% -~ 1%
OTB 0% 0% - - 0% -- --
Total Pari-mutuel and
OTB 5% 5% 7% 10% 5% 4% 11%
Casino Games
Siot or Video Games: 20% 19% 41% 36% 19% 24% 24%
Table Games 12% 12% 4% 14% 10% 16% 7%
Bingo 8% 6% - - 5% 8% -
Totai Casinc Games 37% 37% 45% 50% 33% A47% 31%
Non Casino Cards 1% 1% 4% - 1% - 7%
Raffle {charity) 2% 2% - . 2% - -~
Sports 7% 7% 8% -- 7% 4% 7%
Bowling or Pool 4% 4% 5% 14% 4% 4% 12%
QOffice Pools -- - -- - -- - --
Other 3% 3% -- 26% 3% 2% 13%
No preference 11% 11% 20% - 11% 15% 7%

basis.

Note: The South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) was administered to all respondents who indicated they had
participated in some form of gambling activity at least once in their life. Respondents giving five or more positive
responses to the SOGS are considered probable pathological gamblers. Survey resuits are reported on a weighted

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996.
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Table 5.6
Range

Lifetime Gambling Participation of Telephone Survey Respondents, Classed by SOGS Scoring

Important: Reported differences between the respondent classifications are not statisticaily significant. The results
for respondents in the higher SOGS score categories cannot be projected to the general poputation.

Current Lifetime
All S0GS SOGS S0GS S0GS S0GS S0OGS
Type of Gambling Respondents 0-2 3-4 5+ 0-2 3-4 5+
n=992 n=964 n=22 n=6 n=938 N=42 n=12
Lottery Games
Lotto 66% 66% 69% 100% 65% 77% 82%
Powerball 39% 396% 24% 100% 38% 43% 73%
Cash Lotio 32% 31% 468% 100% 30% 54% 73%
Daily Numbers 33% 32% 57% 100% 31% 81% 82%
Play Four 25% 24% 50% 100% 24% 50% 73%
instant Lottery 51% 51% 63% 100% 50% 83% 95%
Total Lottery Games 81% 80% 97% 100% | 80% 98% 95%
Pari-mutuel
Hamess-Horse
(at track) 34% 34% 36% 49% 34% 34% 61%
Greyhound
{at track} 18% 18% 14% 60% 17% 30% 42%
Jai alai 28% 28% 41% 63% 27% 37% 55%
OTB 5% 5% 11% 14% 4% 15% 14%
Casino Gamesf A B
Slot or Video Games 33 31% 63% 63% 31% 61% 38%
Table Games 12% 11% 33% 50% 11 43% 25%
Bingo 3% 3% 3% -- 3% 6 -
Total Casino Gamest 66% 66% 1% 80% 65% 78% 83%
Video Poker (non-
casino) 15% 15% 13% 38% 15% 18% 19%
Non Casino Cards 49% 49% 57% 75% 48% 65% 50%
Casino Nights 14% 14% 10% 38% 14% 10% 25%
Raffle {charity) 79% 80% 57% 100% 79% T4% 81%
Bingo (charity) 33% 32% 53% 25% 32% 49% 18%
Sports with Bookie 8% 8% 7% 38% 8% 16% 25%
Bowling or Pool 24% 23% 50% 63% 22% 53% 50%
Qffice Pools 45% 45% A7% 75% 44% 63% 56%

Note: The South Qaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) was administered to all respondents who indicated they had participated in
some form of gambling activity at least once in their life. Respondents giving five or more positive responses to the SOGS are
considered probable pathological gamblers. Survey responses are reporied on a weighted basis. Tabulations omit cases in
which respondents did not answer the question.
1 For casino gambling data only, participation rates for individual games (slots, fables, bingo) are for the last 12 months. The row
labeled “Total Casino Games” gives percentage of respondents who ever participated in casing gambling (lifetime basis), similar
to the participation rates for all the non-casino gambling options reported in the other sections of this table.

Source: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1986,
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Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

Pathological gambling is currently defined by diagnostic criteria set forth by the APA in
DSM-IV. These criteria are designed. for a clinical setting. There are several
questionnaires that are used to screen populations for pathological gamblers, none of
which are completely satisfactory and none of which can conclude that an interviewee

is a pathological gambler.

In this study, WEFA has used the South Oaks Gambling Screen or SOGS to estimate
the prevalence of “probable pathological gamblers.” The SOGS is the most widely used
screening questionnaire, and it was used in the most recent (1991) previous survey of
adult Connecticut residents for pathological gambling. Five or more positive answers to
the twenty questions of the SOGS define the respondent as a probable pathological

gambler.

Persons who fall short of the clinical threshold for pathological gambling, but who
exhibit much of the behavior of those with the pathology, are considered “at risk or in
transition.” Some researchers identify this group with those who answer three or four
questions positively on the SOGS. However, WEFA knows of no clinical evidence to
support this grouping and has included it only for comparability.

The telephone survey of 992 Connecticut residents (weighted basis} found 12 (1.2%)
who responded positively to five or more SOGS questions on a lifetime basis and 6
(0.6%) who responded positively to five or more questions concerning behavior in the
last 12 months. The 1991 survey of 1,000 Connecticut residents had found 27 (2.7%)
on a lifetime basis and did not ask the questions on a 12-month basis. While these are
very small statistics and have a wide margin of error, one certainly cannot conclude that
pathological gambling is more severe in 1996 than in 1991.

Projecting this result to the Connecticut adult population would suggest approximately
15,000 might be identified as probable pathological gamblers. The margin of error here
is very high -- the actual number could be anywhere between 3,000 and 27,000.
However, only tests using DSM-IV administered in a clinical setting can determine this

number.

WEFA recommends continued periodic prevalence screening of sample populations, as
is now being done. The State should also consider undertaking a future study to follow
up a somewhat larger group of subjects who answer 3 or more SOGS questions
positively. This project would be distinct and separate from the series of general
studies on gambling commissioned at five-year intervals. The purpose of this
recommended study would not be to reduce the large margin of error in determining the
prevalence of pathological gambling. Rather, it would be to validate the sensitivity and
specificity of the SOGS in measuring this disorder, and to trace the changes that take
place over time in individuals with the pathology, or at risk for it.

Research into methods of screening populations should be pursued in order to develop
improved techniques for obtaining reliable information on Connecticut residents.
Because the number of probable pathological gamblers appears to be less than one
percent of the population, a larger sample for this part of the survey should be
considered.
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6. THE SOCIAL COSTS OF PATHOLOGICAL GAMBLING

Introduction

A study of the social costs of pathological gambiing entails (1) an estimation of the
incidence of pathological gambling behavior in the population, (2) an identification of
those consequences of gambling pathology that create costs for the rest of society and
are referred to as “social costs,” and (3) measurement of these costs. The first step,
the estimation of the incidence of gambling pathology, is the subject of Chapter 5.

Only a preliminary assessment of the implications of the pathological gambler “profile”
sketched through the survey responses can be attempted without more detailed
investigation and larger sample sizes. Perhaps most saliently, the youthful stage at
which most of the respondents initiated heavy betting (the “incubation period” for a
gambling pathology) indicates that prevention and education programs to prevent the
inception of such problems would probably be most effective if they were targeted at a
young (school-age) audience.

The first section of this chapter is a review of the literature on the social costs of
pathological gambling covering both the identification of areas that have been
investigated and the results of these investigations. Following this are reports on two
primary research studies undertaken as part of the present report. These studies,
which were performed in addition to the random telephone survey of Connecticut
residents, consist of (1) an in-person “intercept” survey of patrons at gambling sites in.
Connecticut and (2) a questionnaire given to 112 pathological gamblers in therapy,
some being clients of the Connecticut Compulsive Gambling Treatment Program and
the remainder members of Gamblers Anonymous groups.

The literature review and the analysis of the intercept survey are the work of Dr. Henry
Lesieur. The supervision and analysis of the pathological gamblers survey was carried
out by Dr. William Thompson.

Information relating to the social costs of pathological gambling has been collected in
other studies, five of which are reviewed hers, However, none have developed a
satisfactory method of calculating a total dollar social cost. One major difficulty is the
inability to distinguish with adequate precision between personal costs incurred by
pathological gamblers and their families as individuals, on one hand, and the actual
additional costs that society in general must pay because of the occurrence of
pathological gambling. Another difficulty encountered in our analysis of data we
gathered on pathological gambling in Connecticut stems from the limited usefulness of
projecting results for persons with serious pathology to prevalence data from the
population for a very few persons with much less serious pathology.

Aithough WEFA was also unable to develop a dollar estimate of social cost, quantitative
data from the two surveys are highly useful, we believe, in indicating the severe costs
created by gambling pathology along the dimensions of time missed from work,
personal property sold and money borrowed to finance gambling, arrests for gambling
related offenses, and treatment costs.
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Literature Review
Indebtedness and Bankruptcy

The first study which gathered cost data from pathological gamblers was by Politzer,
Morrow and Leavey (1985), who attempted to assess the cost of pathological gambiing
and the effectiveness of treatment. They used information from 92 pathological gamblers
in an outpatient treatment facility in Maryland. These individuals’ average gambling-
related debt (respondents’ outstanding debt at the time they were questioned, excluding
auto loans, mortgages, and other “legitimate” debt) was $92,000. Gambling-caused
indebtedness continues to be a widely used statistic in social cost estimates.
Pathological gamblers’ reported mean gambling-related debt varies considerably in
different studies.! Female Gamblers Anonymous (GA) members indicated a lower level
of gambling related debt, averaging almost $1 5,000.2

The Politzer study, now over ten years old, has been largely superseded by more recent
work. The most extensive cost study done to date was conducted in Australia by
Dickerson, Allcock, Blaszczynski, Nicholls, Williams & Maddem (1985) in an investigation
for the Casino Community Benefit Fund in New South Wales. Using a “door knock”
(door-to-door) method, they interviewed individuals in two stages. In the first stage they
ascertained the extent of gambling done by a random sample of 1,390 adults. in the
second stage, they interviewed 299 weekly gamblers from that sample. In this interview
they administered the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS), as well as a series of
questions designed to estimate social costs. These data were supplemented with
interviews with 82 clients receiving treatment for pathological gambling.

Another study combining a general population survey with research on known
pathological gamblers was done in Wisconsin by Thompson, Gazel and Rickman (1996).
They combined a telephone survey of 1,000 adults with a questionnaire administered to
98 Gamblers Anonymous members. The telephone survey used the DSM-IV while the
GA survey used a questionnaire devised by Lesieur and Anderson (1995).

Three other recent studies used treatment or Gamblers Anonymous (GA) samples. In
Germany, Meyer (Aprii 1995) combined interviews with 68 pathological gambling
outpatients, 57 pathological gambling inpatients, and 66 members of GA; Ladouceur,
Boisvert, Pepin, Loranger and Sylvain (1994) surveyed 60 members of GA in Quebec;
and Lesieur and Anderson (1995) surveyed 184 members of GA in lllinois. In Table 6.1
below, the Dickerson et al. (1995) study is identified as the “Australia” study; Meyer (April
1995) is identified as the “Germany” study; Ladouceur et al. (1994) is called "Quebec,”
Lesieur and Anderson (1995) is called “lliinois,” and the Thompson et al. (1996) study is
identified as the “Wisconsin” study.

' For instance: $53,350 (Division of Alcoholism, 1987); $113,640 (Lesieur and Anderson, 1995);
$38,664 (Thompson et al., 1996).

2 |esieur, 1988b.
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Table 6.1 Borrowing Among Pathological Gamblers in Five Recent Studies

Australia, 1995 | Germany, 1995 | Quebec, 1994 Ilfinois, 1995 | Wisconsin,
1996
Borrowed money | 5% of weekly 87% 83%
past 12 months gamblers
Unable to Pay 2% of weekly 55.5%
Debts gamblers
Bankruptcy 1% of cases 13% 28% 21% 1 22%
from Attormey
General's office
Bankruptcy Cost | 6,500 Australian
dollars per case
Borrow from 50% (past yr.) B2%
Friends/Relatives
Borrow from 52% 35% received
Friends 4,283 DM avg. | between C$3,000
and C$5,000
Borrow - Banks 38% of clients” 63% 75%
Borrowed Past 12 62%
months - Banks 24,317 DM avg.
Credit Cards 28% of clients* 63% 82%
Borrowed Past 12 59%
moenths - 7,979.6 DM avg.
Relatives-
Loan Sharks 20% 22% 4%
Borrowed Past 12 18%
months - 19,439 DM avg.
Moneylenders
Casino credit 27% 13%
Bookmaker credit 45% 13%
Total Debis 30% reported $113,640 $38,664 average
debts of average $20,000 median
C%$75,000- $18,000 on entry into GA
C$150,000 median on
entry into GA
Lifetime gambling $215,406 $61,000 average
debts average $25,000 median
$45,000
median
Past 12 months $15,367 average

$5,250 median

* Refers to supplementai survey of 82 persons in treatment for pathological gambiing.

Source: Australia (Dickerson et al, 1996); Germany (Mevyer et al., 1995); Quebec (Ladouceur et al., 1994);
inois (Lesieur & Andersen, 1995); Wisconsin (Thompson et al., 1996)

For an estimated 18 to 28 percent of males and 8 percent of females in studies of
treatment samples and members of Gamb!ers Anonymous, the burden of gambling
related debt eventually led to bankruptcy.® Dickerson and colleagues’ Australian study
(1995) found that 1% of bankruptcy cases from the Attomey General's office were

8 Custer & Custer, 1981; Lesieur, 1988b; Meyer et al., 1995; Ladouceur et al., 1994; Lesieur &
Anderson, 1995; Thompson et al., 1996.
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gambling-related; the average cost per case was A$6,500 (Australian dollars). Other
defaults on indebtedness and civil suits also need to be added to the costs.

Workplace Costs

Lesieur (1984) reported that the lower the level of supervision on the job, the likelier it is
that a compulsive gambler will exploit the time and finances which the position grants. He
confirmed this pattem for female compuisive gamblers as well.! Both the gambier’s
employer and fellow employees can be exploited: for instance, by gambling on company
time, lateness and absence from work, borrowing from co-workers, and ultimately
perhaps by illegal actions such as embezzlement. Determining the cost of these activities
would require extensive further research.

Table 6.2 summarizes data on pathological gamblers’ work-related problems from the
same five studies cited in Table 6.1.

Table 6.2 Occupational Problems Among Pathological Gamblers in Five Recent Studies

Australia Germany Quebec llinois Wisconsin
Late/Absent from | 5% of weekly 58.7% 61% 76%
Work gamblers 3.2 times/month | 30%--5 times or
more per month
Late/Absence _ $45M per year
Cost
Sick Days 1o 33%
Gamble 3.3 times/year
Lost Job 1% of weekly 29%; 3,000 DM | 36% 34% 21%; 18
gamblers median lost unemployed
wages avg. 12.6 mos.
Changed Job 2% of weekly
gamblers
Difficulty 4% of weekly 59% once or 59%
concentrating at | gamblers more per week;
Work 25% less than
once per week
{rritable at Work 71% once or 59% (same
more per week; | guestion as
22% less than | above)
once per week
Advance on Pay 43%
Stolen from Work 37% 44% 49%
Amount Stolen 50% of thieves
stole more than
C$2,000

Source: Australia {Dickerson et al, 1998); Germany (Meyer et al., 1995); Quebec (Ladouceur et al., 1994);
lllinois (Lesieur & Anderson, 1995); Wisconsin (Thompson et al., 1996)

Insurance Costs

Pathological gambiers also borrow from life insurance policies, surrender their policies,
and allow them to lapse or be revoked. This is costly for the insurance companies and
the insurance buying public as well as the gamblers’ families. Gamblers get into

4 Lesieur, 1988b.

The WEFA Group 6-4 Final Report



A Study Concerming the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

uninsured auto accidents and become disabled or die without insurance. While these
costs have not yet been calculated, one study of (primarily male) GA members in New
York found that 47% had engaged in insurance related fraud or thefts where insurance
companies had to pay the victims.® The average amount of fraud was $65,000 (this
average was pushed up by several bonded gamblers who embezzled over $1 million).
Aside from this study in New York, no one has systematically examined this issue.

Also relevant are the costs of treatment programs for pathological gambling covered by
health insurance.

Crime

The occurrence of crime as a function of the proximity of gambling venues is discussed
in Chapter 4, which concludes that such locations (and tourist destinations generally)
exhibit relatively high property crime rates. The involvement of pathological gamblers in
criminal activity is largely a separate issue, characterized by their attempts to finance
their gambling by illegal means. Pathological gamblers are believed to commit frequent
“white collar” crimes in an attempt to finance their gambling activity, a characterization
supported by survey data on gamblers in treatment. After legal resources diminish, a
desperate gambler may take out fraudulent loans, cosign a spouse’s name to loans,
write bad checks, perhaps embezzle from employers. However, the type of crimes
engaged in will vary by occupation, social class, contacts and personal experiences.

Research has found that approximately two-thirds of non-incarcerated and 97 percent of
incarcerated pathological gamblers admit engaging in illegal behavior to finance gambling
or pay gambling related debts.® White collar crimes predominated among the non-
incarcerated subjects, while street crimes and drug sales were more frequent among
imprisoned pathological gamblers. The total cost of pathological gamblers’ crimes is
unknown at present. While various studies have determined that ten to thirty percent of
prisoners are probable pathological gamblers,” most of these individuals are also
addicted to alcohol and drugs.

Thus, it does not seem feasible to specify which criminal justice system costs directly
originate from pathological gambling. Nevertheless, pathological gambling evidently does
add to the costs of arrest, prosecution, probation, parole and imprisonment that are bome
by society.

Table 6.3 details pathological gamblers’ crime and criminal justice experience reported in
the studies from Australia, Germany, Quebec, lllinois and Wisconsin.

Welfare Costs

It pathological gamblers experience periodic or chronic unemployment related to their
gambling behavior, they and their families may have recourse to public assistance such
as welfare, food stamps or disability. This constitutes another area of social cost.

® Lesieur & Puig, 1987.
® Lesieur, 1987; Lesieur & Kiein, April 1985.
7 Lesieur & Klein, April 1985; Maden, Swinton & Gunn, 1992; Templer, Kaiser & Siscoe, 1993.
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Recent Studies

Table 6.3 Crime and Criminal Justice Experience Among Pathological Gambiers in Five

Australia Germany Quebec lllinois Wisconsin
Crime—Individual | 80% of clinical |69% 68% 56%
treatment group
Contemplated 4% of weekly
illegal acts gamblers
Specific Crimes Reported by Pathological/lHeavy Gamblers:
{ Forgery 25% 10%
“Borrowed 2% of weekly
without gambiers
permission”
Embezzlement 44% 23%
Emplovee theft 37% 44% 49%
Bad Checks 23% 33% 58% 53%
Income Tax 9% 18%
insurance Fraud 7% 3%
Non-violent Theft 15% 17%
Shoplifting 17%
Burglary 10.5%
Robbery 4% 3%
Fencing Stolen 4% 7%
Goods
Selling Drugs 3%
Manipulation of 5%
siot machines
Other crimes 12%
Theft: amount 62,789 DM avg. $60,700 avg. $5,738 avg.
stolen $5,000 median | {excludes $1M
case)
Arrests 1% of weekly 18% 38%
gambilers;
60% of clinical
group
Court-Criminal 2% of weekly 18% 17% 12%
gamblers; (1.85 times avg.)
25% of clinical
group
Court-Civil 17% 11%
Probation 8% 8%
Prison 0.3% of weekly | 5% 8% 4% 11%
gamblers;
12% of clinical
roup
Prison-months or | 12% received 1-| 32.3 months avg. 82.1 months
days 2 yrs. avg

Source: Australia (Dickerson et al, 1996); Germany (Meyer eta
lilinois (Lesieur & Anderson, 1995); Wisconsin (Thompson et al., 1996)
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Physical Disorders Among Pathological Gamblers: Medical Costs

Pathological gambling has adverse health and emotional consequences for the Sgambler.
There is ample evidence that gambling is related to arousal levels® and stress. During
the later stages of their gambling, pathological gamblers experience depression,
insomnia, intestinal disorders, anxiety attacks cardiac problems, high blood pressure,
migraines and other stress-related problems.'® A study of 217 successive admissions to
the inpatient gambling treatment program at the Brecksville, Ohio VA hospital found:
39% with major cardiovascular disorders; 26% with allergies; 17% with respiratory
problems; 16.1% with nerve and sensory system disorders; 15% with musculo- skeletal
disorders; 43% with serious oral-dental disease; and 30% with cases of obesity.’’ This
research found no significant differences when the pathological gamblers with
coexisting substance abuse (42% of the sample) were compared with “pure gamblers”
(the 58% with no coexisting substance abuse probiem). Eighty percent of compulsive
gamblers in treatment were heavy smokers. This complicates the interpretation of the
data.

Another systematic investigation uncovered fatigue, colds and flu, migraine headaches,
gastric pain, nausea and other physical problems in a study of 41 Swedish pathological
gambiers 2 Finally, a study that compared chemically dependent patients with
chemically dependent patients who were also pathological gamblers found that the
chemically dependent gamblers reported more chronic medical problems, conflicts with
family members, and more psychiatric symptoms than the non-gambling chemically
dependent patients.”

At the present time it is not possible to specify a cost figure for the physiological illnesses
suffered by pathological gambiers. The picture is too muddied by coexisting substance
abuse, cigarette smoking, and other factors.

Suicide Attempts and Thoughts of Suicide Among Pathological Gamblers

Suicidal ideation among pathological gamblers has been investigated in treatment and
Gamblers Anonymous samples. These studies have found that approximately 80% have
said they wanted to die at some point, between 48% and 70% contemplated suicide, 45-

48% have had a suicidal plan, and 12-24% have made suicide attempts.' While Nevada
has the highest suicide rate in the United States,’ it is not known how much gambling
plays into the Nevada statistics.

® Anderson & Brown, 1984,

® Blaszczynski & McConaghy, 1989.
"0 | orenz & Yaffee, 1986.

" Russo, undated.

*2 Bergh and Kuhlhorn, 1994,

'3 Ciarrocchi, 1987.

" Sources: Custer & Custer. 1978; McCormack, Russo, Ramirez & Taber, 1984; Frank, Lester
& Wexler, 1891; Lesieur & Anderson, 1995; Meyer, Fabian & Peter, 1995; Thompson, Gazel &
Rickman, 1996; Moore, September 1996.

> Mikawa & Stotler, 1973.
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The costs of suicide include funeral and insurance costs, which would have to be borme
at some time but are incurred prematurely. There may be unpaid bills (equivalent to
bankruptcy), and the loss of a societal investment in education and socialization. To
the extent that the individual who committed suicide was a productive worker, selecting
and training his or her replacement constitutes a cost. There is also the significant but
not readily quantifiable cost of emotional trauma to the suicide’s family and friends. The
costs of suicidal plans and attempts include hospitalization, lost work productivity on the
part of employees and business operators, and the pain and suffering of close relatives
and friends. If a spouse is absent from work in order to be with the suicidal individual, this
should probably be counted as well. German researchers, using an estimate of 1,000
inpatient and 6,400 outpatient suicide attempts, estimated that the community costs
(hospitalization alone) for suicide attempts were 34 million Deutschemarks (approximately

$22.67 million) per year.'

On the other hand, the irony of a pathological gambler's early death is that many costs
cease to be incurred, such as medical costs, the cost of unpaid debt and possible fraud,

and Medicare and Social Security costs.
Psychiatric Disorders and Other Addictions Among Pathological Gamblers

Pathological gambling overlaps with other psychiatric disorders. Numerous studies point
to anxiety and depression as features of pathological gambling. Research in Australia,
for example, found that both state and trait anxiety was at levels comparable to those of
other neuropsychiatric patients." The evidence for depression is particularly striking,

showing up in personality testing,'® clinical re;gorts,19 and systematic investigations of
dual diagnoses among pathological gamblers.

Systematic studies of pathological gamblers have r%vealed rates of alcohol and other
substance abuse problems ranging from 47% to 52%.

When substance abusing populations have been studied to find out the extent to which
those people have problems with patholgzqicai gambling, the results uncovered rates from
9% to 14% for pathological gambling:= As in the general population, males in the
substance abuse treatment groups were more likely than females to have gambling
problems.

Researchers note that when problem gambling and problem drug use occur in
combination, there is a more than additive increase in the risk of incarceration and other
legal problems, comzoared to the risk associated with gambling problems or with drug
use problems alone.”®

'® Meyer et al., 1995.

"7 Biaszczynski and McConaghy, 1988.

8 £ g., Blaszczynski & McConaghy, 1988; Graham & Lowenteid, 1986.

% E g., Custer & Milt, 1985; Rosenthal, 1992.

20 McGormick, Russo, Ramirez & Taber, 1984; Linden, Pope & Jonas, 1986; Specker, Carlson,
Edmonson, Johnson & Marcotte, 1996.

21| inden, Pope & Jonas, 1986; Lesieur, 1988b; Ramirez, McCormick, Russo & Taber, 1983.

22 |_esieur, Blume & Zoppa, 1985; Lesieur & Heineman, 1988; Davis, Breslau & Andreski, May
1991; Griffin-Sheliey, Sandier & Lees, 1992; Jacobs, July 1993.

23 |esieur, 1987; Steinberg, Kosten & Rounsaville, 1992.
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The Quebec, Hliinois, and Wisconsin studies referenced above examined other impulse
control problems among pathological gamblers. They found between 20 and 30
percent acknowledged alcohol problems, and 13 to 19 percent had other drug
problems. These studies also uncovered eating disorders and compulsive spending in
22 to 30 percent of the samples.

Family Issues

Every study that has examined family functioning in pathological gamblers has found
problems. Ciarrocchi and Hohnmann (1989) examined family functioning in three groups
of married patients being freated for either chemical dependency, pathological gambiling,
or both. The gambling-only and chemical dependent-plus-gambling patients were all
males. The three treatiment groups displayed no appreciable psychological differences
from each other, while all had a greater degree of family dysfunction than a control group
of normal subjects. Specifically, their marriages experienced significantly less cohesion,
independence, and intellectual-cultural orientation than the controls. Ahrons (1989),
using a smaller sample (15 gambler; 15 alcoholic; and 15 psychiatric patients and each
group’s spouses), reached similar conclusions. Using the McMaster Family Assessment
Device (FAD) with a sample of 34 families of pathological gamblers in Gamblers
Anonymous and GamAnon, Epstein (1982) found that the families of pathological
gamblers functioned more poorly than the general population on five out of seven FAD
subscales. The families were dysfunctional in the areas of problem solving,
communication, family roles, affective involvement, and general functioning. Family
members who have been in treatment and in GA/GamAnon for longer periods of time
reported better functioning.

The pathologicai gambler's financial problems are chiefly bome by the family. In extreme
cases, utilities are shut off, automobiles or fumiture may be repossessed, household
iterhs may be sold, and eviction or foreclosure may take place. Family stress, including
but not limited o financial stress, has resulted in divorce and a need for marital
counseling for many who do not divorce. Twenty-one percent of the pathological
gamblers in the lllinois study, and 16% of those in the Wisconsin study, reported that their
gambling led to divorce or separation. Half of those in the pathological gambling
treatment group segment of the Australian study needed marital counseling.

Much of the systematic research on the effects of a compulswe gambler's behavior on
other family members has been by Lorenz and colleagues.®* Subjects in these studies
have been wives of compulsive gamblers attending regional or national Gamblers
Anonymous/GamAnon conferences. The data show problems including harassment by
bill collectors {experienced by 62% of the spouses in Lorenz' 1981 study), insomnia
related to gambling produced difficulties (78%), physical violence by the spouse against
the gambler (62%), and suicide attempts by the spouse. In another study, the reported
suicide attempt rates of 11-14% by spouses of pathological gamblers are three times
higher than in the general population.

The only research of its kind to date that has examined the psychosomatlc emotional and
marital difficulties of pathological gamblers and their spouses® found a very high

® Lorenz, 1981; Lorenz & Shuttiesworth, 1983.
% Mintz, 1970.
% | arenz & Yaffee, 1986 and 1988.
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incidence of the following illnesses when compared with studies of female hospital
patients: chronic or severe headache, bowel problems, asthma, depression and suicide

attempts.

Lorenz’ 1981 study also asked compulsive gamblers’ spouses about their relationship
with their children. She found that 8% of the gamblers and 37% of the spouses were
physically abusive to the children (1981). Another study showed that children of
Gamblers Anonymous members in the US are more likely to be abused than children in
studies of the national population.?

Studies of children of pathological gamblers depict a seesaw process in which the parents
manifest extremes of behavior. At times the gambler dotes on them, then ignores them.
This relationship has been portrayed in accounts of the dynamics of the family of the
pathological gambler.®® The children respond by feeling angry, hurt, lonely, guilty,
abandoned, and rejected. According to one account, they expetience troubled teen years
and run away from home, use drugs, become depressed and experience psychosomatic
ilnesses.?® However, another inquiry about psychosomatic illnesses among pathological
gambiers’ children did not find statistically significant differences between these children
and the general juvenile population.®

Another concem is the possible intergenerational transmission of pathological gambling
behavior. Studies in New Jersey and Quebec® have found that high schoot students who
reporied that their parents had a gambling problem were more likely to have a gambling
problem themselves, compared to children who did not report having a parent with a
gambling problem.

" Calculation of Social Costs of Pathological Gambling in the
Wisconsin Study

The Wisconsin study™ is sufficiently recent that unadjusted dollar amounts cited from
this research are substantially comparable to current figures. Moreover, it used nearly
the same questionnaire of pathological gamblers, administered to GA groups, that was
distributed to Connecticut pathological gamblers in the State treatment program or in
GA as part of the present study.

Based on the results of this gamblers survey, the Wisconsin study organized the
estimated social costs of pathological gambling into the following categories:

1. Employment-related costs -- average number of hours lost from work in a year due to
gambling; average amount of unemployment compensation received; and average
income forgone in the last year of gambling due to unemployment. The questionnaire
asks about these issues on a lifetime basis, but the social cost calculation attempts to
reach an annual estimate. The study used the national average for wages and
unemployment compensation payments in calculating this category of costs.

# |esieur & Rothschild, 1989.

2 Custer & Milt, 1985; Wanda & Foxman, 1971.

2 Custer & Milt, 1985.

% Lorenz & Yaffee, 1988.

3 New Jersey: Lesieur & Klein, 1987; Quebec: Ladouceur & Mireault, 1988.
2 Thompson, Gazel & Rickman, 1996.
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2. Bad debts and theft -- the Wisconsin study only considered the reported debts of
gamblers who filed for bankruptcy, assuming 50% of this amount would not be paid and
reckoning that amount as a social cost. The study tabulated the average amount that
respondents reported they had stolen, converted to an annual figure, as a further social
cost.

3. Court and justice system costs -- the Wisconsin study derived a $3,750 per case
court cost based on 50% of the calculated figure for US District courts. The
researchers assigned this figure to each bankruptcy case, civil lawsuit, and gambling-
related criminal case reported by the respondents. Based on cost data for Wisconsin,
the researchers assigned costs of $500 per arrest, $2,800 per year for supervision of
an individual on probation, and $1,000 and $2,000 per month for those incarcerated in
jail and prison respectively.

4. Therapy -- Most gamblers in the GA group who indicated receiving professional
therapy noted that they had insurance coverage for it. The study estimated that half the
cost of treatment would be borne by individuals and half by insurance. The researchers
thus assumed that the amount respondents reported paying for treatment represented
50% of the full cost and assigned an identical sum as a social cost.

5. Public_assistance -- Any use of AFDC or food stamps reported by the respondents
was regarded as a social cost of gambling, set at $5,520 and $2,000 per year
respectively for each respondent indicating such assistance.

Using the above calculations, the Wisconsin study estimated the annual cost that a
pathological gambler in Wisconsin incurred to society at $9,469, as shown in Table 6.4.

Applying the Wisconsin Study’s Calculation of the Social Costs of
Pathological Gambling to Connecticut

There are various judgmental or technical questions about the derivation of dollarized
social costs in the Wisconsin study. Many of the annual estimates involve dividing a
reported lifetime figure by the number of years in an individual's gambling career.
Another technique used was to take the small percentage of respondents who indicated
ever receiving welfare or food stamps and assuming this represented the average
percentage of pathological gamblers receiving full-time public assistance in any given
year. Nevertheless, the Wisconsin estimates shed some light on the magnitude of
social and economic disruption generated by individuals with severe gambling
pathologies.

It would be possible to take the responses from the survey of Connecticut pathological
gamblers in GA groups and the State treatment program, and estimate a corresponding
figure for social cost. However, we decided against performing this procedure for the
following reasons.

First, estimates of the type used for social costs entail approximations that are subject
to a wide range of error. Certain factors such as family trauma and dissolution probably
have social costs, whether or not researchers attempt to quantify them (the Wisconsin
study did not). Published figures for the annual social cost generated by a pathological
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gambler_have ranged from a low of $6,000 to over $50,000 per year in various
studies.®

Table 6.4 Social Cost of Pathological Gambling from the Wisconsin Study
(Based on a survey of 98 Gamblers Anonymous respondents)

Category # of Respondents Reporting Average Cost'
' (Individual Average)

Employment Related: ®

Work Hours Lost , 64 (avg. 7.4 hrs./month) $1,328.76

Unemployment Compensation 37 {for approx. 3 mos. each) $213.99

Forgone Income 21 (18 for 12.6 mos. each) $1,398.14
Bankruptcy Debt 22 ($8,909 each) $1,487.00
Theft 32 (avg. $5,738) $1,733.00
Court Cases

Bankruptcy 22 ($3,750 sach) $333.75

Other Civil 20 ($3,750 each) $513.63

Criminal 14 ($3,750 each) $369.02
Arrest® 14 ($500 per arrest) $47.51
Probation 8 ($2,800 per year) $185.89
Incarceration 11 (avg. cost $1,800/yr.) $1,162.44
Therapy" 57 (avg. total cost $2,625) $361.21
Public Assistance:

Weiltare 7 ($5,520 per year) $233.46

Food Stamps 13 ($2,000 per year) $100.82
TOTAL (average social cost for each $9,468.62
pathological gambler in 1998)

! Annual cost is derived by estimating the total yearly cost incurred by the respondents reporting being
affected by each cost category, and then dividing this figure by the total number of respondents (38).

2 Wage and unemployment compensation figures used represent the US average.

* Study considered only those arrests deemed to be the direct result of gambling pathology. The 14
respondents with this type of arrest include some with more than one such arrest.

* Therapy may extend more than one year. Social cost estimate is based on 50% of average annual

cost, the amount assumed to be covered by insurance.

Source: William Thompson, Ricardo Gazel, & Dan Rickman, The Social Costs of Gambling in Wisconsin,
Wisconsin Policy Research Institute, July 1996 '

® Thompson et al., 1995; Kindt, 1994; Poliizer et al., 1985.
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Furthermore, a replication for Connecticut of the social cost calculation used in the
Wisconsin study would develop average figures from data reported by the GA/treatment
program group, and extrapolate these to the general population based on the telephone
survey’s incidence of those at the pathological gambling threshold. We believe this
would overestimate the social cost of pathological gambling because the data obtained
from the GA/treatment program questionnaire probably cannot be generalized to the
State population. The difficulty involves projecting the resuits from individuals in an
advanced state of pathology to those whose gambling pathology covers a broad range,
with much of the range at a less severe level.

The Wisconsin study was in two phases. The first part consisted of a statewide random
sample of approximately 1,000 persons, who were given a modified DSM-IV screen to
estimate the prevalence of probable pathological gambling. In this test, three yes
answers, used as the threshold for “serious problem gambler,” equate to five in the
SOGS. The other component of the Wisconsin study was a survey administered to 98
GA pariicipants, almost identical to the GA/State treatment program questionnaire used
in Connecticut. Responses to this survey formed the basis for calculating estimated
social costs of pathological gambling, projected to the incidence revealed in the DSM
screen of the larger general popuiation sample.

The Wisconsin GA group was not subjected to a clinical screen such as DSM-IV or
SOGS. This marks a significant disparity with the present study. In Connecticut, a
SOGS screen was administered to both the general population sample (i.e., to the 96%
of the telephone survey respondents who reported ever having gambied), and to the
treatment program or GA-based sample of pathological gamblers. The SOGS resuits
revealed that the small number of probable pathological gamblers uncovered in the
general population telephone survey did not have a commensurate pathology with the
gambiers sampled from a clinical or self-help setting.

Only a few Connecticut residents in the general population survey of nearly 1,000
persons were at or above the SOGS pathological gambling threshold, and even fewer
on a currently active basis. Virtually all these persons scored near the minimum
number of positive responses that put them in a likely clinical range. On the other
hand, of 112 GA or treatment program participants who responded to the Connecticut
pathological gamblers questionnaire, 83 filled out a complete SOGS test; of these, only
the three lowest-scoring respondents were at the threshold of five yes answers, while
67 (81%) scored ten or more.

in surveys of the general adult population performed in other states, approximately 80-
80% of individuals scoring § or more on the SOGS have scores between 5 and 9.
Approximately 10-20% have scores over ten.

To replicate the Wisconsin study’s procedure for Connecticut, one would derive a per
gambler dollar amount for social cost based on the GA/treatment group survey, and
then multiply this figure by the likely number of people in Connecticut who score at least
five on the SOGS. 'In effect, this process would treat a measurably small group with five
positive SOGS responses as the equivalent of an immeasurably smalier group with ten
such responses. To make the GA survey results meaningful on a statewide basis, one
would need to estimate the number of Connecticut residents who evince gambling
pathology comparable to those in the clinical sample {(e.g., SOGS scores of eight or
ten). -
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Another crucial impediment to making a social cost estimate for Connecticut is that the
actual number of pathological gamblers in the State is not known except within a wide
range from 3,000 to 27,000. This is because of the small samples of such individuals
found in the random telephone survey: only 12 persons on a lifetime basis, 6 of them
on a current basis. To generalize social costs from such a low number of individuals
would not have been responsible.

Making a reasonably precise social cost estimate would require a large-scale survey of
at least 6,000 persons, in order to obtain a narrower range for the likely prevalence of
pathological gambling and to find a sufficient number of individuals who evince
pathology more comparable with that indicated by the respondents to the GA/treatment
program questionnaire. A large-scale survey of this type would generate the following
important data:

¢ It would produce an estimate for the State’s pathological gambling prevalence rate
subject to a much smaller margin of error than the current estimate.

e It would yield more a more generalizable demographic profile of probabie
pathological gamblers.

» The resuits of such a study could be used to determine whether there is a difference
in social costs for treatment samples when comparing, for example, those with 5-9
on the SOGS with those scoring 10 or more. A formula could then be devised for
estimating the costs of pathological gambling in the general population.

We believe that such an effort would fill a gap in the existing research. However,
WEFA does not contend that a project of this scope would be a cost-effective
undertaking from the State’s perspective. We mention this type of larger study
essentially so that we may clarify the achievements as well as the limitations of the

present report.

A random survey similar to that conducted in November 1996 (approximately 1,000
telephone respondents) has a prototypical market research format. This design is well
suited for determining widespread tendencies among the general population: for
instance, the rate of gambling participation, preferences for certain games, etc. It is
less effective when applied to examine the traits of extremely small subsets of
respondents - in this case, those who indicated probable pathological gambling. The
results of the telephone survey provide a reliable, albeit very broad prevalence
estimate. However, the data are not sufficient to draw meaningful conclusions about
either the significant demographic characteristics of persons with the pathology, or the
costs that originate from their pathology.

Assessing Social Costs in Connecticut from the Intercept Survey

The difficulties presented above - i.e., a wide range of error and lack of comparability
between different sample groups -- lead us to conclude that projecting a specific doliar
amount for the social cost of pathological gambling in the State of Connecticut, based
on the data now available, would be an exercise in spurious precision. Survey
evidence, nevertheless, demonstrates that these social costs are considerable. To
obtain current data specifically in regard to gambling in the State of Connecticut, three
surveys of Connecticut residents have been carried out for the present report:

» A telephone survey of a random sample of approximately 1,000 persons
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» On-site “intercept” surveys of 919 patrons at Connecticut gambling venues™

e A survey of 112 pathological gamblers in Connecticut treatment programs™

The telephone survey was primarily designed to determine the level of participation in
gambling among Connecticut residents, to discover the attitudes toward gambling which
prevail in the State, and to screen the general population for the prevalence of
pathological gambling. The survey and its findings in the first two categories are
reported in Chapter 3. lts findings regarding gambling pathology are reported in
Chapter 5. We include in this section’s data the responses from those contacted in the
random telephone survey of Connecticut residents who meet the SOGS criteria for
being or having been a probable pathological gambler at some time in their life. On a
weighted basis, these total 12 respondents out of a total 992 survey subjects.
However, the major focus of the telephone survey was not gambling pathology.

In contrast, the major purpose of the intercept and pathological gamblers surveys was
io collect more information about pathological gamblers. Specifically, many of the
questions in the second survey and most in the third were designed to elicit information
on costs, costs to the pathological gambler as an individual and costs imposed upon
society by the pathological gambler. The intercept survey and its findings regarding
gambling participation and spending are reported in Chapter 8.

A Note on Method

Given the paucity of the data and the relatively high refusal rate among the probable
pathological gamblers interviewed, combined with the following criterion from the
American Psychiatric Association’s Diagnostic and Statistical Manual, Fourth Edition
(APA, 1994), it is doubtful whether intercept interviews with individuals who are not
currently in treatment will provide accurate information on social costs. The APA
criterion for probable pathological gambling which is of relevance is as follows:
“[criterion] 7. Lies to family members, therapists, or others to conceal the extent of
involvement with gambling” (p. 618).

In the intercept survey, in addition to the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS),
gamblers at the venues were asked nine questions related to the social cost of their
gambling. After the SOGS question: “Have you lost time from work or school as a
result of your gambling?” those who answered “yes” were asked how many hours they
missed in the past year. While none of the individuals in the general population
tetephone survey would give a figure, the average for those at the intercept sites who

% 919 gamblers in total were interviewed on site, according to the following distribution: 153 at
Foxwoods Native American Casino and 49 at Mohegan Sun Native American Casino; 40
patrons each at the OTB locations in Bridgeport, Meriden, Norwalk, Waterbury, and West
Haven; 203 at the Windsor Locks Teletheater (racing simulcast); 203 at the jai alai fronton in
Milford; and 111 at the Plainfield Greyhound track. Interviews took place between November 20
and December 7, 1996. The questionnaire appears in Appendix B of this report. .

% This survey instrument was a confidential questionnaire distributed to gamblers in therapy in
the State of Connecticut’'s pathological gambling treatment program and to other residents of
the State meeting in Gamblers Anonymous {GA) groups. Distribution and collection of the
survey was coordinated by the Connecticut Depariment of Mental Health Compulsive
Gambler's Treatment and Rehabilitation Program and the Connecticut Council on Problem
Gambling. The questionnaire appears in Appendix C of this report.

. The WEFA Group 6-15 Final Report




A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

did was quite high, with an overall figure of 89 hours among the 36 probable
pathological gamblers (lifetime) giving estimates. Specific site information is listed in
Table 6.5. There was no weighting applied to the intercept survey data.

Table 6.5 Missed Time from Work Due to Gambling by Probable Pathological Gamblers {Lifetime
Basis) — Intercept and General Population Surveys, Number of “Yes” Responses

Casino® | Greyhound® | OTB* oTB Jai Alai* General
(n=30) (n=38) (n=101) | Teletheater* | (n=58) | Population”
(n=66) {n=12)
Miss time from work or
school due to 70 1:3 49 o 1? 1
| gambling? (22%) (34%) {40%) (36%) {26%)
Missed time in past 12 6 7 23 6 -
months? (20%) (18%) (23%) (32%) {10%)
How many hours in 68 84 95 180 -
the past 12 months? (n=2)° {n=5)¢ (n=12)° | (n=15)" (n=2)%

TNumber indicates individuals contacted at each venue who meet SOGS criteria for probable
pathologicai gambliing over their lifetime.
“From the random telephone survey of Connecticut residents. Twelve of 992 total respondents met the
SOGS criteria as probable pathological gamblers over their lifetime.
§ Indicates persons who gave a specific answer 1o this question.

Source: Intercept survey of gambling patrons at Connecticut gambling venues, Nov.-Dec. 1986,

Table 6.6 Selling Personal Property to Finance Gambling by Probable Pathological Gamblers (Litetime
Basis) in the Intercept and General Population Surveys

Casino® | Greyhound*| OTB? OTB Jai Alai* | General
(n=30) (n=38) (n=110) | Teletheater* | (n=58) |Population
(n=66) =
(n=12)
Ever sell personal or family
: - 3 23 18 7 2
property to finance gambling? (10%) (24%) (23%) (27%) (12%)
Sell property in past 12 months? 1 13 10 3 -
. (3%) {5%) {13%) {14%) {5%)
How much was the property sold $400 $2,330 $10,360 $490 $1,000 -
during the past 12 months (n=3)% (n=3)% (n=9)*% (n=5)° (n=1)%
worth?
Don't know or refused to answer - 14 i3 6 --
how much property sold during
the past 12 months was worth

*Number indicates individuals contacted at each venue who meet SOGS criteria for probable pathological
gambﬁng over their lifetime,

From the random telephone survey of Connecticut residents. Sixteen of 992 total respondents met the
SOGS criteria as probable pathological gamblers over their lifetime.
¥ [ndicates persons who gave & specific answer to this question.

Source: Intercept survey of gambling patrons at Connecticut gambling venues, Nov.-Dec. 1996.

While borrowing and sale of property are not, strictly speaking, social costs, as the
money and property goes to someone else who may value it and use it, it does involve
pain and suffering for the gambler and family members. To the extent that it deprives
them of something they value, the cost (to them) may be quite high. A total of over
$100,000 worth of property was sold by 28 out of the 302 probable pathological
gamblers reporting an estimate in the intercept surveys (see Table 6.6). The average
value of property sold that was sold during the past year was $7,0561. This does not
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include the property sold by those who refused to answer or did not know the value of
the property sold (this included the majority of those who sold property).

In addition to property sales, the probable pathological gamblers were asked how much
money they borrowed to finance their gambling (see Table 6.7). The gamblers had
borrowed $146,850 in the past 12 months, an average of $2,160 apiece for those who
gave an amount. When asked how much they had borrowed for gambling during their
lifetime, 39% of probabie pathological gamblers surveyed responded that they didn't
know, while an additional 9% refused to respond. Consequently, the borrowing figures,
like the property sales figures, must be treated with caution.

Table 6.7 Borrowing to Finance Gambling by Probable Pathologica! Gamblers

(Lifetime Basis) in the Intercept and General Population Surveys

Casino® | Greyhound® oTe? oTB Jai Alai* | General
{n=3D) {n=38) {n=101) Teletheater* | (n=58) Population™
{n=66) {n=12)
Ever borrowed 1o 8 9 23 5 23 5
finance gambling? (27%;} (24%) (23%) (8%} {40%)
Borrowed in past 12 4 6 15 5 13 n/a
months? {13%) (16%) {15%) (8%) {22%)}
How much was $9, 170 $990 $1, 780 $840 $1, 180 $1,077
borrowed in past 12 {(n=4)% (n=6)* (n=15)*% (n=5)% (n=13)S (n=14)%
months?
Don’t know or refused 13 23 49 40 21 -
to answer if they ever (43%) (61%) (49%) . {(61%) (36%}
borrowed to finance
gambling

*Number indicates individuals contacted at each venue who meet SOGS criteria for probable
Eatholog:cal gambling over their lifetime.

From the random telephone survey of Connecticut residents. Sixteen of 992 total respondents met the
SOGS criteria as probable pathological gamblers over their lifetime.

Indicates persons who gave a specific answer to this question.

Source: Intercept survey of gambling patrons at Connecticut gambling venues, Nov.-Dec. 1996.

The probable pathological gamblers were also asked whether they had ever been
arrested for a gambling-related offense (see Table 6.8). Twenty-one out of the 302
probable pathological gamblers (7%) admitted to having a gambling related arrest while
5 of them (2%) had been arrested in the past year. Only four described the incident -
leading to the arrest (“lose money,” “stealing,” “argument with someone | borrowed
money from,” and “felony”).

in addition, probable pathological gamblers were asked whether they had ever
attempted suicide. The rates among probable pathological gamblers ranged from 3%
to 12% at the different intercept sites. The cost of suicide attempts would include
hospitalization costs as well as the pain and suffering of friends and relatives who are
witnesses to the aftermath and other consequences.
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Table 6.8 Arrest for Gambling Related Offenses Among Probable Pathological

Gamblers (Lifetime Basis) in the Intercept Surveys

n = number of respondents at each Casino Greyhound oT8 oTB Jai Alai

site who meet lifetime criteria for (n=30) (n=38) {n=101) | Teletheater (n=58)

probable pathological gambling (n=66)

Ever been arrested for a gambling 1 5 10 2 3

related offense? (3%) {13%) {10%) {(3%) {5%)

During the past 12 months? 1 0 4 0 3
(3%} (4%} _ (5%)

Passed bad checks for gambling 7 12 36 14 14
{23%) {32%) {36%) {21%) {24%)

Source: Intercept survey of gambling patrons at Connecticut gambling venues, Nov.-Dec. 1996.

In addition to arrests, gamblers were asked whether they had been to a therapist,
doctor, group counseling, or Gamblers Anonymous for help with a gambling problem.
Thirty-seven out of the 302 probable pathological gamblers (12%) had participated in
some form of treatment, counseling or Gamblers Anonymous in their lifetime, while 20
(7%) had done so in the past year. The tweive individuals who were willing to state the
cost had spent an average of $481. Some reported no cost because they went to
Gamblers Anonymous, a seli-help group. Whether affordability of professional
treatment is an issue for those who did not go could not be determined. information on
treatment is detailed in Table 6.9.

Table 6.9 Treatment, Counseling or Gamblers Anonymous Attendance, and Suicide Attempts by

Probable Pathological Gamblers (Lifetime Basis) in the Intercept Survey

n = number of respondents at each site who Casino Greyhound oT8 oTB Jai Alai

meet lifetime criteria for probable {n=30) (n=38) (n=101) | Teletheater | (n=58)

pathologicat gambling (n=66)

Ever been 1o a therapist, doctor, group

counseling, or Gamblers Anonymous for 2 8 12 4 11

help with a gambling problem? (7%) {21%) {12%) (6%) {19%)

During the past 12 months? 1 2 10 2 5
{3%) {5%) {10%) (3%) {9%)

How much did treatment cost? $1,000 $8 $8 $9 $1,569
{n=1) {n=2) {n=5) {n=1) (n=3)

Treatment occur in Connecticut? Yes Yes Yesfor3d Yesfor 1 Yes

out of 10 outof 2

Have you ever attempted suicide? 2 2 8 8 2

(7%) (5%) {8%) {12%) {3%)

Source: Intercept survey of gambling patrons at Connecticut gambling venues, Nov.-Dec. 1996.

To conclude this part of the report, one should again take note of the relative
unreliability of intercept survey responses, particularly insofar as these have been
elicited from probable pathological gamblers who are not in treatment for a gambling
problem. This difficulty is discussed in the “Note on Method” at the beginning of this

section.
Assessing Social Costs From the Survey of Pathological Gamblers

Introduction

Fiecognizing that intercept surveys at gambling venues are a suboptimal tool in terms of
ascertaining the precise nature and costs of pathological gambiing behavior, WEFA
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conducted a third survey to develop a further understanding of the likely costs of
pathological gambling in Connecticut. For this portion of the study, we utilized a sample
of pathological gamblers in the State who are currently undergoing some form of
treatment. A questionnaire (Appendix C) was presenied to gambiers in therapy in the
State of Conneclicut pathological gambling program and to members of Gamblers
Anonymous {GA) groups in Connecticut. The survey instrument was based on that in the
Wisconsin study.®® In tumn, that model was based upon an earlier survey of pathological
gambilers in lllinois done by Henry Lesieur.

The distribution and collection of the questionnaires was coordinated through the offices
of the Connecticut Depariment of Mental Health Compulsive Gambler's Treatment and
Rehabilitation Program and the Connecticut Council on Problem Gambling.

Approximately two hundred questionnaires were distributed in a manner that guaranteed
that responses would be completely anonymous. 112 responses were received. While
the total number of responses was somewhat smaller than desired, it was comparable to
the numbers used in other jurisdictions (98 in Wisconsin; 165 in lllinois). Unlike earlier
studies in Wisconsin and lllinois, in which there was no perception of even indirect
govemment involvement, the survey in Connecticut evoked some resistance from GA
coordinators who did not want to participate in a govermment research effort that they
believed might have “political” goals.

The questionnaires were distributed and collected during December 1996 and January
1997. Some were completed immediately at the site of GA meetings, while others were
filled out later and delivered personally or by mail to GA leaders and then to the
Connecticut Compulsive Gamblers Treaiment and Rehabilitation office. All were
subsequently forwarded to Dr. Thompson at UNLV for analysis. One should note that for
purposes of assuring a completely anonymous and confidential survey, the 112
responses analyzed are not broken down into separate GA and State treatment program
subgroups. An unknown number of respondents are members of GA chapters but not
enrolled in the State treatment program. However, all respondents in the State program
are also GA participants.

A Profile of 112 Pathological Gambiers in Connecticut
The profile of the 112 respondents to the survey is presented in Table 6.10.
a. Gender

Men dominated the respondent group. Eighty-seven (78%) of 111 indicating gender were
male; 24 (22%) were female.

b. Age

The current ages of the respondents ranged from 25 to 80. The average age was 48
years, close to the median age of 47 years. A standard deviation of 12 suggests a rather
even distribution of respondents among all age groups.

* Thompson et al., 1996.
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Table 6.10a Profile of the Sample of 112 Pathological Gamblers: Gender, Age,
Ethnicity (n = number of respondents)
Gender Age Ethnicity
n=111 n=112 n=109
Male Female Range Mean Native American Astan African White
American
78% 22% | 25-80 47 2% 2% 0% 96%
Connecticut's ethnic distribution 0.2% 1.8% 9% 89%
{included for comparison)

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers treatment program and to
Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Conneciicut. Statewide ethnic distribution figures are 1995 US Census
Bureau estimates, reported in 1995 Statistical Abstract of the United States.

c. Ethnicity

The pathological gamblers in treatment (State program and/or GA) did not represent the
full diversity found among the population of Connecticut. All but four of 109 indicating
ethnicity said they were white. Two indicated Native American ethnicity; two were Asian.
~ There were no African Americans. The whites were reluctant to identify a country of

family national origin. Of the 27 that did, the largest representations were found among
ltalian-Americans (11), Irish-Americans (5), French-Americans (4), and Polish-Americans
(3). Other national family origins included Slovak, German and Indian (i.e., india).

d. Religion

Nearly all of the respondents (110 of 112) indicated their religious identification. Most (81,
or 74%) were Roman Catholics, followed by 14 (13%) Protestants, 11 (10%) Jewish, and
four others. Three of the Protestants were Methodists. No other Protestant or “other”
category included more than two respondents in a single denomination.

e, Education

Most of the respondents had at least completed high school. The average (and median)
respondent had “some coliege” education. Of 111 respondents, 11 (10%) had post-
college graduate educations. Thirteen (12%) additional respondents had a four-year
college degree; another 50 (45%) had “some college.” Of the remainder, 33 (30%) were
high school graduates, and only four (4%) had not finished high school.
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Table 6.10b Profile of the Sample of 112 Pathological Gamblers:
Religion, Education (n = number of respondents)
Religion Education
n=110 n=111
Roman |Protestant; Jewish | Other |Less than High Some 4 year Post
Catholic High School | College | Coliege |Graduate
Schocol | Graduates
74% 13% 10% 4% 4% 30% 45% 12% 10%
Connecticut Data included for Comparison:
Religion® Education
Roman |Protestant| Jewish | Other |{Less than High Some 4 year Post
Catholic High School College | College |Graduate
Schoo! | Graduates
42% 45% 3% 10% 21% 30% 22% 16% 11%
* Catholic population abtained from Archdiocese of Hartford. Distribution of remaining affiliations estimated by Dr.
Amold Dashefsky, Deparntment of Sociology, University of Connecticut.

Scurce: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers treatment program and
to Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut. Data on statewide educational attainment are from the
1990 US Census, reported in 1995 Statistical Abstract of the United States.

f. Occupation

Type of employment was indicated by 106 respondents (the researcher categorized jobs).
Of those indicating type of employment, 13 were professionals (12%); 26 (25%) were
white collar/non-sales (these included self-employed business owners); 23 (22%) were in
sales; 32 (30%) were blue collar or in non-professional technical positions; 2 (2%) were in
manual labor jobs; while 7 (7%) said they were retired. Only 2 (2%) indicated they were
unemployed.

Table 6.10c Profile of the Sample of 112 Pathological Gamblers: Occupation
Number of respondents = 106

Not Employed! Retired |Manual Labor| Technical/Blue| Sales | White Collar | Professional
Collar Non-Sales
2% 7% 2% 30% 22% 25% 12%

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers treatment program and to
Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

g. Household income

We asked current household income by category. There were 107 who responded. Of
these, median income was in the $50,000 to $74,999 range, while the mean income was
in the high part of the $25,000 to $49,999 category.
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Table 6.10d Profile of the Sample of 112 Pathological Gamblers: Household
Income

(73 respondents)

$100,000 plus 10 (9%)
$75,000--$99,999 22 (21%)
$50,000--$74,999 32 (30%)
$25,000--$49,999 30 (28%)
$15,000--$24,999 9 (8%)

Under $15,000 4 (4%)

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers
treatment program and to Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

h. Marital Status

Most (58 of 111, or 52%) of the respondents were married. Only 15 (14%) indicated that
they were single. Thirty (27%) said they were divorced, 5 (5%) separated, and 3 (3%)
widowed. Of 58 who were ever married and separated or divorced, 32 (55%) indicated
that gambling was the primary cause of their divorce or separation.

Table 6.10e Profile of the Sample of 112 Pathological Gamblers: Marital Status
Number of respondents = 111
Married Never Married Divorced* Separated* Widowed
52% 14% 27% 5% 3%

*55% of these separated or divorced indicated that gambling was the primary cause.

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers
treatment program and o Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

The Gambling Histories of the Respondents

To provide more information on the respondents’ degree of pathological gambiing
behavior, we attached a South Oaks Gambling Screen questionnaire to our survey.
Only 83 of the respondents filled out the SOGS completely. Of these, 67 scored over
10; three scored 9; four scored 8; six scored 7; and three scored 5. None scored lower
than 5. While 95% scored over five, a score of five is used as an indication that a
person is probably a pathological gambler. These results support the conventional
threshold of 5 positive answers to the SOGS questionnaire for probable pathological
gambling. However, the results suggest that the pathological gamblers in the study
have, on average, a much more serious pathology than those in the population of

Connecticut as a whole (see Chapter 5).
The results reported in this section are tabulated in Table 6.11.

The WEFA Group 6-22 Final Report



A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

Table 6.11 Gambling History of Respondents
{Years)

Mean Median Range
Age Began Gambling 21 16 5-86
Age Began Heavy Betting 26 21 12-70
First Borrowed Money to Gamble 30 27 8-75
Onset of Gambiing Problems 32 29 8-75
Length of Problem Gambling Cargers 12 9 1-40
Length of Time in GA 5 2 0-25
Time Since Last Bet _ 4 1 0-24

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers treatment program and to
Gamblers Anonymous groups mesting in Connecticut.

a. When Gambling Began

The literature of problem gambling suggests that pathological gamblers typically begin
their gambling careers at a young age. Our evidence certainly supports what others
have found. Although the pathological gamblers in our survey have average/median
ages of 47 years old, they started gambling at much younger ages. The average
respondent started gambling at 21 years old. The median respondent started gambling
at 16 years old. The range of starting ages was from five years old to 66 years old.

b. Regular and Heavy Betting

Heavy gambling also started at a young age for most of these respondents. In answer
to the question of when they began to gamble on a weekly basis, the average response
was 26 years old. The median age was 21 years old. The range of ages was 12 years
old to 70 years old.

The age at which each first borrowed money for gambling ranged from eight years old
to 75 years old. The average age was 30 years old; the median age was 27 years old.

¢. Problem Gambiling

The onset of gambling problems appears to have occurred about eight or nine years
after regular betting and heavy betting commenced. The average respondent said
his/her problem gambling began at age 32 years old, while the median respondent said
30 years old. The range was from eight years old to 75 years old.

d. Years in GA

The respondents had been in GA and other treatment programs for several years. The
average length of time for which respondents reported attendance at GA was 5 years;
the median length was 2 years. The range was from one day (they were at their first
meeting) to over 25 years.

e. Time Since Last Bet

While GA asks its members to totally abstain from gambling activities, that is often a
difficult goal to reach. We asked the survey participants when they had made their
“last” bet. The average respondent made his/her last bet about three and a half years
ago. The median subject in the survey group placed the last bet one year earlier.
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f. Length of Problem Gambling Careers

From our data, it is difficult o assess how long these respondents sustained gambling
while in a pathological condition. While they were serious gamblers (weekly; borrowing
to gamble) for nine to ten years before turning to treatment (and GA), this does not
mean they had pathologies that long. From the time respondents indicated they had a
problem to the time they made their last bet averaged 12 years, with the median
elapsed time being 8 years.

Implications

Only a preliminary assessment of the implications of the pathological gambler “profile”
sketched through the above survey responses can be attempted without more detailed
investigation and larger sample sizes. Perhaps most saliently, the youthful stage at
which most of the respondents initiated heavy betting (the “incubation period” for a
gambling pathology) indicates that prevention and education programs to prevent the
inception of such problems would probably be most effective if they were targeted at a
young (school-age) audience.

In the confidential questionnaire of pathological gamblers, the problem population — or
that segment of it actively pursuing treatment — is predominantly male. This, however,
does not rule out a possible need to develop special programs geared to women.
Supporting the inference that gambling pathologies are at least latently present in the
female population, the random telephone survey of Connecticut residents revealed that
women accounted for almost 40% of the probable pathological gamblers on a lifetime
basis, or nearly twice the rate seen in the treatment group questionnaire. On a 12-
month basis the telephone survey’s finding that 20% of the probable pathological
gamblers were female shows a gender distribution nearly equivalent to that in the
treatment group sample.

The questionnaire of gamblers in treatment does suggest that pathological gambling
careers (at least for this group of respondents) may run for longer durations in the State
of Connecticut than such careers typically run elsewhere, particularly in comparison
with the Wisconsin results.

Games They Played

The respondents were asked which games caused them “some” problems and “definite”
problems. They were also asked to identify their primary and secondary games. All
indicated at least one game. Table 6.12 provides the percentages of responses for each
game listed in the questionnaire. Table 6.13 shows their first and second choice games.

The gquestionnaire used, as with that used in the Wisconsin study, includes “Played the
stock, options and/or commodities markets” under “types of gambling.” Such business
transactions may entail a high degree of risk, but they are not gambling in the sense of
this study nor under law.

Only two out of the 112 respondents mentioned security investment and those results
did not affect the results quoted in this report.

When we split out gamblers by groups according to the time that had elapsed since they
had quit gambling, we found that players who stopped the longest tended to bet at racing,
sports, and private games more often. On the other hand, more recent gamblers played
slot machines and casino table games. The more recent gamblers seemed to be piaying
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Table 6.12 Gamblers in Treatment: Games Cited as Problem

Number of Respondents = 112 Definite Problem Some Problem
Native American Table Games 41% 14%
Native American Video Facsimile Machines 26% 9%
Native American Video Poker 12% 6%
Other Casino Tables 38% . 12%
Other Casing Slots 19% 13%
Other Casino Video Poker 11% 11%
Race Tracks 28% 13%
oTB 22% 11%
Bookies 36% 10%
Daily Numbers 21% ' 31%
Lotto 23% 39%
Instant Lottery 27% 34%
Bingo 4% 13%
Non Casino Slots 6% 10%
Non Casino Videos 5% 8%
Jai Alai 23% 23%
Personal Skill Games 11% 28%
Other {Private Cards) 1% 7%

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers treatment program and to
Gamblers Anenymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

Table 6.13 Pathological Gamblers in Treatment: Their First and Second Choice Games
Open Ended,” 112 Respondents
First Choice Games Second Choice Games?*
Tables 32% Tables 33%
Sports 21% Race 17%
Slots 20% Sports 13%
Jai Alai 8% Instant Lottery %
Race 8% Lotto 7%
Slots 6%
Baily Number 6%
Private 4%
(No other category had above 3%) (No other category had above 3%)
* Respondents were asked to name their first and second choice games without being offered a multiple
choice list of predetermined possible selections.
* Oniy 84 respondents indicated a second-choice game.

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers treatment program
and to Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut. '
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games that led to addiction more quickly. They had shorter gambling careers before they
turned to treatment.

The percentages of gambling losses for each type of game varied considerably. Table
6.14 provides the percentages reported by the 104 subjects who responded to this
section of the questionnaire. -

Table 6.14 Percentage Lost to Each Form of Gambling
Casinos : 44%
Bingo 1%
Jai Alai 6%
Race Track 8%
Sports 19%
Skill Garnes <1%
Lotto 3%
Instant Lottery 4%
Numbers 2%
QT8 2%
Video Keno 0%
Video Poker <1%
Slots 7%
Other 2%

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers
treatment program and to Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

Table 6.15 Lifetime Losses (Number of Respondents = 101)

Under $1,000 2 2%
$1,000-$9,999 8 8%
$10,000-$24,999 10 10%
$25,000-$49,999 13 13%
$50,000-$99,999 15 15%
$100,000-$249,999 o5 25%
$250,000-$499,000 13 13%
$500,000-$999,999 7 7%
$1,000,000 plus 8 8%

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers
treatment program and to Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

Losses Incurred at the Games and Moneys Owed

a. Gambling Losses

There were 85 specific responses to a question on the amount of lifetime losses (see
Table 6.15). These pathological gamblers indicated an average lifetime gambling loss of
$226,539, while their median loss was $82,500. The average dollar figures reported in
relation to gamblers’ financial situations are skewed upward by very high responses at the
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top end, so WEFA reports both the average and the median. In this case the range of
losses indicated by respondents was from $1,000 to $2,500,000. Along with the 85
gamblers who stated an exact amount lost, another 16 indicated estimated losses using
the categories shown in Table 6.15.

Of the forms of gambiing cited by the respondents to the questionnaire, casino table
games were cited the most often (Native American casinos, 41%; other casinos, 38%),
followed by bookies (36%). Among those who provided information on their gambling
losses at particular games, the highest percentage of losses, 44%, was in casinos,
followed by sports betting at 19%. '

The losses experienced over the last year (12 months) of gambling approximated
between one-third and one-fourth of the lifetime losses (see Table 6.15). For 89
respondents who gave specific amounts, the losses over the last 12 months of their
gambling averaged $110,388, with the median loss being $20,000. The range of losses
was $500 to $2,000,000. The distribution of losses for these respondents and for the 10
who provided information by category is shown in Table 6.16.

Ta® 6.16 Losses Over Last Twelve Months of Gambling (99 Responses)

Under $1,000 5 5%
$1,000-$9,999 26 26%
$10,000-$24,999 18 18%
$25,000-$49,999 18 18%
$50,000-$99,999 15 15%
$100,000-$249,999 10 10%
$250,000 plus 7 7%

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in’ State of Connecticut pathological gamblers
treatment program and to Gambiers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

b. Money Owed

The losses incurred by pathological gamblers take almost all of these individuals beyond
funds they personally possess. When asked to indicate how much money they owed at
the time they joined GA, 89 provided information. The range of money owed was from
nothing (three people), and $500 (one person) to $1,750,000 {one person). Sixteen had
debts over $100,000. The average amount was $113,698, while the median amount was
$30,000.

A considerable amount of the debt owed at the time of joining GA resulted from borrowing
during the previous twelve months of gambiing. Ninety indicated that in the last twelve
months of gambling they had incurred new debts averaging $49,926; the median debt
incurred was $14,500.
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¢. Money Borrowed

The lifetime borrowing of 82 gamblers responding to this question averaged $169,526,
with the median amount being $52,500. The range of lifetime borrowing was from no
borrowing to $1,300,000.

Borrowing over the past twelve months of gambling ranged from no borrowing to
$1,700,000 (90 respondents). The average amount borrowed in the last twelve months

was $52,082 while the median amount was $10,000.

d. Sources of Money Borrowed--Legitimate

The pathological gambler will seek funds from whatever sources are available. First, they
utilize personal resources, cash reserves, bank accounts, sale of stocks, and sale of
personal property. Then (or simultaneously) they will borrow. Usually they will turn to
ilegitimate funding sources only after they have exhausted legitimate funding sources.

All but one of the 112 respondents reported that they tumed at some time to one of the
legitimate sources for gambiing money, that is their gambling required that they fund the
activity from sources beyond their normal wages and living expenditures.

Eighty-nine (80%) indicated that they had cashed in stocks and bonds in order to support
their gambling. The average amount received through the sale of stocks and bonds was
$35,504, with the median amount being $5,000. Only eleven (12%) cashed in stocks

worth more than $50,000.

Fifty-three {47%) indicated that they had resorted to selling personal property in order to
gamble.

The most utilized source of money for gambling was “"household” funds. One hundred
respondents (89%) said that they used these funds for gambling. Credit cards were the
next most often used source of funds. Ninety-four (84%) used credit card loans for
gambling. Banks were the third most frequently used source of funds, reported by 89
respondents {(80%). Over two-thirds (74 of 108 answering the question, or 69%) cashed
bad checks in order to gamble.

The gamblers borrowed moneys from many non-institutional sources as well. These are
reported in Table 6.17.

Table 6.17 Non-Institutional Borrowing Sources (Number of Responses = 112)

Persons Borrowing

Source of Funds from this Source Percent of Respondents
Relatives (other than spouse) 75 67%
Friends 68 61%
Spouse 55 49%
Bookies 41 37%
Loan sharks 26 23%
Casino credit 20 18%

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers
treatment program and to Gamblers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.
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e. Other Sources of Money for Gambling

When legitimate sources of moneys are exhausted, most pathological gamblers will seek
other sources to keep their habits going. As mentioned, 74 (66.2%) resorted to writing
what they knew to be bad checks in order to gamble. Certainly, many who used credit
cards probably used multiple cards that exceeded their abilities to make repayments.
Also, by tuming to loan sharks, some gamblers entered into illegal arenas.

Fifty-four of 98 respondents (55%) indicated that at some time they had stolen money or
property in order to have gambling money. Forty-four of 108 (41%) responded that they
had stolen from their workplace.

The average amount of money (or value of goods) stolen by the 72 gamblers responding
to this inquiry was $92,274; the median amount was $2,750. The range of amounts
stolen was from $10 to $1,750,000. Nine individuals stole more than $100,000.
Discounting these individuals, the average amount stolen by the remainder was $22,533.

Over the last twelve months of gambling, 38 of 69 pathological gamblers responding
(55%) reported that they stole property. Amounts reported ranged from $100 to
$1,730,000. Discounting six with thefts over $100,000, the average amount stolen was

$5,432.
f. Bad Debts and Bankruptcy

Quite obviously, the gamblers, given the extent to which their debt exceeded their eaming
power, would never be able to repay. Twenty-six of 111 (23%) tumed to bankruptcy court
for protection from their creditors. Twenty-two of 109 (20.2%}) indicated they had been
sued over gambling debts. Six were sued one time; one iwice; 15 were sued three or

more times.
Other Costs
a. Workplace and Employment Problems

Over one-third (37 of 110) of the pathological gamblers answering this question had either
quit a job or lost a job due to their gambling activities. The average length of
unemployment resulting from such a job loss was 6.7 months. If spread over the entire
group, the average would be 2.1 months.

Over one-sixth (18 of 102, or 18%) indicated that they had received unemployment
compensation due to a job loss attributed to gambling. ‘

The loss of jobs did not constitute the only employment problem. Seventy-three of 109
(67%) said they had missed time at work in order to gamble. Of those reporting lost time
at work, the average lost 20.9 hours a month. If the lost hours were spread over the
entire group of 109, the average work loss per pathological gambler would be 9.8 hours
per month.

b. Welfare

Ten of 103 (10%) received food stamps because of their gambling problems. Two of
these gambled with moneys from the food stamps. Seven of 105 (7%) received other
welfare because of gambling problems; four gambled with the welfare moneys.

Six of 18 social security recipients said they gambled with their social security moneys.
Forty-one of 109 respondents had received unemployment compensation, 18 due to job
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losses related to gambiing. Twenty-three of those receiving unemployment
compensation gambled with the moneys received.

¢. Criminal Acts

While it is likely that most of the pathological gamblers committed some illegal acts (for
instance, 72 of the respondents indicated a particular dollar amount they had stolen), not
all were brought into the criminal justice system as a result of crimes. Only 28 of 107
(26%) indicated that they had been arrested as a result of offenses related to gambling.
Fifteen were arrested once, six twice, and seven three times or more.

Twenty-one of the 28 were put on trial (nine one time, four twice, and eight three times or
more). Nineteen were convicted (nine one time, three twice, and seven three times or
more). Twenty indicated that they had been put on probation as a result of gambling
related offenses (no doubt some plea bargained probation penalties). Sixteen had been
incarcerated due to gambling related crimes, and indicated that they served a grand total
of 105 months in jail/prison as a result. (This represents average jail time of 1.3 months
for the total group of 112.)" Certainly shorter sentences were given to these individuals
because their offenses were property offenses. Only two indicated their crime was an
assault, and two said the crime was drug related. The clear majority of offenses were
larcenies and frauds. Shorter sentences may also have resulted from pleading mitigating

circumstances.
d. Other Problems/Suicide

The respondents to the questionnaire reported other pathologies in addition to gambling
. ones (see Table 6.18).

The available data does not disclose whether any of the above respondents have a
clinically defined primary addiction other than gambling. The questionnaire was
administered in the context of therapy or self-help programs aimed at the respondents’
recognized pathological gambling.

Other studies suggest that pathological gamblers have rates of attempted suicides that
exceed national population averages by more than a factor of five. Of the 112
pathological gamblers who responded to our guestionnaire, 80 (71 %) indicated they had
felt so low that “they wanted to die.” Seventy-two (64%) had had suicidal thoughts, while
49 (44%) had planned how they were going to kill themselves. Eighteen of 112 (17%})
indicated that they had actually attempted suicide.

Table 6.18 Other Problems Noted by Pathological Gamblers (Confidential Treatment
Group Survey) _

Type of Problem Number Reporting Number of Percent Reporting

Problem Respondents This Problem

Alcoholism 32 111 29%
Drug Addiction 22 111 20%
Overeating 33 111 29.7%
Anorexia 3 108 3%
Compulsive Shopping 36 110 33%

Source: Questionnaire distributed to persons in State of Connecticut pathological gamblers treatment
program and to Gambiers Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.
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e. Treatment Costs

Seventy-three of 110 (66%) had visited doctors and therapists because of their gambiing
problems. Ten of 109 (9%) had been hospitalized because of gambling. For those
indicating the cost of treatment, the average cost was $761. Of 103 respondents, 71
(69%) indicated that they had insurance coverage for such costs.

Assessing the Costs of Pathological Gambling from the Treatment Group/GA
Survey

It is difficult to interpolate information from the survey into actual social costs of gambling,
and particularly to do so on a time period (annualized) basis. As noted in the introduction
to this chapter, there is uncertainty in distinguishing between individual, personal costs to
the pathological gambler and the costs actually bome by society as a whole. Moreover,
one cannot precisely specify the length of a gambler's “pathological gambling career.” In
addition, the information reported in the questionnaire of pathological gamblers in therapy
was not given for specific time periods (although questions were included about the final
12 months of individuals’ gambling activity, and the responses revealed considerable
amounts of money borrowed or stolen). Another complication is that spending during
years past would have to be interpreted with inflation corrected numbers for today.
Finally, there is the caveat made previously in this chapter: a characteristic of pathological
gamblers is that they do not tell the truth about these issues.

Both because of the income distribution of the GA respondents and-because of their leve!
of gambling pathoiogy, it is not possible to generalize these results to the population at
large. The median household income of the 12 telephone survey respondents classed as
probable lifetime pathological gamblers was in the $30,000 - $40,000 range, as compared
with the GA survey respondents who are in the $50,000 - $75,000 range. Of the 83 GA
respondents who completed the fuil SOGS screen, 81% scored 10 or more (positive
answers to 10 or more of the 24 screening questions). In the population at large, the
telephone survey of 992 people only found 2 with scores this high, out of 12 who
responded positively to 5 or more SOGS questions. (In both the telephone survey and
GA group SOGS screen, these figures refer to lifetime results.)
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7. EDUCATION, PREVENTION AND TREATMENT

The social costs of pathological gambling can reduced if the number of pathological
gamblers is reduced and if the severity of their gambling problems are reduced.
Various strategies have been advanced for making such reductions. These include
awareness programs, education about pathological gambling, warnings about potential
gambling problems, interventions to stop pathological gambling, aids to direct those
with a gambling problem to treatment programs, and outpatient and inpatient treatment
programs. '

This section reviews these strategies and their availability. Different diagnoses as to
the causes of pathological gambling resuit in different recommendations for treatment.
The first section of this chapter discusses itreatments in the context of a review of
literature, covering first biological theories and treatment, and second psychological
theories and treatment. The degree of success achieved by existing methods of
treatment is an issue that requires further research. The next section examines
programs and funding in Connecticut and other states. A brief section on conclusions
and recommendations concludes the chapter.

Causes of Pathological Gambling
Biological/Physiological Theories and Treatment

Some researchers have investigated the idea that biological factors are involved in
pathological gambling. Blaszczynski, Winter and McConaghy (1986) proposed that
pathological gambling is a defense against depression and anxiety or is a reaction to
imbalanced physiologica! arousal levels. They studied thirty male pathological
gamblers in Australia and compared them with thirty non-gambling males. No baseline
differences were found between the samples taken as a whole but differences were
found when horse-race gamblers were compared with poker machine players and
controls. The horse-race gambilers had lower baseline B-endorphin levels (B-
endorphins are the natural opiates in the body). These resuits give credence to the
idea that possibly, as Blaszczynski and colleagues propose, poker machine players
may be trying to ward off stress while horse-race gamblers may be warding off
depression related to their low B-endorphin levels. However, field experiments using
small wagers have failed to show alteration in B-endorphin levels after gambling. It is
possible that some form of physical tolerance to the effects has developed and higher
wagers would have been needed to raise B-endorphin levels in the horse-race
gamblers studied.

Goldstein and colleagues studied EEG brain wave patterns among a small sample of
Gamblers Anonymous members and controls.” The pathological gamblers showed
patterns similar to those found in children with attention deficit disorder (ADD). This
was supported by a questionnaire designed to show signs of ADD. Pathological
gamblers had significantly higher scores than the sixteen controls.?  The hypothesis
was given further impetus by a finding that pathological gamblers performed

' Goldstein et al., 1985; 1988; Carlton & Goldstein, 1987.
2 Gariton & Goldstein, 1987; Carlton, Manowitz et al., 1987.
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significasnﬂy worse than control subjects on standardized tasks which assess attention
deficits.

A second avenue of biological research involves the testing of various
neurotransmitters (the chemical messengers in the brain). In one such study, it was
determined that 18 male pathological gamblers had higher centrally-produced
cerebrospinal fluid levels of a particular brain chemical (3-methoxy-4-
hydroxyphenylglycol) as well as significantly greater outputs of norepinephrine than the
levels found in controls. The same study also found “significant positive correlation
between indexes of [the appropriate hormones] in cerebrospinal fluid (CSF), Plasma,
and urine and extroversron scores” on the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire™ for the
pathological gamblers.” Extroversion is related to novelty seeking and sensation
seeking. A link between the hormonal complex controlling stress and arousal and
sensation seeking behaviors had previously been hypothesized;® the physiological
investigation of the pathological gamblers suggests that they may have deficits in this
hormonal complex.

Spanish researchers have also been conducting biological research into other
neurotransmitters.” Again using male subjects, these researchers found that the 27
pathological gamblers they studied had lower levels of another chemical associated
with serotonin dysfunction than control subjects. Serotonin is a neurotransmitter related
to impulsivity and depression.

In essence, then, elements of brain chemistry involving both impulsive, sensation-
seeking activity and depression have been related to pathological gambling. While
further evidence is needed, this fits in with the available psychological and sociological
research evidence.

It is significant that these studies have all been done with men. It remains to be seen
whether female pathological gamblers display similar biological traits.

There have recently been genetic studies demonstrating that deficient production or
use of the neurotransmrtter dopamine is related to high scores on "novelty seeking" rn
research subjects.® In the only genetic study done to date with pathological gamblers,®
dopamine receptor site abnormalities were found in half of the male pathological
gamblers studied, but not in females. Seventy-six percent (76%) of pathological
gambiing males who aiso had substance abuse problems exhibited this genetic
peculiarity. This leads to the possibility that this pattern may place some individuals at
risk for pathological gambling and other impulse control problems. Whether pathological
gambling itself is "inherited" in some people requires further research, however.

Research into the intergenerational transmission of pathological gambling is in its
infancy. Researchers have asked whether family members have gambling problems.

® Rugle & Melamed, 1993.

* Eysenck, H.J., 1967; Eysenck, S. & Zuckerman, 1978,

® Roy et al., 1988.

® Zuckerman, 1979.

7 Blanco, Orensanz-Munoz, Blanco-Jerez & Saiz-Ruiz, 1996.

® Ebstein, Novick, Umansky, Priel et al., 1996; Benjamin, Li, Patterson, Greenberg et al., 1996.
® Comings, Rosenthal et al., 1996.
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A general population survey conducted in Ontario found that 11 percent of respondents
stated that their father, mother or both had a gambling problem.”® Pathological
gamblers were more likely to report this than non- pathologlcal gamblers. This has also
been found with high school and adolescent samples'' and college students.”> The
connection is clearer with treatment samples. A study of 186 pathological:gamblers in
an inpatient treatment facility found that 28% stated their parents were compulsive
gamblers.13 However, the one twin study found only moderate effects for gambling
frequency.™

While the telephone survey of 992 Connecticut residents (weighted total), conducted for
this study, was not designed to explore the effects of intergenerational factors on
gambling, it did uncover some familial links. All respondents in the general population
telephone survey were asked whether they knew anyone with a gambling problem.
Probable pathological gamblers were more likely to say that they had a biological
relative with a gambling problem than other respondents. The results are reported in
more detail in Chapter 5 of this report. These figures suggest a possible mechanism for
the intergenerational transmission of gambling; whether related to learning, biology, or
some other factor cannot be determined.

Biological/physiological treatment is virtually nonexistent for pathological gambling.
Only a very few studies have been conducted with very small Eatlent populations. For
example, one experimental program used lithium carbonate' with three gamblers;'®
another used clomipramine with one gambler; 7 and there has been a report of an
ongoing clinical trial in Spain treating pathological gambling with fluoximine (an
antidepressant with powerful eﬁects on serotonimic transmission used for treating
obsessive-compulsion problems).’

Psychological Theories and Treatment

Recent psychological research has focused on personality factors as well as on
cognitive and behavioral orientations to gambling problems. One approach, for
example, outlines five major personality constructs which have promise for future
research.”  These are: an obsessive-compulsive factor (ranging from few
preoccupations other than gambling o multiple compulsions), a mood factor (ranging
from depression to hypomania), presence of traumatic and major life stress factors
(from recent acute to remote chronic), a socialization factor (from completely socialized
to an antisocial personality) and substance abuse or multiple addiction factor (from no

' Ferris & Stirpe, 1995.

" Lesieur & Klein, 1987; Winters, Stinchfield & Fulkerson, 1993.

'2 | esieur, Cross et al., 1991; Winters, Bengston Stinchfield & Dorr, April 1996.

'3 Ciarrocchi & Richardson, 1989.

* Winters & Rich, 1996.

'8 »A medication commonly used with bipolar disorder (formerly known as manic-depression)”
'® Moskowitz, 1980

7 Hollander, Frenket et al., 1992.

"® Saiz, 1992.

' Taber & McCormick, 1987.
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other addictions to having multiple addictions). Each of these factors has implications
for research and treatment.

Along parallel lines, work in Australia has classified %amblers with gambling problems
into three types: impulsive, neurotic, and situational. independently, similar findings
from Spain propose three types of gambling related disorder, varying in their degree of
severity, with the impuisive gamblers having the most severe problems.?’

Current research supports the view that gambling problems are precipitated by early
learning comblned with arousal, desire to alter mood, and cognitive beliefs regarding
gambhng Consequently, there has been a recommendation to develop programs in
which the gambler is trained to remain calm when confronted with gambling related
stimuli such as casino or lottery advertising. 2 Eventually, over the course of this
learning process, such stimuli should cease to trigger the subject’s craving to engage in
gamb!mg This learning process should be followed by the identification of cognitive
distortions and cognitive therapy. The subject comes to see a quest to beat gambling
odds as a form of magical thinking, to be replaced by a more realistic and mature
assessment of the nature of gambling activity. After therapy, relapse prevention
strategies are recommended. %" This is essentially the approach used in ongoing
research and treatment studies taking place in Quebec. o

However, there is the added recognition that even a cognitive-behaviorally oriented
treatment program is insufficient to deal with the problem. There is a movement
towards a more eclectic approach, combining techniques developed by specialists in
various treatment fields. For example, Blaszczynski and Silove (1995) add other
components to their suggested treatment model: antidepressant medication for clients
with dysphoric {opposite of euphoric) mood, marital therapy where trust has been
impaired in the family, chemical addiction counseling for the problem gamblers who
also use chemicals to excess, and attendance at Gamblers Anonymous.

There is ample evidence to support a more eclectic position related to pathoiogical
gambling. One team of psychiatrists used the Schedule for Affective Disorders and
Schizophrenia (SADS) in a study of 50 male veteran pathological gamblers. They
found 76% could be diagnosed with ‘major depressive disorder and 38% with
hypomanic disorder.® Other researchers produced similar findings.?® Further evidence
comes from reports that thifteen to twenty percent of pathological gamblers have
histories of suicide attempts.?” Additionally, there is evidence that approximately 50%
of pathological gamblers have a history of psychoactive substance abuse. 8

20 Blaszczynski, 1996.

2! Gonzalez-lbanez et al., 1995.

% Blaszczynski & Silove, 1995.

2 Marlatt & Gordon, 1985.

24 Bujoid, Ladouceur, Sylvain & Boisvert, 1994; Ladouceur, Boisvert & Dumont, 1994.
2 McCormick, Russo, Ramirez & Taber, 1984.

% | inden, Pope & Jonas, 1986; Taber, McCormick & Ramirez, 1987; Roy, Custer, Lorenz &
Linnoila, 1988; Glassman, 1990.

% McCormick, Russo, Ramirez & Taber, 1984; Frank, Lester & Wexler, 1991.
28 Linden, Pope and Jonas, 1986; Ramirez, McCormick, Russo & Taber, 1983.
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While there are reports that discuss treatment of family issues,® there are no
behavioral studies reporting treatment of the spouse as anything other than an adjunct
to the pathological gambler. Yet research has identified spouses of pathological
gamblers as significantly more Iikeig to experience physiological and psychosomatic
stress than the general population.® There appears to be a need to assess what is
happening to spouses as well as what is happening to the gambler following treatment.

More recently, a proposed "stages of change" model®' is being used in Australia and
Canada.*® This model proposes five basic stages: pre-contemplation, contemplation,
preparation, action and maintenance. The form that treatment should take depends on
which stage of change an individual is in. In other words, "one size fits all" is rejected
as the optimal mode of treatment.

Treatment Success

WEFA found only one carefully executed study of treatment success -- a 1996 report of
a four-year longitudinal study evaluating six state-supported pathological gambling
treatment programs in Minnesota.*® Over the period of the study, 1,342 clients were
recruited and 944 were admitted for treatment.

Approach to treatment varied across the six programs, but most combined a 12-step
orientation with cognitive-behavioral and reality therapy. Length of treatment varied as
well, from 4 to 26 weeks for primary treatment and 6 weeks to 2 years for follow-up
freatment.

The six treatment programs were not significantly different from each other in the
amount of reduction in gambling frequency and problem severity. Four out of five
treatment completers moved from gambling on a weekly or daily frequency before
treatment to monthly or less frequent gambling after treatment. In terms of gambling
problem severity as measured by the SOGS, 65% of treatment completers moved from
the clinical range before treatment to the normal range after treatment. Later in this
chapter, we report the success rate for the GA members who completed the
Pathological Gamblers Survey.

Research on Youth Gambling

Surveys of youth gambling have been conducted in Minnesota,* Washington State,*
Texas,® Georgia,”’ Massachusetis,® as well as among high school and college
students in other states.® .

# E.g., Gaudia, 1987.

% | orenz & Yaffee, 1988.

* Prochaska, Norcross & DiClemente, 1995.

% E.g., Horbay, 1996.

% stinchfield & Winters, 1996.

* Winters & Stinchfield, 1993; Winters, Stinchfield & Kim, 1995.
% Volberg, 1993.

% Walllisch, 1996; 1993.

% Volberg, 1996c¢.

% See Shaffer, 1996.
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According to one report on research into teenage involvement with illicit activities,
playing the lottery ranks second only o alcohol and ahead of cigarettes among
Massachuseits youth. This investigation also found that 58% of Massachusetts 5th
through 8th grade students had gambled during the previous year.”

Studies of teen gambling reveal that it is associated with illegal drug use, a history of
delmquency, poor grades in school, truancy, eating disorders, suicide attempts and
crime.*' Gambling can be seen as part of a behavioral complex that includes other
deviant forms of behavior. For example, a study in Texas found that compared with
non-pathological gamblers, adolescent pathological gamblers were more likely to have
skipped school; they were sent to the principal more often; the schoo! was more likely to
have called home. Furthermore, they were more likely to have committed illegal acts
and been arrested and were more likely to have friends who carry weapons and belong
to gangs. Nevertheless, most of the teen problem gamblers were not judged to exhibit
a patiem of serious delinquency.*

‘The incidence of teenagers who are attracted to gambling is apparently quite high. For
instance, the New Jersey Casino Control Commission reported that in 1993, 178,000
underage gamblers were stopped at casino entrances, and another 15,000 were
escorted from the buildings. In 1995, 136,000 were stopped at casino entrances and
25,000 were escorted from the casino. Whether more teenagers are geiting into
casinos or enforcement has tightened is not known. Evidence of underage persons
attempting to enter gambling sites also comes from the Missouri Riverboat Gaming
Association, who report that during 1996 there were 2%500 cases of youths being
denied admittance to their facilities following ID checks.™ The two Native American
casinos in Connecticut train their staff on steps to deter underage gambling, and post
notices stating the legal minimum age. WEFA was unable to obtain data on how many
underage persons were refused entry to Foxwoods or removed from the premises.

While some age controls are evident in some casino locations, they appear to be
lacking at many lottery ticket sales outlets. In four studies using similar methods,
underage youths attempted to purchase lottery or keno tickets. In the first such study, a

girl who attempted to purchase Iottery tickets at 50 outlets in central lllinois was
successful in 49 out of 50 tries.* Also with parental consent, the Massachusetts
attomney general's office used young 4geopie to purchase lottery tickets (with staff from
the attorney general's office present).™ In 80% of the cases the youth were successful.
The youngest purchaser was 9 years old. Only 40% of stores posted helpline signs
regarding compulsive gambling. This past year, the Massachusetts Attomey General's
office conducted ancther study, this time of keno outlets.*® Fourteen children attempted
to buy keno tickets. They were successful in 66% (109/166) of their attempts. The

® | esieur, Cross et al., 1991,

“ Shaffer, 1996.

1 Lesieur, 1996, in press.

“ Wallisch, 1993.

3 Missouri Riverboat Gaming Association, 1997.
“ Radecki, 1994.

“% Harshbarger, 1994.

“ Harshbarger, 1996.
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youngest ticket purchaser was 14 years old. More recently, the lliinois State Crime
Commission tested ticket purchases from machines and observed two girls aged 12
and 14. They were able to purchase in 20 out of 20 attempts.”” In Connecticut, all
lottery outlets are required to post notices to patrons stating that the minimum age to
purchase tickets is 18, and the electronic display seen by vendors when they conduct
lottery transactions also displays this information.

At the present time there is a lack of reliable statewide information on youth gambling
participation in Connecticut. WEFA recommends that the State conduct research to
ascertain the current level of such participation. Spot checks on the effectiveness of
current laws against underage gambling, perhaps using supervised teens in a “buy”
program at State Lottery outlets, would also provide relevant information. In general, the
behavior patterns that underlie the inception of youth gambling, as well as the degree to
which underage gambling is a risk factor for the onset of pathological gambling, are not
yet sufficiently understood. WEFA believes these are significant topics which would be
worthwhile to investigate in future studies.

Attitudes Toward Youth Gambling in Connecticut

In the telephone survey conducted as part of this study, Connecticut residents were
asked their opinions on underage gambling and whether they had placed bets for
youth. Only 4.5% of the adults answered affirmatively to the question: "Have you ever
placed bets for people who are under 18, such as brothers, sisters, sons, daughters,
cousins, nephews, or friends on things such as lottery numbers, a pull on a slot
machine, or on the Super Bowl or other kinds of sports bets?" Males were almost twice
as likely to have admitted to this than females; people age 18-34 and 35-54 admitted it
more than those 55 and older; and nonwhites admitted it more than whites. Married
people with children were three times as likely to admit this as those without children.

When asked whether the age to play the lottery, jai alai, the greyhound tracks, and OTB
should be raised from 18 to 21, barely over half answered affirmatively. This was in
contrast to fewer than 9% who believed that the age to play at Connecticut Native
American casinos should be lowered to 18, the same as the lottery, jai alai, and OTB.
The rest (38%) felt that the legal age should remain the same. Females, those aged 55
and older, whites, those not in the paid labor market, and college grads were more
likely (than males, under 55 years old, etc.) to favor raising the age to 21 for all forms of
gambling.

The attitudes and behavior regarding underage gambling are indicated by the answer to
another question asked in the survey. When asked "How serious of a problem, if at all,
do you feel that underage teen gambling is in Connecticut?" 40% said it was either
"very serious" or "somewhat serious" while 35% said it was either "not very serious” or
‘not at all serious.” Almost a quarter (24%) didn't know how serious a problem it is or
had no opinion. Females, people eaming under $30,000 per year, those not in the paid
labor force, and people with a high school or technical school education .were more
likely to see teen gambling as a very or somewhat serious problem (relative to males,
those earning $30,000 or more, the employed, and those with some college or more).
Females, people aged 55 or more, whites and college graduates were more likely (than
males, those under age 55, nonwhites and those with less than a college degree) to
answer "l don't know" to this question.

47 Zimmerman, 1996.
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Treatment of Pathological Gamblers

In recent years, the introduction of treatment programs specifically for pathological
gamblers has started to gather momentum. However, such programs are still relatively
rare. Inpatient and outpatient treatment, as well as education and prevention programs,
targeted to alcoholism and other forms of substance abuse remain considerably more

numerous.

Treating the pathological gambler presents a somewhat similar challenge to that
encountered in therapies for other impulse control disorders. Addictions or addictive-
type behaviors are generally regarded as difficult to treat, with high relapse rates; the
available evidence about pathological gambling seems to put it in this category. While
cross-disciplinary knowledge developed in other treatment modes offers the potential to
advance gambling treatment, many counselors and clinical practitioners lack explicit
training in treating pathological gamblers, a shortcoming that should be rectified.

Inpatient Treatment Programs

Dr. Robert Custer started the first inpatient treatment program for pathological
gamblers, while serving as the head of the alcohol unit of the Veterans Hospital in
Brecksville, Ohio, in 1972. The Brecksville program became a model for other inpatient
treatment programs at VA facilities: Brooklyn, New York; Lyons, New Jersey; and Loma
l.inda, California. The patient usually remains at the facility for 35 days of inpatient
testing and freatment. Other military-oriented facilities have started outpatient

programs.

Several private facilities offer inpatient treatment programs, each with its own unique
qualities. Some of these facilities are Valley Forge Medical Center in Norristown,
Pennsylvania; Proctor Hospital in Peoria; Charter Hospital in Las Vegas; and the
Harbour Center in Baltimore. The Harbour Center is operated by the National Center
for Pathological Gambling and is the only stand-alone residential treatment program for
compulsive gamblers and their families. It has been estimated that the cost of an
inpatient program with residential care for up to 30 days is between $20,000 and
$28,000 per patient.*®

As of 1997, no inpatient treatment program specifically devoted to the treatment of
pathological gamblers had ever operated in the State of Connecticut.

Outpatient Treatment Programs

Most resources for treatment of gambling problems are devoied to outpatient
counseling services provided by therapists. This also holds true for Connecticut: a
state-sponsored outpatient clinic treats pathological gamblers, and various
psychologists, psychiatrists and counselors provide private treatment.

One impediment to such treatment by individual counselors, both in Connecticut and
elsewhere, is that clinicians generally lack specific training, at least on an advanced
level, with the problems of pathological gambling. Another complication -- similar to the
situation with other impulse control, addictive type disorders -- is that pathological
gambling problems involve many persons besides the gambler. One estimate suggests
that someone with a severe pathological gambling problem touches at least 17 other

8 Riconda, 1995.
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lives in a major way.49 The importance of the family in the gambler's behavior means
that therapy should not be conducted by inexperienced counselors, and that extending
counseling programs to include family members is desirable. Even GA groups need
professional resources available for dealing with psychological emergencies that are
likely to arise.*

According to the National Council on Problem Gambling, as of 1996 there were twenty-
one state govemment programs, 13 of which -- including Connecticut’s -- are state
funded with outpatient care, while the federal government had no funding at all for this
treatment. There are fewer than 100 pathological gambling treatment centers in the
United States. In contrast there are 13,000 outpatient centers for treating alcohol and
drug addiction. Waiting lists for pathological gambling treatment in the centers are up
to six months long. However, Connecticut does not have a waiting list.

Related Programs

Gamblers Anonymous

Started in Santa Anita, California in the mid-fifties, Gamblers Anonymous (GA) is a self-
help endeavor based on the twelve steps of Alcoholics Anonymous.”' GA had 130
chapters nationwide in 1870 and grew rapidly in parallel with the expansion of legalized
commercial gambling. There are now over 2,000 chapters worldwide.

GA is a purely voluntary non-political organization with no dues or officers. The GA
groups are loosely held together by a National Service Organization which provides
literature, holds meetings, and gives advice on setting up chapters. A related
organization, GamAnon, assists the spouses of problem gamblers. In Connecticut,
there are 20 GA chapters, several with GamAnon affiliates; the chapters have from 6 to
36 members per group.

GA coffers a group therapy technique that uses only ex-gamblers as helpers. The GA
program requires complete abstention from gambling activities, and GA members are
encouraged to break off relationships with oid friends who are still active gamblers and
to develop a new lifestyle. Success rates are not overwhelming if success is measured
in terms of total abstinence and life transition.*?

The National Council on Problem Gambling

In 1972, the Board of Trustees of Gamblers Anonymous (the national service arm of
the organization) moved to establish the National Council on Compulsive Gambling

(later changed to the National Council on Problem Gambling) to win support for
awareness, education, and counseling programs. Throughout the 1970s the Council
lobbied to have problem gambling recognized as a disease. In 1980 the American
Psychological Association gave that recognition. Early efforts of the National Council
also resulted in public funding of treatment and educational programs in several states,

* Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 1990.
% L ester, 1980.

' The Twelve Steps as promulgated by Alcoholics Anonymous, also used by members of
Gamblers Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous, appear in Appendix D. The program has a
strong religious orientation.

%2 Dowell, 1991.
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There are 29 state affiliated Councils, inciuding Connecticut, and two associate
members (Puerto Rico and Ontario, Canada). States that have developed pathological
gambling education, prevention and treatment programs typically administer them in
coordination with their state’s Council.

Education

At present, there are still relatively few gambling education initiatives. Yet there is now
growing recognition that education efforts offer a promising way to make gambiing
problems more recognizable and reduce their occurrence. Surveys of adolescents
demonstrate frequent gambling participation 2 and as reported in the preceding chapter
of this report, pathological gamblers usually indicate they initiated their gambling
behavior when young. Thus, it is believed that education and prevention efforts should
begin at the primary school level and that more treatment resources should be made
available to adolescent gamblers and particularly to children of adult gamblers.

The North American Think Tank on Youth Gambling Issues, a conference that took
place in 1995, proposed seven broad strategies to address the issue of underage
gambling, including a recommendation to develop gambling education curricula.** One
such curriculum is beingsdeveioped by Dr. Howard Shaffer and colleagues at the
Harvard Medical School.™ This integrated middie school mathematics curriculum is
part of BASE, the Harvard Biflerica Addiction Science Education Project.”® As noted in
the first part of this chapter, the most widely accepted psychological theories on
causation focus on early leaming, cognitive beliefs, and desire to alter mood. At least
the first two of these three factors that are believed to precipitate pathological gambling
originate from childhood experience. Shaffer et al. believe that poor understanding of
mathematics, particularly statistics and probability, combined with magical thinking and

% E.g., Wallisch, 1993 and 1996; Winters et al., 1995.

% The North American Think Tank on Youth Gambling Issues was a conference held at
Marvard Medical School, April 6-8, 1995, attended by representatives from government,
educational and research institutions, the gaming industry, medicine and finance. The purpose
of the conference was to define a public policy strategy to address issues associated with youth
gambling. The seven recommendations developed at the conference are: (1) a joint US-
Canadian task force to coordinate an appropriate response to youth gambling, including
obtaining the funds for needed programs; (2) structuring the task force as a not-for-profit
organization to attract both public and private sector funding; (3) establishment of law
enforcement standards to uphold underage gambling prohibitions; (4) international research on
the prevalence of youth gambling and the effectiveness of prevention and treatment programs,
with findings available on-line; (5) an inventory of treatment methods used in North America,
evaluation of their efficacy, and enhanced professional training of youth gambling treatment
providers; (6) development of gambling education curricula and programs to educate parents
and teachers, as well as chiidren, about the issues of youth gambling; and {7} a campaign to
increase public awareness of youth gambling issues, along with voluntary standards set by the
gaming industry to discourage gambling advertising geared to young consumers.

%5 Shatfer, 1996.

% The BASE Project is a partnership between Harvard Medical School and the town of Billerica,
MA. The project began as a science curriculum covering alcohol and drug abuse. The
curriculum now contains eight different modules, one of which is the mathematics module that
focuses on gambling.
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the availability of gambling opportunities, is responsible for the high rate of gambling
and gambling related problems among US youth. The Harvard curricuium, being
classroom tested for the first fime during the 1997 spring semester, combines gambling
awareness content with a step-by-step introduction to probability and statistics.

However, at the present time, most in-school gambling education does not follow such
a structured format. More often, concerned individuals with knowledge of the topic, for
instance speakers from a state's Council on Problem Gambling, give presentations to
- high school students.

Connecticut has no gambling education program in its public schools, though efforts to
initiate such a program are in the planning stage.

Casino-Sponsored Programs

Harrah's Casinos has taken an active stance regarding problems with gambling, and
other casino companies have followed their lead. While funding from casinos
represents only a very small portion of their net revenues, the efforts taken represent a
positive outcome in an arena where there was little available until recently. Harrah’s
corporate mission statement pledges, in addition to a general affirmation of social
responsibility, “to commit human and financial resources to educate and build
awareness that deters underage and compulsive gambling at our casinos.” The
corporation’s Director for Responsible Gambling and related committees administer
several programs including Project 21, aimed at preventing youth gambling, and
Operation Bet Smart, designed to heighten adulis’ awareness of gambling problems.
As part of Project 21, frontline casino staff are trained to recognize teenage gambling.
Attention is also given to employees with gambling problems. Additionaily, Harrah’s has
assisted the American Gaming Association with iis publication of the Responsible
Gaming Resource Guide (1996), which is the source for much of the information on
state programs in the latter part of this chapter.

The casino industry organization, the American Gaming Association, supported the
establishment of the National Center for Responsible Gaming, located in Kansas City,
Missouri. The Center conducts research on gambling problems and the development
of strategies to mitigate them.

The two Native American casinos located in the State of Connecticut, Foxwoods and
Mohegan Sun, provide significant financial support to the Connecticut Council on
Problem Gambling. In 1996, Foxwoods contributed $200,000 and Mohegan Sun
Casino contributed $100,000. The two Native American casinos display notices and
distribute brochures about programs in the State to assist individuals who have
developed problems with gambling.

Connecticut Programs and Funding
Funding

Connecticut was the first State to directly authorize public funds for treatment of severe
gambling problems. In 1981 the State devised a funding mechanism to support the
Connecticut Compulsive Gambler's Treatment and Rehabilitation Program and
established this mechanism on a permanent basis in 1987. Commercial gambling
facilities (pari-mutuels and OTB teletheaters) are required to devote a portion of their
revenues to the program. (For instance, each live performance of a game or racing
event results in a contribution of $135 to the program, while an OTB teletheater event

The WEFA Group 7-11 Final Report



A Study Concermning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

results in a $25 fee.) Table 7.1 presenis data for FY1992 through FY1996 for this
program. In FY 1996 this amounted to nearly $209,000, while the State added another
$100,000 from its budget. Another $250,000 is provided on an annual basis by the
Connecticut Lottery Corporation starting with its establishment in July 1986, bringing the
tota] funding for fiscal 1996-97 to approximately $559,000. The $100,000 from general

fund revenues requires annual reauthorization.

Table 7.1 Compulsive Gambler's Treatment and Rehabilitation Fund

Fiscal Performances Plainfield | Hartford | Bridgeport| Milford Tele- Total
Year Greyhound Jai- Jai- Jai- theaters
Alai Alai Alai
1992  |Number of performances 339 346 240 230 456 1,611
Amount $45,135 | $46,755 | $32,400 |$310,050| $11,400 | $167,685
1993 {Number of performances 334 331 236 230 419 15580
Amount $45,136 $44,730 | $31,860 $31,050 | $10,475 $163,251
1984 iNumber of performances 328 332 195 277 0 1,132
Amount $44.325 | $44,730 | $26,325 [$437,395 $0 | $152,910
1995 |Number of performances 320 312 156 313 1757 2858
Amount $43,245 $42,030 | $21,080 $42,255 | $43,925 $192,515
1996 {Number of performances 345 85 234 463 2,270 3,397
Amount $46,620 $11,475 | $31,590 $62,505 | $56,750 $208,940

The Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

The Connecticut Division of Special Revenue (DSR) has commissioned studies on the
effect of legalized gambling on the citizens of Connecticut in 1986, 1991 and the
present study. One of the objectives of each study has been to measure the
prevalence and effects of pathological gambling and to make recommendations. In
addition, DSR personnel participate in seminars conceming pathological gambling.

Beginning in 1993, the DSRA took the following steps:

o Posting of materials informing Lottery players of (1) the 18-year-old minimum legal
age to play the Lottery and (2} the toli-free hotline for the Connecticut Council on
Problem Gambling (CCPG). The screen that Lottery vendors see when they sell
tickets is also programmed with a message displaying the legal age.

o Requested Lottery agents to post signs making people aware that help for problem
gambling is available.

+ Added a section on pathological gambling to training for new Lottery agents.

» Added a message to Lottery game play brochures and Winning Ticket Claim Forms
indicating the availability of bhelp for gambling problems from the Compulsive
Gambier’s Treatment Program, GA, and CCPG.

In general, the DSR has sought to take a proactive position with regard to informing the
public that for some individuals gambling is a problem and that help is available. The
Division’s Mission Statement maintains:
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“The Division recognizes that there are social costs associated with legalized gambling
. . . . the Division has a responsibility to support programs for the prevention and
treatment of gambling related disorders.”’

In line with this responsibility, DSR developed a policy to educate its employees about
the issue of pathological gambling, sensitize them to the indications of the pathology
and inform them about available treatment programs. The policy further stipulates that
the Division will collaborate closely with the State’s Compulsive Gambling Treatment
Program and the non-governmental Connecticut Council on Compulsive Gambling;
finally, DSR is designated to supervise five-year socioeconomic studies on the impact
of legalized gambling. The present work is the third in the series of these reports.

In 1994, DSR, along with the Department of Public Health and Addiction Services,
supported legislation to impose a fee per performance at the four teletheaters to
support the Compuisive Gambling Treatment Fund.

in 1995, a DSR representative began attending Foxwoods Casino’s Problem Gambling
Committee. In 1996, Public Act 96-212 which created the Connecticut Lottery
Corporation increased funding for pathological gambling prevention and treatment and
also required the executive director of the DSR, within available resources, to prepare
and distribute information on Connecticut prevention, treatment and rehabilitation
programs for pathological gamblers and to require the information be displayed at each
licensee’s premises. Information is now available at all pari-mutuel, OTB facilities and
at all 3050 Connecticut lottery agent locations.

It must be noted that DSR formerly had a direct role in legalized gambling operations in
the State, prior to the sale of OTB facilities to Autotote and the creation of the
Connecticut Lottery Corporation. At that time, DSR personnel had more extensive
regular contact with the gambling public. Howsver, they retain contact through their
oversight and regulatory functions.

The Connecticut Council on Problem Gambling

The Connecticut Council on Problem Gambling (CCPG) operates an 800 number
hotline 24 hours every day, which fields calls from Massachusetts and Rhode Island as
well as Connecticut. The Council also works with Native American casinos on issues
involving underage gambling. The casinos financially support the Council. Foxwoods
provides $200,000 annually and Mohegan Sun $100,000 annually. The Native
American casinos distribute CCPG brochures on problem gambling. The 800 number -
is prominently displayed.

This CCPG telephone “Melpline” received 588 calls from gamblers seeking help in
1995. The individuals who called it have, in many ways, a simitar demographic profile
to the pathological gambiers in the survey described in Chapter 6. The 1995 Helpline
callers were 69% male and 31% female; 85% of them were white and 65% of them
were Catholic. Casino slot machines, casino table games, and sports betting (in that
order) were the principal games mentioned as representing a problem; those who cited
sports betting were far more likely to be male. A large majority of the callers reported
emotional, financial and family problems. Eighteen percent said they abused alcohol or
drugs as a direct result of their pathological gambling, but the total number with a
substance abuse problem was higher: about one-third of the callers in the case of

% Division of Special Revenue, 1996.
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alcohol, one-eighth for drugs (tabulation of the data does not reveal how many callers
reported both addictions). Twenty percent admiited committing illegal acts to obtain
gambling money.

The chief dissimilarities between the Helpline caller profile and that provided by the
Connecticut pathological gamblers questionnaire appear with respect to age and
income. Eighty-three percent of the males who called the Helpline, and 56% of the
females, were under forty years old, compared to a median age of 47 in the survey.
Almost one-third of the callers (32%) reported income under $26,000 per year and only
14% had an income over $46,000. These figures are significantly lower than the
incomes reported in the pathological gamblers questionnaire (only 12% of those
respondents said their annual incomes were less than $25,000, while 30% had incomes
of $75,000 or more). Finally, it is interesting to note that 72% of the Helpline caller
subgroup who identified themselves as having a problem with casino gambling
indicated that their problem originated at Foxwoods.

The Compulsive Gambling Treatment Program

The chief state-supported treatment resource for pathological gamblers in Connecticut
is the Compulsive Gambling Treatment Program. This unit was established in
Bridgeport in 1982, and has operated since 1992 at its present location in Middietown.
Since 1995 the state-funded program conducted at this outpatient clinic has been
administered under the Connecticut Department of Mental Health and Addiction
Services. At the current time, efforis are underway to extend services to treat
pathological gamblers in other locations around the state by means of contracting with
private nonprofit providers.

The Middletown clinic has two full-time social workers and two additional part-time
sociai workers (afl MSWs); one full-time plus three part-time peer counselors; a
psychiatrist ten hours per week on contract; and one fuil-time administrative assistant.
During fiscal year 1996, the staff had 2,089 contact hours with 156 clients, some of
whom were gambilers’ family members. The low average of approximately 13 staff
hours per client seen reflects, first, clients who drop out of treatment, and also, clients
who initiated treatment late in the year. The treatment sequence starts with a two to
three hour intake with both a clinician and a peer counselor present. The client then
attends two weekly therapy sessions of 90 minutes each; one is an individual session
and the other with a group of clients.. A Gamblers Anonymous chapter also meets near
the facility. Clients attend GA as part of the treatment program, either with this chapter
or oneg in their home community.

All clients in treatiment are clinically diagnosed under DSM-IV criteria. Optimally,
someone stays in treatment for two years, with a gradually decreasing frequency of
contacts with clinic staff and an emphasis on group therapy. The treatment sequence
is roughly one year of “stabilization” followed by another of follow-up maintenance.

Maintenance continues on a lifetime basis. Professionals in the treatment of
pathological gambling (as well as in treatment of alcoholism and drug abuse) reject the
notion of a “cure.” There is disagreement as to whether abstinence on the GA model or
controlled gambling is the preferable outcome.*®

% Prochaska et al., 1995; Horbay, 1996.
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Information on relapse rate/outcome measurement is not available. Assuming a
continued increase in state funding, the clinic plans to initiate some type of outcome
measurement program in the near future. The program’s principal concern at the
present time is to deliver a high quality of treatment for their clients, and to expand the
- number of sites at which treatment is available to four other locations around the state.
The current plan to expand Connecticut's pathological gambling treatment program
includes a provision for 21 hours of professional training at each of the four new
locations prior to the start-up of the new clinics.

The Middletown program organizes six to seven day-long workshops each year. At
these sessions nationally recognized experts in the treatment of pathological gambling
provide information and instruction for counselors, psychologists, etc. who attend. The
Middietown program is also active in organizing an annual regional (New England)
conference for counselors.

There are no in-school gambling education programs operating in Connecticut at the
present time. The preliminary phase of developing a formal education program is
underway. Focus groups are meeting during the first half of 1997 to complete and
submit a consensus proposal for an education program based on the focus groups’
findings. At present, the Middletown program helps to coordinate a public awareness
campaign on the problems of pathological gambiers. This consists of a series of radio
and TV spots that began in December 1996.

Coordination between the Middletown operation and the Connecticut Council on
Problem Gambling is very close. There is less coordination with GA because GA
membership assumes anonymity and leadership is on an informal basis. The GA group
that meets near the Middletown clinic was begun, in part, with assistance from the
director of the clinic and a few of the peer counselors in the Middletown program are
very active GA members, thus providing some contact with GA.

Nominally, the State Compulsive Gambiing Treatment Program sets fees of $124 per
individual session and $32 per group session. The practice is to apply insurance
coverage if the client has any and adjust the remainder downward on a sliding scale
based on income. For clients with insurance, their plans generally pay in a 50% to 80%
range. At present no client is personally paying the full fee, and several clients are not
paying anything out of pocket. The Middletown clinic treats a limited, but steadily
growing number of persons. Table 7.2 provides data for fiscal years 1993-1996 about
the individuals who took part in the program.
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Table 7.2 Compulsive Gambling Treatment Program -- Middletown

FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996
(771/92- (7H792- (7H/92- (71/92-
6/30/93) 6/30/93) 6/30/93) 6/30/93)
Clients Seen
Pathological Gamblers 51 74 100 117
Family Members 4 26 26 39
Total 55 100 126 156
Pathological Gamblers-Male 45 62 78 89
Pathological Gamblers-Female 6 12 22 28
Family Members-Male 2 4 4 6
Family Members-Female 2 22 22 33

Other Client Characteristics - Pathological Gamblers Only - Average for FY1993-FY1996'

Race 92% White 3% Black 2% Asian 1% Latino 2% Unknown

Religion 58% Catholic 12% Protestant 9% Jewish 11% Other 10% Unknown

Marital Status 48% Married 23% Single 4% Separated 20% Divorced 6% Unknown 1% Widower
Region® 34% N. Central - 36% S. Central 3% Northwest 6% Northeast  15% Southwest 7% Southeast

State Funding for Compulsive Gambling Treatment Program in FY1996: $559,000°

! Percentages may not add up to 100% because of rounding.
2 Tabulation omits 21 pathological gamblers whose area of residence is unknown. The North Central region includes Hartford; the South Central
region includes New Haven; and the Southwest region includes Bridgepont.

% Source of funds: $208,000 from levies on OTB and pari-mutuels; $250,000 from Connecticut Lottery Corporation; $100,000 from General
Fund. Funding supports counselor training workshops and public awareness programs in addition to clinical treatment of pathologicat
gamblers.

Note: FY1933 is the eariest period for which full fiscal vear data are available.

Gamblers Anonymous

There are 20 Gamblers Anonymous locations across Connecticut, some with adjunct
GamAnon programs. The great advantage of these groups and their approach is the
very low cost, bome by contributions of those in treatment. Membership in
Connecticut's GA chapters, however, is very small: 6 io 36 members per group.

Success Rate

The results of the survey of pathological gamblers, conducted as part of this study and
described in Chapter 6, can be used to obtain a crude measure of success, at least for
members of GA. Ninety seven respondents provided information on length of time
since the last time they had “slipped” and gambled again. A general but subjective
measure of success of GA and treatment programs is that the gambler did not gamble
for a full year. Table 7.3 provides the results. Considering the small numbers, the
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percentages are not significantly different and suggest that, on this criterion, the
success rate of GA members in Connecticut is approximately 75%.

Table 7.3 Success Rate of Connecticut GA Members

Members for
Total Less Than One to 4.99 Five or More
One Year Years Years
Number 97 34 32 31
Failure 25 10 11 4
Success 72 24 21 27
Percent Successful 74% 71% 66% 87%

Source: Dec. 1996-Jan. 1997 Survey of Pathological Gamblers

The Southeastern Connecticut Problem Gambling Task Force

Another major actor in the State which has been pant of the response to pathological
gambling problems is the Southeastern Connecticut Problem Gambling Task Force.
This group has been highly influential in raising the level of State funding for programs
to help pathological gamblers. A separate Problem Gambling Task Force has recently
been started in the Middletown area, but is not yet very active.

Private Counseling Services

Various private counseling services in the State also serve pathological gamblers, and
law enforcement personnel such as probation officers have contact with pathological
gamblers as well. In 1984 the Southeastern Connecticut Problem Gambling Task
Force (a volunteer umbrella group comprising representatives from about 20 human
services agencies and community organizations) conducted a mail-in survey of social
service providers.”® The purpose of the survey was to discover how much contact the
providers had with pathological gamblers; what types of gambling were the greatest
source of problems, and whether an increase in pathological gambling could be
observed over time; and how much training, if any, the providers had in treating
pathological gambilers.

The survey indicated that about two-thirds (67%) of the providers had seen pathological
gamblers at some time in their professional life. Nearly half (47%) had seen gamblers’
family members. In total, the 108 respondents said they had served 960 people with
some form of gambling-related problem over a two-year period. Most of the providers
who reported serving pathological gamblers also noted an increase over time in the
frequency of seeing this type of client. Asked to give a ranking of the forms of gambling
that seemed to cause the greatest problem, 87% of the providers cited casino gambiing
in the top three; 47% cited sports betting and 38% the lottery. Dog racing (29%) and
bingo (12%) were mentioned in the top three next most often; no other type of game
was given a top-three ranking by more than 4% of the providers.

* There were 108 respondents to this survey, comprising 38 counselors or social workers
(35%), 24 probation officers (22%), 12 clergy (11%), 10 psychiatrists or psychologists (9%), 4
nurses (4%), and 20 (19%) in other occupations.
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The survey revealed gaps in the training of providers with respect to pathological
gambling. Forty percent of the respondents had no training at all in this field; 34% had
minimal training such as attending a lecture. Only 26% had more substantive training,
such as a workshop with an expert. The relative lack of training may underlie another
finding of the survey which showed that only 23% of those providers who reported
serving pathological gamblers routinely screen each client they see for signs of this

problem.

Programs In Other States
For comparison, Table 7.4 lists some information about the existing prevention and
treatment programs in other states.

As Table 7.4 shows, most states devote a relatively modest level of resources to
pathological gambling issues. Of the states that use public money to support
pathological gambling prevention and/or treatment programs, not all have statutory
formulas that assure continuity of funding. For instance, New York’s state funding of
gambling related programs varied widely, between $300,000 and $776,000 per year,
between 1984 and 1996; last year the legislature provided an increased appropriation
($1.5 million). In virtually every state that utilizes private funding for the programs, that
state’s gambling industry donates the bulk of the money. A number of states, including
Connecticut, use a hybrid public and private funding system. In most cases, the states
have cooperative relationships with their respective Councils on Problem or Compuisive
Gambling, though in only a few states — for instance, Massachusetts — is this
relationship sealed with a formal commitment of public funds. Another area of need,
addressed in no more than a handful of states, is for training and certification programs
for counselors who treat pathological gamblers.

The most widespread state programs, as listed in Table 7.4, are education and
information efforts, some in schools and some through awareness postings at gambling
outlets. Gamblers’ hotlines are also fairly common. The availability of treatment
programs, with or without public funding, is much more spotty.
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Table 7.4 Existing Programs in Other States 1997 figures'
State
(Population) * Annual Funding Program Description
Public Private
included for comparison:
Connecticut $559,000: $209,000 $300,000 tfrom | State funded Compulsive Gambling Treat-
(3,270,740) from pari-mutusis/ Native American | ment Program; Council on Problem Gambling
OTgre ﬁl?g;gg?‘;mm cas’ggspfrg:)g?r‘:“c" operates hotline and works with Native Amer-
$250.000 from CLC Gambling ican casinos on issues of underage gambling
Arizona none $100,000 Donations from gaming industry support
(4,305,0186) {approx.} Council, which operates telephone helpline,
conducts counselor training and certification
program, and distributes brochures
California none na’ Hotline, schoot presentations, brochures at
{31,565,480) card rooms; Council budget draws on
member donations, contribution from Calif.
Card Club Assoc., and in-kind support (rent)
from Agua Caliente Indians
Colorado $100,000 proposed $8,8004 Council on Compulsive Gambling has been
(3,747,560) organized; no regular state budget allocation;
prevalence study has been contracted
Delaware $120,000 from general n.a. Coordination with Council on treatment refer-
(717,041) fund plus 1% of race- rals; Council runs helpline; state mental health
track slot proceeds agency sponsors public awareness messages
Florida $113,000 from $50,000 (approx.) | No formal state budget item for pathological
(14,184,155) lottery gambling programs, but state lottery makes
voluntary contribution to Council; Council also
supported by gaming industry (race tracks
and Native American gaming); Council under-
takes prevention/education programs, treat-
ment referrals, counselor training workshops
Georgia $250,000 (max.) none Unclaimed lottery prizes support probiem
{7,208,676) gambling hotline
lHiinois none $300,000 Riverboat casino association supports
{11,790,379) {approx.) Council's hotline, treatment referral and

informational advertising; no funding for
treatment programs; gaming industry grants
are on ad hoc basis, renegotiated yearly

1

N

3

Unless otherwise indicated.
US Census Bureau estimate for 1996,
indicates information is not available.

4 Figure shown for known contribution(s), but does not represent inclusive tabulation of all private funds.
* Racetrack slot parlors opened in late 1996; the share of proceeds transferred to Delaware’s mental health
| agency was approximately $600,000 for the first six months of operation (1996Q4 and 1997Q1).

The WEFA Group

7-19

Final Report




A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

Table 7.4 (continued) Existing Programs in Other States

1997 figures'

State Annual Funding Program Description
(Population)° |  Public Private
Indiana $1.6 million n_a_s 10¢ from the $2 casino boat admission tax is
(5,796,948) (estimate) mandated to state Mental Health division; state
contracts with HMO for treatment programs and funds
telephone helpline; Council currently inactive, in
_ process of being reorganized
lowa $2.2 million n.a. Mandatory portion of lottery sales and gambling
(2,843,074} facilities’ gross win budgeted to awareness programs,
hotline, 8 outpatient treatment units
Kentucky $5,000 n.a. Only public funding is state lottery corporate member-
(3,856,877) ship in Council on Compulsive Gambling; private
corporate members (race tracks), along with individual
memberships and donations, support Council, which -
operates hotline and referral service
Louisiana $600,000 $25,ooo4 Education programs (including counselor training);
(4,338,072) hatline; research program under state mental health
department
Maryland terminated in n.a. Council on Compuisive Gambling conducts
{5,038,912) FY1985* information programs (including school presentations),
operates hotline, makes treatment referrals and
maintains current list of counselors available through
insurance plans or sliding fee scals
Massachusetis none from $100,000 from | Legislation mandates that unclaimed lottery prizes
{6,071,078) General Fund; racetracks | ($600,000 max.) and pari-mutuel breakage support
$230,000 from Council on Compulsive Gambling: outpatient clinic,
lottery hotline, awareness programs
Michigan $700,000 in n.a. 10% of lottery budget dedicated to research (state
{(9,537,948) 1996; $1 mil. university prevalence study), hotline and other
ceiling programs
Minnesota $1.3 million $350,000 Two hotlines, information programs, six cutpatient
{4,614,813) treatment centers
Mississippi $100,000 from | $100,000 from | Council on Problem Gambling established in 1997
(2,696,183) casino fines | gaming industry | with casino industry donations and legislation for direct
and penalties association | support from fines levied on gaming violations;
Council plans hotline and treatment referral service
Missouri $300,000 n.a. Communities donate a portion of riverboat admission
(5,319,335) tax proceeds to state mental health agency, which
coordinates education/prevention and treatment
programs; Missouri Riverboat Gaming Association
contributes to helpline and sponsors counselor
training; newly organized state Council on Problem
Gambling

' Unless otherwise indicated.

2 US Census Bureau estimate for 1996.

? Indicates information is not available.

* Figure shown for known contribution(s}, but does not represent inclusive tabulation of all private funds.
* On a limited case-by-case basis, the State of Maryland subsidizes outpatient treatment of indigent

pathological gamblers at one clinic.
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Table 7.4 (continued) Existing Programs in Other States

1997 figures'

State Annual Funding Program Description
(Population)® Public Private
Nebraska $200,000 n_a_s 1% of lottery sales mandated for programs to reduce
(1,639,213) pathological gambling: Neb. Council received $18,000 to run
gamblers’ phone helpline and $25,000 for counselor training
workshops in 1896; remnaining funds partially support 7
outpatient treatment centers
Nevada none $300,000 | Casinos donate to Nevada Council on Compulsive Gambling
(1,533,478)
New Jersey $600,000 $'10,0004 Education programs; hotline; partial state support for 6
(7,949,508) treatment centers (one inpatient)
New York $1.5 milfion n.a. Funding from lottery helps support 6 outpatient treatment
(18,196,829) centers, education programs, hotline and referrals; Council
does not accept direct gaming industry donations
Ohio $314,000. n.a. Lottery funds principally used to support hotline; smaller
(11,134,032) -amount slated for public awareness brochures
Oregon $1,000,000 n.a. Lottery money helps support 3 intensive outpatient treatment
(3,148,870) (approx.) programs and incidental treatment at other counseling ser-
vices; Council on Problem Gambling runs hotline and infor-
mation programs; tribal casinos donate to treatment providers
Pennsylvania nohe $12,000 Council on Problem Gambling receives small contributions
(12,058,380) from gambling industry, mostly relies on individual donations;
- main activities: hotline, in-school presentations
Rhode Island $3,000 n.a. Council on Problem Gambling runs hotline and school
(991,701) programs; legislature has provided small supporting grants
g on a year-by-year basis
South’Dakota $200,000 n.a. Video lottery funds help support 6 treatment sites; Council on
(729,500) Problem Gambling coordinates hotline, information efforts
Texas $375,000 in n.a. State formerly subsidized outpatient treatment -- this was
(18,801,380) FY1997 terminated; legisiative rider for current fiscal year supports
Council on Problem Gambiing hotline only
Washington $100,000 from $1 ,0004 State sponsors public information program; state and gaming
(5,447,720)  [state gaming com- industry sources help support Council on Problem Gambling
"“35“’“'? $5,000 hotline; no public or subsidized treatment; Council runs
from lottery prison pilot project
Wisconsin none $35,000 from |Oneida tribal casino supplies 24% of Council on Problem
(5,122,100} Oneida casino” | Gambling budget, smail individual donations make up the

remainder; Council runs hotline, awareness programs

! Unless otherwise indicated.
2US Census Bureau estimate for 1996.
3Indicates information is not available.

* Figure shown for known contribution(s), but does not represent inclusive tabulation of all private funds.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

As a general conclusion, research into the causes and treatment of pathological
gambling is generally in its infancy, and data on the success of treatment, especially in
Connecticut, is generally lacking.

Research into physiological treatments for pathological gambling, such as
antidepressants, is virtually nonexistent at present. Only a minuscule number of
pathological gamblers have been treated with medication as a specific part of their
gambling-related therapy. However, in light of the demonstrated link between
depression and pathological gambling, some individuals with gambling problems are
probably receiving antidepressants from their physicians.

Psychological approaches to treatment and prevention are the type of treatment usually
encountered, and have largely drawn on developments in the treatment of alcoholism
and other addictions. These programs utilize both inpatient and outpatient formats, and
a variety of features including individual and group therapy, participation of family
members, and peer support (the GA model). One carefully executed 4-year longitudinal
study of treatment success, in Minnesota, found the same success rate over a variety
of treatment formats and durations. All formats combined the same 12-step orientation
with cognitive-behavioral and reality therapy and brought 65% of those who completed
treatment from the pathological range of the SOGS to the normal range. No follow-up
as to relapse rates is noted, however.

The results of the telephone survey conducted in November 1996 suggest that there
are between 3,000 and 27,000 Connecticut adults who currently are probable
pathological gamblers. The number of pathological gamblers now known to be in
treatment in Connecticut is much smaller. There are close to 200 individuals being
served by the state’s Compuisive Gambling Treatment Program in Middletown, a few
hundred more attending Gamblers Anonymous meetings throughout the State, and
another unknown number who receive private counseling or psychotherapy. Moreover,
we have not seen data on the relapse rate among pathological gamblers who have
been in treatment, and thus are not in a position to evaluate the efficacy of treatment
programs now being conducted. While the GA survey indicated a “success rate” of
-74%, this did not include dropouts. While some studies of this issue may have been
made and not come to our attention, we believe there is a need for clinical studies in
Connecticut that trace treatment programs over time and compare various treatment
methods. It is also worth noting that success need not be absolute to be significant.
Substantial curtailment of pathological gambling behavior, even with occasional
relapses, constitutes a worthwhile improvement over uncontrolled pathological
gambling.

Studies in many states consistently show that most pathological gambilers initiate
gambling behavior when young and that adolescents have a high frequency of
gambling participation. In view of these results, WEFA recommends that the State of
Connecticut attach a high priority to education and prevention efforts. New Jersey, a
nearby state with a high gambling profile, allocates the funds it has designated to
reduce the damage from pathological gambling predominantly for education and
awareness efforts. Specifically, it uses $100,000 to help support treatment centers, and
devotes the other $500,000 of a tota! $600,000 budget to information and prevention.
Notably, members of the New Jersey Council on Compulsive Gambling regularly give
outreach presentations in high schools. Various states conduct some form of
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pathological gambling prevention program through the schools.

The programs are

typically informally structured, although specific gambling education curricula are being

developed.
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8. THE INTERCEPT SURVEY: DEMOGRAPHICS AND
GAMBLING BEHAVIOR

Purpose
The purpose of the on-site survey was two-foid:

¢ To coilect information about Connecticut residents gambling at the various sites.

in the telephone survey of the general population, out of 994 interviewed, there were
only 26 recent (past 12 months) greyhound racing patrons, 29 recent jai alai
patrons, 9 recent OTB simulcast patrons, and 3 recent OTB branch patrons. Thus,
the number of respondents that had attended an OTB or pari-mutuel facility recently
was too small for detailed analysis. The on-site surveys rectify this lack of
information. On-site surveys were carried out at Foxwoods Resort Casino and
Mohegan Sun Casino for purposes of completeness and because Mohegan Sun

had opened only a few days prior to the telephone survey.

» To collect information about a larger number of pathological gamblers than were
found in the telephone survey.

The proportion of probable pathological gamblers was expected to be larger at
gambling facilities than among the general population. Detailed results are reported

in Chapter 6.
Methodology
A total of 919 interviews were conducted between November 20 - December 7, 1996 at
the following gambling locations:
Native American Casinos

Foxwoods = 153
Mohegan Sun Resort = 49

QTB Parlors
Bridgeport = 40
Meriden = 40
Norwalk = 40
Waterbury = 40
West Haven = 40

Windsor Locks Teletheater = 203
Jai alai (Milford) = 203
Greyhound (Plainfield) = 111

In order to qualify for the survey, respondents had to be Connecticut residents and at
the facility to gamble or place a wager. Additionally, at the jai alai and greyhound
facilities, respondents were screened to ensure that they were there to wager on jai alai
matches or greyhound races, and not the OTB section of the facility.
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Nature of the Intercept Survey Results

The Intercept Survey results represent characteristics of those persons attending the
sites where the interviews were carried out on the particular day of the interview. The
results do not represent characteristics of that portion of the general population
that attends the sites over the course of a year, but only on that particular day.

The reason these surveys do not describe the entire population who participate in a
given activity is the fact that people who attend frequently are over-represented in the
on-site samples and people who aitend infrequently are under-represented, in direct
proportion to their frequency of attendance. For example, suppose there were 400 pari-
mutuel performances in a year, and two equal sized groups of people, one group
attending only one performance a year and the other group attending every
performance. The chance of persons from the group attending every performance
making it into the on-site sample would be 400 times that of persons from the group
attending only one performance a year. The on-site sample thus would “weight” people
from the second group by a factor of 400 relative to the first group, compared to their
representation in the adult population attending the facility.

Conversion of the data from the intercept survey to estimates for the general population
is possible in a mechanical sense by using the frequency of attendance reported by the
respondents to weight the sample. However, the results would be questionable at best.
Persons interviewed in an on-site survey have not been selected randomly from the
population attending the facility and are not a fully representative sample of the
Connecticut population. Therefore, WEFA has not carried out this process and strongly
recommends against doing it.

In this study, the telephone survey represents the only primary source of information on
the gambling behavior of the general population. Therefore, the observations about
patrons of gambling facilities in this section apply only attendees who responded to the
questionnaire at the performance on the day when they were interviewed, and do not
represent characteristics of the general popuiation.

Comparisons of Responses to the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) in the
Different Surveys

WEFA anticipated that the 919 on-site responses would show many more than the 6
probable pathological gamblers (weighted result') who gave 5 or more positive SOGS
answers in the telephone survey relating to their most recent 12-month behavior. This
is because pathological gamblers can be expected to be a higher proportion of people
attending gambling sites than would be found among the population as a whole.

This can be seen in Table 8.1, which presents the distribution of respondents to the
surveys conducted as part of this study according to the number of SOGS questions
they answered in the affirmative. While the SOGS is designed only to differentiate
probable pathological gamblers from the rest of the population, some researchers use

' The results of the telephone survey conducted in November 1996 were weighted to provide
statewide representative and projectable estimates of the adult population of Connecticut 18
years of age and older based on US Census figures. The data were weighted by Gender, Age,
Education and Race to reflect the demographics of the State of Connecticut.
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the scores to indicate degree of pathology.? In Chapter 8, for example, we have noted
the difficulty in projecting characteristics of pathological gamblers from the on-site and
gamblers-in-treatment surveys to the total population of pathological gamblers, as
identified by the telephone survey, because of the very different apparent pathology of
the different groups as indicated by the number of questions they answered positively.

Table 8.1 Distribution of Respondents to the Surveys by Number of Positive SOGS
Responses (Lifetime Prevalence)
Native
Number of | Telephone American oTB OTB Gamblers
in
SOGS Survey’ Casinos Greyhound Branches Teletheater Jai Alai Treatment
Responses | (n=992) (n=202) (n=111) (n=200) (n=203) (n=203) (n=83)
o 716 56 18 23 75 48 0
1 169 54 18 21 17 46 0
2 51 33 12 21 14 23 0
3 33 15 10 17 21 16 0
4 10 14 15 17 10 12 0
5 6 7 8 18 8 16 0
6 2 6 7 12 10 8 3
7 0 5 2 11 5 6 6
8 2 2 5 8 8 7 4
9 1 4 3 15 10 2 3
10 or more 2 6 13 37 25 19 67
5 or more 12 30 38 101 66 58 83
% Sormore] 1.2% 15% 34% 51% 33% 29% 100%
Percentage Distribution of Responses of Five or More
5 50% 24% 15% 19% 12% 47% 0%
6 17% 28% 15% 11% 21% 11% 4%
7 0% 16% 0% 13% 14% 3% 7%
8 17% 12% 15% 14% 14% 8% 5%
9 17% 8% 15% 10% 5% 8% 4%
10 or more 0% 12% 40% 33% 34% 24% 81%

Sources: Telephone survey of Connecticut residents, November 1996; Intercept survey of gambling
patrons at Connecticut venues, Nov.-Dec. 1986; Questionnaire distributed during December 1996 to
persons in the State of Connecticut Compuisive Gambling Treatment Program and to Gamblers
Anonymous groups meeting in Connecticut.

2 Gambino, in press.
® The results of the telephone survey are weighted (see footnote 1, previous page).
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Results

There are 67 questions on the On-Site Questionnaire (see Appendix B). Here we only
summarize a few of them (see Table 8.2 and Table 8.3). The Intercept Survey
responses to the SOGS questions are in Table 8.1, and the responses to the social
cost questions are presented and discussed in Chapter 6.

Table 8.2 compares demographics of respondents to the on-site survey at the different
sites. ‘

Table 8.3 compares three categories of gambling behavior of the respondents at the
different sites:

» Other forms of participation in legalized gambling by the respondents
* Their frequency of attendance
« Their average (mean) spending.

Because reported frequency of attendance and amounts spent are expected to have
large margins of error, only major differences in frequency of attendance or spending
are statistically significant and discussed in this chapter.

Demographics

The attendees were predominantly male. The highest male percentage occurred for
the OTB branches (90%), and the lowest for the Native American Casinos (59%).

Marital status showed no such simple pattern: those atiending the Native American
Casinos and Windsor Locks were likely to be married (63% and 59%, respectively);
those attending the Plainfield greyhound facility and the OTB branches were less likely
to be married (34% and 42%, respectively). Average household size was
approximately the same for respondents at all the sites.

The on-site respondents tended to be employed full-time, except for Native American
Casino patrons because of the heavy percentage of retired people participating there.
Plainfield greyhound respondents had the highest percentage employed (75%), which
is consistent with the heavily male percentage (88%). Interestingly, the venue with the
highest male attendance, the OTB branches, had essentially the same full-time
employment percentage (59%) as the general population. As previously noted, these
findings may be substantially influenced by the lack of a randomly selected sample.

The age breakdown of those interviewed showed small differences between the
different sites. The mean age at the Native American casinos was slightly higher than
that at Plainfield greyhound and slightly lower than the others.

A heavy percentage of retirement age (65 and older) was found at the Native American
Casinos (34% of respondents) and the OTB branches (31%). In this age group,
Windsor Locks Simulcast (24%) and Milford jai alai (19%) had the next lowest
percentages, and Plainfield greyhound had only 12%.

The Simulcast facilities and Native American casinos on-site surveys showed the
greatest percentage of those with a college education or greater (both 36%), with the
other venues at approximately 25%. Milford jai alai showed the highest income, with
42% of attendees earning $50,000 or more. The Native American casinos survey had
36% in this income group. -
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Hispanic respondents attend OTB sites and pari-mutuels in greater percentages than
their percentage in the general population. Black respondents attend OTB sites and jai
alai in greater percentages. Hispanics appear to attend Native American Casinos
significantly less than other venues.

For all except the Native American Casinos, most of the attendees came from within 30
miles. Not surprisingly, two-thirds of the OTB branch attendees were from within 10
miles. At the other end of the scale, 18% of the Native American Casino attendees
reported coming from over 70 miles away. At the Windsor Locks Teletheater, 29%
reported coming from 20-29 miles away and 7% from 30-39 miles. Those interviewed
at the pari-mutuels reported similar distances.

Gambling Behavior

The On-Site Survey asked many of the same questions of patrons at the various
venues at which the survey was conducted as were asked in the telephone survey. 1t
needs to be emphasized that, as was the case in the telephone survey, a relatively few
people in the On-Site Survey are responsible for most of the spending. The accuracy
of the mean spending estimates is dependent on how many of these "heavy spenders*
were contained in the sample. In general, the number of these heavy spenders is not
sufficient to estimate the mean spending with any precision. Therefore, the mean
spending numbers must be taken as indicative only, rather than giving an accurate
estimate of actual spending at the venues.

Lottery

Comparing attendees at the five venues studied, greyhound track attendees participate
in the Lottery to the greatest degree (88%). In general, between 46% and 50% of
atiendees .at the other sites play the Lottery. Interestingly, of those attending the
different venues where the on-site survey was conducted who report playing the lottery,
the ‘average annual amount wagered on the lottery was lowest at the greyhound track
and highest at Windsor Locks.

Horse Racing

Of those interviewed at the various sites, around 30% also bet on horse racing in other
states, with the highest percentage of horse race bettors found at the Windsor Locks
simulcast faciiity (39%). A similar pattern occurred for attendance frequency,
suggesting that, while all of the venues attracted horse race bettors, perhaps not-
surprisingly, simuicast facilities attracted the greater share. Betting followed a similar
pattern.

Charitable Gambling

Among the three types of charitable games covered in the surveys - raffles, bingo, and
casino nights ~ the results were mixed. In the results for spending behavior on
charitable games by respondents to the On-Site Survey, raffles showed the most
consistency, with OTB simulcast patrons reporting the highest average spending on this
charitable game and jai alai patrons the lowest.

Native American Casinos

A large percentage of the patrons at each of the other venues had gone to a Native
American Casino over the last year. Seventy-nine percent of greyhound track gamblers
had gone to a Native American Casino, seventy-three percent of jai alai patrons, and
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sixty-one and fifty-four percent of OTB branch and Windsor Locks Simulcast patrons,
respectively.

Casino spending was highest for those interviewed at the Native American Casinos, but
spending by jai alai players was comparable. Respondents at the other venues
reported lower average casino spending.

Pari-Mutuels

On-site respondents generally reported having attended a greyhound track in relatively
high percentages (30%) with the exception of respondents at the Native American
Casinos (10%). The reported aftendance at jai alai followed a similar pattern -- 30% for
OTB branch and greyhound, 20% for simulcast and 6% for Native American Casino

patrons.

Mean annual spending by greyhound track patrons was essentially the same as jai alai
patrons, at their respective venues.

oTB

Patrons of other venues attend OTB branches less than they do simulcast. Of those
who attended an OTB branch, 50% had also attended a simuicast facility in the last
year; 10% had attended jai alai, 8% greyhound racing and 4% a Native American
Casino. By comparison, simulcast facility patrons reported attendance at other types of
venues within the past year at rates of 70% for an OTB branch, 20% for jai alai, 20% for
greyhound track and 9% for Native American Casinos.

Reported average annual spending at OTB branches by patrons was less than that at
simulcast facilities. Interestingly, the OTB branch attendees reported spending more at
a simulcast facility than at OTB branches.
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Table 8.2 Summary Demographics of the Intercept Surveys
OTB Simulcast Milford Plainfield Native Am.
Question Branches (Windsor Locks) Jaialai Greyhound Casinos
Sex (% Male) 90% 85% 70% 88% 59%
Marital Status (% Married) 42% 59% 50% 34% 63%
Size of Household (Mean) 25 25 25 2.3 25
Employed (% Fulf Time) 58% 62% 69% 75% 37%
Age (Percentage)
18-24 1% 1% 3% 13% 2%
25-34 13% 9% 19% 10% 12%
35-44] 259% 3% 19% 29% 11%
45-54] 21% 20% 19% 24% 20%
55-64 10% 12% 18% 12% 20%
685-74] 25% 20% 13% 1% 28%
75 or Clder 6% 4% 5% 2% &%
Mean (years) 51 50 49 45 54
Education (Percentage)
Less Than High School 6% 2% 6% 9% 5%
High School, Tech School, Other] 349% 41% 38% 36% 37%
Some College] 30% 20% 24% 24% 20%
College Graduate] 18% 27% 17% 21% 24%
Graduate School or More 7% 9% 9% 3% 12%
Income (Percentage)
Less than $10,000] 4% —— 2% 3% 2%
$10,000-$15000 4% 1% 2% 8% 1%
$15,000-$20,000 6% 6% 2% 5% 6%
$20,000-$25,000 12% 11% 6% 10% 7%
$25,000-$30,000] 15% 18% 7% 15% 14%
$30,000-$40,000] 19% 24% 17% 17% 11%
$40,000-$50,000[ 15% 16% 15% 25% 15%
$50,000-$75,000 15% 15% 24% 9% 22%
$75,000 and Over, 6% 5% 19% 5% 14%
Ethnic Group (Percentage)
White Hispanic| 10% 6% 6% 8% 2%
Black Hispanic 3% 2% 1% 1% 0%
White] 64% 66% 78% 81% 20%
Black 19% 22% 12% 8% 6%
Asian 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Native Ametican 1% - 1% - —~--
Other 3% 4% 1% 1% 1%
Distance to Site (Percentage)
Less than 10 68% 19% 22% 27% 7%
10-19] 26% 40% 31% 25% 6%
20-29 4% 32% 20% 31% 9%
30-39 1% 8% 13% 10% 7%
40-49 1% 1% 7% 1% 10%
50-59 - 1% 3% 2% 22%
60-69 -—— - 2% 1% 19%
70 Miles or More 1% - 1% 3% 18%
Mean (Miles) 7.9 16.4 20.3 18.3 48.5

Source: On-Site Survey, Connecticut gambling establishments, November - December, 1996.
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Table 8.3 Summary of Gambling Behavior, Last 12 months, of the On-Site Survey Respondents*

OTB Simulcast Milford Plainfield Casinos
Question Branches (Windsor Jai alai Greyhound
Locks) _
Lottery 50% 48% 47% 88% 46%
Mean Frequency| 273 139.8 193.1 102.2 59.3
Mean Spending]  $821 $1,131 $540 $505 $616
Horse-or Harness-Racing Track (%) 30% 36% 29% 32% 23%
Mean Frequency 16.3 37.2 2.8 17.4 17.9
Mean Spending]  $283 $359 $257 $159 $185
Raffle 48% 36% 57% 38% 64%
Mean Freguency 7.5 2.1 4.4 2.1 3
Mean Spending $50 $141 $23 $76 $80
Bingo 11% 8% 18% 31% 25%
Mean Frequency 0.7 1.2 3.8 2.7 3
Mean Spending|  $108 $322 $235 $231 $301
[Casino Night 9% 7% 7% 18% 18%
Mean Frequency 0.2 0.2 0.8 1.6 0.3
Mean Spending $86 $593 $318 $171 $95
INative American Casinos 61% 54% 73% 79% 100%
Mean Spending

Video Facsimile Terminals $996 $838 $2,364 $925 $2,955
Table Games $3,981 $1,626 $5.,029 $3,651 $5,156
Bingo $308 $644 $1,313 $2,338 $1,733
Greyhound Racing 30% 30% 30% 100% 10%
Mean Frequency 394 27 16.3 238.4 11
Mean Spending] $1,018 $1,787 $1,277 $3,689 $1,104
Jai alai 30% 20% 100% 30% 6%
Mean Frequency 40.8 24.3 299.9 35.7 0.4
: Mean Spending| $2,186 $3,069 $3,857 $876 $425
|OTB Branches 100% 50% 10% 8% 4%
Mean Frequency] 247.3 77.2 34.8 6.1 9.6
Mean Spending] $5,973 $7,076 $1,577 $1,993 $367
Simuicast Facility 70% 100% 20% 20% 9%
Mean Frequency| 70.5 166.9 46.6 585 7.8
Mean Spending] $2,635 $8,521 $1,584 $1,465 $459
|OTB Telephone Betting 10% 8% 3% 2% 1%
Mean Frequency 3.2 1 3.3 1.5 2.2
Mean Spending{ $838 $1,058 $676 $153 $124

* As discussed in the text, those interviewed on-site at the gambiing establishments do not represent
persons in the general population who participate in that form of gambling, but rather represent attendees

on the day of the interview.
Source: On-Site Survey, Connecticut gambling establishments, November - December, 1996,
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Interpretation of the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS)

In the survey instruments used in this study, the SOGS questions are numbered 20
through 42 and 44 in the telephone survey questionnaire and numbered 20 through 42
and 46 in the intercept survey questionnaire (see Appendix B). Questions 20 through
27 only have one part and alternate between lifetime and 12-month questions.
Questions 28 through 42 and either 44 or 46 are muitiple-part with part a usually being
the lifetime question and part b being the 12-month question. Questions 31 and 41 are
exceptions, being three-part questions, where 31b, 31c, and 41c are the SOGS
questions.

All but the first two sets and the final lifetime questions are yes/no questions with yes
being the positive screening response. Questions 20 through 23 have “never,” “some
of the time,” “most of the time,” and “every time” as possible responses. In questions
22 and 23, “some of the time” is counted as a positive response as well. In question
44b or 46b, the 12-month version of the final SOGS question, “currently have” and “had
one in the last 12 months™ are both positive answers.

Normally, if a response to the lifetime question was negative, the 12-month question
was skipped. One exception was the “some of the time” response to the first question.
In this case the 12-month guestion was asked and several respondents answered
positively. These respondents clearly made an error. As we do not know which way
the error was made, the respondents were counted as a negative on the lifetime and a
positive on the 12-month.

Only respondents who reported having gambled sometime in their life were asked. the
SOGS questions (30 out of 994 reported never having gambled). 852 did not respond
(don’t know or refusal to answer) to one SOGS question, 23 did not respond to iwo and
two did not respond to four. We interpreted these as negatives, but 33 of these were in
the 3 or 4 affirmative answer category and could possibly be false negatives.




e 3 | Job #4458
ICR , October 31, 1996

Media, Pennsylviania 19063 1014GAMQ.DOC
| CONNECTICUT GAMING STUDY
| SCREENING QUESTIONNAIRE
o Hello, my name is and I'm from ICR, a national research firm located

near Philadeiphia. We are conducting a study among Connecticut residents such as yourself
regarding leisure activities and hobbies, and would like 10 include your opinions.

. (ROTATE MALE/FEMALE SELECT)
A. May I please speak to the;

Male, 18 years of age or older, living in this household who had the most recent
birthday?

Qualified male is on the phone GO TO Q.1

Qualified male is available (not on phone)

ASK FOR RESPONDENT, REPEAT MAIN INTRO AND GO TO Q.B
3 Qualified male is not available at this time GO TO Q.C

4  No males 18+ living in household GOTOQ.F

R Refused TERMINATE

[ 3 Y

B. I would like to interview the male, 18 years of age or oider, living in this household,
who had the most recent birthday. Are you that person?

1 Yes, is qualified male GOTOQ.1
2 No, isnot qualified RE-ASK Q.A
R Refused TERMINATE

C. Thenmayl speak to any male, 18 years of age or older, living in this household?

1 Qualified male is on the phone GO TO Q.1
2 Qualified male is available (not on phone)

ASK FOR RESPONDENT, REPEAT MAIN INTRO AND GO TO Q.D
3 Qualified male is not available at this time GO TO Q.E

4  No males 18+ living in household GO TO Q.F
R Refused TERMINATE
D. I would like to interview the male, 18 years of age or older, living in this household.
Are you that person?
1 Yes, is qualified male GO TOQ.1
2 No, is not qualified RE-ASK Q.C

R Refused TERMINATE




When would be a convenient time to call back to speak to I:um"’
(Male who had the most recent birthday

Date

Time

Since there are no males 18 years of age or older living in this household, may I
please speak to the female, 18 years of age or older, living in this household whbad
the most recent birthday?

1  Qualified female is on the phone GO TO Q.1
2 Qualified female is available (not on phone)
ASK FOR RESPONDENT, REPEAT MAIN INTRO AND GO TO Q.G
3 Qualified female is not available at this time GOTOQ.H
R Refused ‘ TERMINATE

I 'would like to interview the female, 18 years of age or older, living in this
household, who had the most recent birthday. Are you that person?

1 Yes, is qualified female GO TO Q.1
2 No, is not qualified RE-ASK Q.F
R Refused TERMINATE

Then may I speak to any female, 18 years of age or older, living in this housshold?

1 Qualified female is on the phone GO TO Q.1
2 Qualified female is available (not on phone)
ASK FOR RESPONDENT, REPEAT MAIN INTRO AND GO TO Q.1
3 Qualified female is not available at this time GO TOQ.J
R Refused TERMINATE

I would like 1o interview the female, 18 years of age or older, living in this
bousehold. Are you that person?

1 Yes, is qualified female GO TO Q.1
2 No, is not qualified RE-ASK Q.H

R Refused TERMINATE

When would be a convenient time to call back to speak to her?
(Female who had the most recent birthday

Date

- Time

®
=




I am going to ask you some questions zbout different gaming activities, and whether
Or not you have participated in them. '

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT SAYS HE/SHE NEVER GAMBLES/ DOESN'T
BELIEVE IN IT, SAY: We understand that not everyone gambles, but the opinions
of those who do not gamble are also very critical for the successful completion of this
study.

Which, if any, of the following lottery gamnes have you played at least once in your A
life? (READ LIST. MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED)

Powerball

The instant lottery

The daily numbers

Play Four

Cash lotto

Lotto

(DO NOT READ) None of these (SKIP TO Q.3a)
(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.3a)
(DO NOT READ) Refused , (SKIP TO Q.3a)

L O B W

(FOR EACH ITEM MENTIONED IN Q.2a, ASK Q.2b-Q.2h)

2b. How many times have you played (INSERT ITEM) during the past 12 months in

2c.

Connecticut?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.2g)
D Dorn’t Know (SKIP TO Q.2g)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.2g)

Approximately how much do you spend on this lottery game in Connecticut on either
a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for

~ you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO

NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years

Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks

(VOLUNTEERED) Respondent answers “per drawing”
Don’t Know
Refused

W™ W —

e



(ASK Q.2d IF “THE INSTANT LOTTERY” MENTIONED IN Q.22 - CODE 6. ALL
OTHERS, SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.2f)

2d. 'What is the denomination of Instant lottery tickets that you buy? (DO NOT READ

LIST. MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED)

One doliar

Two dollars

Three dollars

Five dollars

Whatever the new game is (non-specific)
Other

Dor’t Know

Refused

WO W e

(ASK Q.2¢ IF “LOTTO" MENTIONED IN Q.22 - CODE 6. ALL OTHERS, SKIP TO
INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.2f)

2e.

What is the minimum Lotto jackpot necessary before you would be willing to play?
(INTERVIEWER: ALLOW FOR AN EXACT DOLLAR FIGURE. IF “DON'T
KNOW™ OR “REFUSED,” READ RANGES TO RESPONDENTS

1 Respondent gives exact dollar figure

Would you be willing to play for a jackpot up to 4 million dollars
5-9 million '

10-19 million, or would it have to be

20 million dollars or more

(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know

(DO NOT READ) Refused

MU A WwN

(ASK Q.2f IF “POWERBALL” MENTIONED IN Q.2a - CODE 1. ALL OTHERS, SKIP
TO Q.2g)

2f.

What is the minimum Powerball jackpot necessary before you would be willing to
play? (INTERVIEWER: ALLOW FOR AN EXACT DOLLAR FIGURE. IF
“DON'T KNOW” OR “REFUSED,” READ RANGES TO RESPONDENTS

1 Respondent gives exact dollar figure

‘Would you be willing to play for a jackpot of up to 30 million dollars
31-49 million

50-99 million, or would it have to be

100 million doliars or more

(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know

(DO NOT READ) Refused
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2g.

2h.

3a.

3b.

3c.

How many times have you played (INSERT ITEM) during the past 12 months outside
of Connecticut?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)
R Refused (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)

Approximately how much do you spend outside of Connecticut on this lottery game
on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is
easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate
will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

1 Respondent answers in years
2 Respondent answers in months
3 Respondent answers in weeks
D Don’t Know

R Refused

Have you ever placed a bet at 3 horse-racing or harness-racing track at least once in
your life?

1 Yes (CONTINUE)
2 No (SKIP TO Q.42)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.4a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.4a)
How many times have you placeda betata horse-racing or harness-racing track
during the past 12 months?
(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.4a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.4a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.4a)

Approximately how much do you spend on this activity on .either a yearly, monthly,
or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your

1 Respondent answers in years
2 Respondent answers in months
3 Respondent answers in weeks
D Dorn’t Know

R Refused

|
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(ASK Q.4a-4c FOR EACH ITEM LISTED -BELOW)

4a.

4b.

Sa.

Have you ever (INSERT ITEM) at least once in your life?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)
Don’t Know (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)
Refused (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)

N

Participated in a raffle in support of a religious or local organization

Played bingo for money or prizes at a religious or local organization
Participated in 2 “casino night” at a religious or local organization

Played in an office pool at work for games such as the Super Bowl, the College
Basketball tournament, or weekly football picks

Played card games with friends or family for money

Bowled, shot pool, played golf, or some other game of skill for money

Placed a bet with a sports bookie

Played video poker machines not found ir casinos

pooe

B o

How many times_have you (INSERT ITEM) during the past 12 months in
Conmnecticut?

(CONTINUE)
¢ None (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)
R Refused (SKIP TO NEXT ITEM)

Approximately how much do you spend on this activity in Connecticut on either a
yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you
t make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO
NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

1 Respondent answers in years

2 Respondent answers in months

3 Respondent answers in weeks

D Don’t Know

R ' Refused

Have you ever visited a casino to gambie at least once in your life?
1 Yes (CONTINUE)

2 No (SKIP TO Q.6a)

D Dorn’t Know (SKIP TO Q.6a)

R Refused (SKIP TO Q.6a)
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3b.

5c.

5d.

Se.

How many times have you visited a casino to gamble during the past 12 months in
Connecticut, such as Foxwoods or Mohegan Sun Resort?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.5h)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.5h)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.5h)

Which, if any, of the following games did you play at the casino in Connecticut over
the past 12 months? (READ LIST. MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED).

1~ Siot or Video Machines (ASK Q.5d)
2 Table games (ASK Q.5¢)
3 Bingo (ASK Q.59
D (DO NOT READ) Don’t know (SKIP TO Q.5g)
R (DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.5g)

(ASK Q.5d IF “SLOT OR VIDEQO MACHINES” - CODE 1 - MENTIONED IN
Q.5¢c) '

Approximately how much do you spend betting on slot or video machines in
Connecticut on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time
frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best
estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

I Respondent answers in years
2 Respondent answers in months
3 Respondent answers in weeks
D Don’t Know

R Refused

(ASK Q.5e IF “TABLE GAMES” - CODE 2 - MENTIONED IN Q.5¢)

Approximately how much do you spend betting on table games in Connecticut on
either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest
for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.)
(DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in vears
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

O WA




5t

5i.

(ASK Q.5f IF “BINGO” - CODE 3 - MENTIONED IN Q.5¢)

Approximately how much do you spend betting on Bingo in Connecticut on either a
yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you
to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO

NOT ACCEPT RANGES.) ,

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

W R e

If there were casinos located closer to where you live in Connecticut, would you
make more visits to casinos, or would you continue to make the same number of trips

as you do now?

Make more trips
Same amount of trips
Don’t Know

Refused

AR

How many times have you visited a casino to gamble during the past 12 months
outside of Connecticut, such as Atlantic City or Las Vegas?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.6a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.6a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.62)

Which, if any, of the following games did you play at casinos outside of Connecticut
over the past 12 months? (READ LIST. MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED).

1 Slot or Video Machines (ASK Q.5j)
2 Table games (ASK Q.5k)
3 Bingo ' (ASK Q.51
D (DO NOT READ) Dor’tknow  (SKIP TO Q.6a)
R (DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.6a)

do
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5.

- 3L

(ASK Q.5j IF “SLOT OR VIDEO MACHINES” - CODE 1 - MENTIONED IN
Q.51)

Approximately how much do you spend betting on slot or video machines outside of
Connecticut on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time
frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best
estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

W N

(ASK Q.5k IF “TABLE GAMES” - CODE 2 - MENTIONED IN Q.5i)

Approximately how much do you spend betting on table games outside of Connecticut
on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is
easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate
will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers i weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

R YW =

(ASK Q.51 IF “BINGO” - CODE 3 - MENTIONED IN Q.5i)

Approximately how much do you spend betting on Bingo outside of Connecticut on
either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest
for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.)

(DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

Wi W -

Have you ever placed a bet at a greyhound racing track at least once in your life?

1 Yes {CONTINUE)

2 No {SKIP TO Q.7a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.7a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.7a)




6b.

7a.

How many times have you placed a bet at a greyhound racing track during the past 12
months in Connecticut?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.6d)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.6d)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.6d)

Approximately how much do you spend on this activity in Connecticut on either a
yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you
to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO
NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

1 Respondent answers in years
2 Respondent answers in months
3  Respondent answers in weeks
D Don’t Know

R Refused

How many times have you placed a bet at a2 greyhound racing track outside of
Connecticut during the past 12 months?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.7a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.7a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.7a)

Approximately how much do you spend outside of Connecticut on this activity on
either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest
for you to make your estimate. {ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.)
(DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

ol o I S )

Have you ever placed a bet at a jai-alai facility at least once in youi' life?

1 Yes (CONTINUE)

2 No (SKIP TO Q.8a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.8a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.8a)

a
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7c.

7d.

Te.

8a.

How many times have you placed a bet at a jai-alai facility during the past 12 months
in Connectcut? '

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.7d)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.7d)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.7d)

Approximately how much do you spend on this activity in Connecticut on either a
yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you
to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.} (DO
NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

- M LN S oy

How many times have you placed a bet at a jai-alai facility outside of Connecticut
during the past 12 months?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.8a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.8a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.8a)

Approximately how much do you spend outside of Connecticut on this activity on
either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest
for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.)
(DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

1 Respondent answers in years
2 Respondent answers in months
3 Respondent answers in weeks
D Don’t Know
R Refused

Have you ever placed  bet, either over the phone or in-person, with OTB (Off Track
Betting) at least once in your life?

1 Yes (CONTINUE)

2 No (SKIP TO Q.9)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.9)
R Refused - (SKIP TO Q.9)

IH
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8b.

8c.

8d.

8e.

&f.

How many times have you placed a bet at an OTB facility simulcasting during the
past 12 months in Connecticut? (ADD IF NECESSARY: That is, facilities that

show horse races on a giant screen?)

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.8¢)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.8e)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.8¢)

Approximately how much do you spend on this activity in Connecticut at an OTB
facility simulcasting on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use
whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF
NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

WM

When you’ve visited OTB facilities in Connecticut simulcasting over the past 12
months, have you gone to the Windsor Locks Teletheater or Sports Haven?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

-« BLVL I S

How many times have you placed a bet at an OTB branch that does not have
simulcasting during the past 12 months in Connecticut?

(CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.8h)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.8h)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.8h)

Approximately how much do you spend on this activity in Connecticut at an OTB
branch that does not have simulcast on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis?
Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF
NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused

W

Q.8g - OMITTED
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8h. How many times have you placed a bet over the phone through OTB’s telephone
wagering system during the past 12 months in Connecticut?

. ' (CONTINUE)
0 None (SKIP TO Q.9)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.9)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.9)

8i. Approximately how much do you spend on this activity in Connecticut on either a
yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you
to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO

NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

Respondent answers in years
Respondent answers in months
Respondent answers in weeks
Don’t Know

Refused
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IF NO, DON'T KNOW, OR REFUSED FOR ALL ITEMS IN Q.2a, Q.3a, Q.4a, Q.5a,
Q.6a, Q.7a, and Q.82, RESPONDENT IS CLASSIFIED AS A NON-GAMBLER, AND
SKIP TO Q.10. ALL OTHERS CONTINUE.

9.

10.

Of the gaming activities we’ve discussed, which is your favorite game? (DO NOT
READ LIST. RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.) (INTERVIEWER: IF
RESPONDENT SAYS “LOTTERY”, PROBE FOR SPECIFIC LOTTERY GAME)
01 Powerball

(02 Instant lottery

03 Daily numbers

04 Play Four

05 Loto

06 Cash lotto

07 Raffles

08 Bingo

09 Sports betting (football, baseball, the Super Bowl, etc.)

10 Poker

11 Blackjack

12 Craps

13 Roulette

14 Keno

15 Slot machines

16 Video Poker/Video Blackjack

17 Off-Track Betting

18 Horse racing/harness racing

19 Greyhound/dog racing

20 Jai-alai

00 Other (SPECIFY)
DD Don’t Know
RR Refused

On a scale of 1-10, where 10 means, “Strongly Approve™ and 1 means, “Strongly
Disapprove”, how much do you approve or disapprove of the different types of
lottery games available in Connecticut, which includes powerball, lotto, or instant or
scratch tickets? Of course, you can choose any number between 1-10,

10 Strongly Approve
09

08

07

06

05

04

a3

02

01 Strongly Disapprove
DD Don’t Know

RR Refused

®
-

-14-



11.

12.

13.

Using the same scale of 1-10, how much do you approve or disapprove of other
legalized gaming in Connecticut, which includes activities such as the Foxwoods
Casino, jai-alai, Greyhound races, and Off-Track Betting? Of course, you can
choose any number between 1-10.

10 Strongly Approve
09

08

a7

06

05

04

03

02

01 Strongly Disapprove
DD Don’t Know

RR Refused

Now I would like to ask you about the number of locations in Connecticut where you
can legally gamble, which includes casinos, jai-alai, Greyhound races, and Off-Track
Betting. Overall, do you think there are too many of these facilities in Connecticut,
too few, or just about the right amount?

Too many

Too few

Just the right amount
Don’t Know
Refused

WD e

Thinking about the number of locations in Connecticut where you can purchase
lottery tickets, including powerball, and lotto, do you think there are too many places
to buy lottery tickets, too few, or just about the right amount?

1 Too many

2 Too few

3 Just the right amount
D Don’t Know

R Refused




ADVERTISEMENTS

Now I would like to ask you about any advertisements about gaming activities, such as the
lottery, including jackpot announcements, greyhound, OTB, jai-alai, and casinos in
Connecticut that you may have seen recently.

14a. How influential would you say advertisements are to you in selecting which game you
may play or attend? Would you say they were...(READ LIST. RECORD ONE

RESPONSE ONLY)

4  Very influential

3 Somewhat influential

2 Not very influential (SKIP TO Q.152)
1 Not at all influential (SKIP TO Q.153)
¢ (VOLUNTEERED) Did not attend/play (SKIP TO Q.15a)
D (DO NOT READ) Don’t Know - (SKIP TO Q.15a)
R (DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.15a)

14b. Which games did you play or attend based on the advertising you saw in the past

month or so0?
(IF LOTTERY MENTIONED, PROBE FOR SPECIFIC LOTTERY)

01 Powerball

02 The instant lottery

03 The daily numbers

04 Play Four

05 Lotto

06 Cash Lotto

07 Foxwoods Casino

08 Mohegan Sun Resort

09 Jai-alai

10 Greyhound races

11 OTB, or Off-Track Betting
97 Other (SPECIFY)
DD Dor’t know

RR Refused

15a. Do you believe there is a problem in the way in which any form of legalized
gambling is advertised in Connecticut?

1 Yes .
2 No (SKIP TO Q.16)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.16)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.16)
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15b. Which forms of legalized gambling do you think are advertised inappropriately?
(IF LOTTERY MENTIONED, PROBE FOR SPECIFIC LOTTERY)

16.

17.

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
0S
10
11
12
97

Powerball
The instant lottery

The daily numbers

Play Four

Lotto

Cash Lotto

Foxwoods Casino
Mohegan Sun Resort
Jai-alai

Greyhound races

OTB, or Off-Track Betting
All of them
Other (SPECIFY)

DD Don’t know
RR Refused

Which of the foliowing statements do you agree with the most? (READ LIST.
RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)

1

2

3

D
R

The age to piay the lottery, jai-alai, the greyhound tracks, and OTB should be
raised to 21 years old, the same as the casinos

The age to play at Connecticut casinos should be lowered to 18, the same as the
lottery, jai-alai, and OTB

Things are fine the way they are. Lottery, jai-alai, the greyhound tracks, and
OTB should remain at 18, and the Connecticut casinos should remain at 21.
(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know

(DO NOT READ) Refused

Have you ever placed bets for people who are under 18, such as brothers, sisters,
sons, daughters, cousins, nieces, nephews, or friends on things such as lottery
numbers, a pull on a slot machine, or on the Super Bowl or other kinds of sports
bets?

A g

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

e
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18.

How serious of a problem, if at all, do you feel that underage or teen gambling is in
Connecticut? Would vou say it is...(READ LIST. RECORD ONE RESPONSE

ONLY.)

Very serious

Somewhat serious

Not very serious

Not at all serious

(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

AT WA

(NON-GAMBLERS - SKIP TO Q.46a)

SOG SERIES

19.

20.

21.

The next series of questions is part of a standard measurement scale which has been
used in North America in surveys similar to this one. There are no right or wrong
answers to the questions that follow. We just would like to know what your
experiences have been. Please try to be as accurate as possible, and be assured that
your answers will only be shown in aggregate with all others participating, and that
individual level information remains confidential.

When you participate in the gambling activities we have discussed, how often do you
20 back another day to win back money you lost? Would you say...(READ LIST.
RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)

Never (SKIP TO Q.22)
Some of the time

Most of the time, or

Every time

(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.22)
(DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.22)

I S VAR

How often have you done this in the past 12 months? Would you say...(READ LIST.

RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)

Never

Some of the time

Most of the time, or

Every time

(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know
(DC NOT READ) Refused
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23.

24.

26.

How often, if at all, have you said to family and friends that you are winning money
from these activities when in fact you had lost? Would you say...(READ LIST.
RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)

4 Never (SKIP TO Q.24)
3 Some of the time

2  Most of the time, or

1 Every time

D (DO NOT READ) Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.24)
R (DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.24)

How often have you done this in the past 12 months? Would you say...(READ LIST.
RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)

Never

Some of the time

Most of the time, or

Every time

(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

- w Bl SRV

Have you ever spent more time or money gambling than you had originally intended?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.26)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.26)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.26)

Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?

1 Yes

2 No

D Don’t Know
R Refused

Have people ever criticized your betting or told you that you had a gambling
problem, regardless of whether or not you thought it was true?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.28a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.28a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.28a)




27.

28a.

28b.

29a.

29b.

30a.

w g N

Have people criticized your gambling during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

= Rw B

Have you ever felt guilty about the way you gamble, or about what happens when you
gamble? :

Yes

No (SKIP TO Q.29a)
Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.29a)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.293)

AOW -

Have you ever felt this way during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know.
Refused

ol v R

Have you ever felt that you would like to stop gambling, but didn’t think that you

could?
Yes
No (SKIP TO Q.30a)
Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.30a)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.30a)
Have you ever felt this v{ray during the past 12 months?
1 Yes
2 No
D Don’t Know
R Refused

Have you ever hidden betting slips, lottery tickets, gambling monéy, I0U’s, or other
signs of betting or gambling from your spouse, partner, children, or other important
people in your life?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.31a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.31a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.31a)
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30b.

3la.

31b.

3ic.

32a.

32b.

Have you ever done this at least once during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

g N

Have you ever argued with the people you live with over how you handle money?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.32a)
0 (VOLUNTEERED) Live by myself (SKIP TO Q.32a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.32a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.32a)

Have any of these arguments ever centered on your gambling?

1 Yes .
2 No (SKiP TO Q.32a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.32a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.32a)

Have you had any of these arguments over the past 12 months?

1 Yes

2 No

D Don’t Know
R Refused

Have you ever lost time from work or school due to betting money or gambling?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.33a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.33a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.33a)

Have you missed time from work or school during the past 12 months due to
gambling?

I Yes .

2 No {SKIP TO Q.33a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.33a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.33a)

-
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32c. In the past 12 months, approximately how many hours have you missed from work or
school due to gambling on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use
whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF
NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

1 Respondent answers in years
2 Respondent answers in months
3 Respondent answers in weeks
D Don’t Know
- R Refused
33a. Have you ever borrowed from someone and not paid them back as a result of your
gambling?
1 Yes
2 No - (SKIP TO Q.34a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.34a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.34a)
33b. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?
1 Yes
2 No
D Dorn’t Know
R Refused

34a. In the next part of the survey, I am going to read you a list of the ways in which
some people borrow or get money for gambling. First, have you ever borrowed
from household money for gambling or to pay gambling debts?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.353)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.35a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.353)

34b. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

ISR
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35a.

35b.

36a.

36b.

37a.

370.

(Have you ever) borrowed money from your spouse or pariner (for gambling or to
pay gambling debts?)

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.36a)
0 (VOLUNTEERED) Single/No spouse or parmer  (SKIP TO Q.36a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.36a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.36a)

Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

J-ASEE

(Have you ever) borrowed money from other relatives or in-laws (for gambling or to
pay gambling debts?)

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.37a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.37a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.372)

Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

N

(Have you ever) received loans from banks, loan companies, or credit unions (in
order to gamble or pay gambling debts?)

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.382)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.382a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.38a)

Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

g




38a.

38b.

39,

3%0b.

40b.

(Have you ever) made cash withdrawals on credit cards, such as VISA or Mastercard
(in order to gamble or to pay gambling debts?) This does not include any cash
withdrawals you may have made using an ATM card.

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.39a)
0 (VOLUNTEERED) Nocreditcards (SKIP TO Q.39a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.393)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.392)

Have you made cash withdrawals on credit cards for gambling during the past 12
months?

1 Yes

2 No

D Don’t Know
R Refused

(Have you ever) gotten loans from loan sharks (to gamble or to pay gambling debts? )

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.40a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.402)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.40a)

Have you received any loans from loan sharks during the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

=M IS )

(Have you ever) cashed in stocks, bonds. or other securities (to gamble or to pay
gambling debts?)

1  Yes

2 No - (SKIP TO Q.41a)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.41a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.41a)

Has this occurred at least once duriﬁg the past 12 months?

Yes

No

Don’t Know
Refused

A- XX
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4]la.

41b.

42a.

42b.

43.

(Have you ever) sold personal or family property (to gamble or to pay gambling
debts?)

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TC Q.423)
D Don’'t Know (SKIP TO Q.42a)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.42a)

Have you ever done this during the past 12 months?

1 Yes

2 No

D Don’t Know

R Refused

(Have you ever) borrowed money from your checking account by writing checks that
bounced (in order to get money to gamble or to pay gambling debts? )

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.43)

D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.43)

R Refused (SKIP TO Q.43)

Have you ever done this during the past 12 months?

1 Yes

2 No

D Don’t Know
R Refused

How much in total have you borrowed for gambling from all sources combined in the
past 12 months?

$

0 None

D Don’t Know

R Refused

Do you feel that you have ever had a problem w1ﬂ1 betting money or gémbling?
1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.45)

D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.45)

R Refused (SKIP TO Q.45)

R
a
I




44b. Do you feel you currently have a problem with gambling, or have you had one during
the past 12 months?

Currently have

Had one in past 12 months

No gambling problem in past 12 months
Don’t Know

Refused

Pl w Al N

45. 'Which, if any, of the foﬂowing people in your life has, or had a gambling problem?
(READ ENTIRE LIST TOGETHER. MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTABLE.)

Father

Mother

Brother or sister

Grandparent

Another relative

Child

Spouse or partner

A friend or someone else important in your life
(DO NOT READ) None of these
(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

% O 00 -1 OV U 4 LI N

THE INTERNET

46a. Do you have access to a personal computer with access to the internet?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.48)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.48)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.48)

46b. Have you ever used the internet to chat with other people who gamble, or to find
information on gambling activities?

Used to chat with other people

Used to obtain information on gambling

No, have not used the internet for this

(VOLUNTEERED) Never used the Internet

(VOLUNTEERED) Never heard of the Internet {(SKIP TO Q.48)
(DO NOT READ) Dor’t Know '
(DO NOT READ) Refused

WO W
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46c. Do you know if there are sites on the Internet where you can gamble?

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.46¢)
D Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.46¢)
R Refused (SKIP TO Q.46e)

(ASK Q.46d IF CODE 1, 2, 0R31NQ46b ALL OTHERS, SKIP TO Q.47) .
46d. Have you ever placed any bets on the Internet?

Yes (SKIP TO Q.47)
No ;

Don’t Know

Refused

N

46e. How interested would you be in having the ability to place bets on the Internet?
Would you say you are... (READ LIST. RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY).

4 Very interested

3 Somewhat interested

2 Not very interested (SKIP TO Q.48)
1 Not at all interested (SKIP TO Q.48)
D (DO NOT READ) Don’t Know {SKIP TO Q.48)
R (DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.48)

47. What types of games would you like to place bets on using the Internet? (DO NOT.
READ LIST. RECORD ALL RESPONSES).

Sports betting (horse racing, football, etc.)
Lottery

Poker games with other people on the Internet
Video poker
Video Blackjack
Other (SPECIFY)
(DO NOT READ) Don’t Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

WO AW -




DEMOGRAPHICS

And finally, just a few questions for classification purposes only. . .

48, Areyou: (READ LIST)

- VTR S

Single, that is never married
Single, living with a parmer
Married

Separated

Widowed, or

Divorced

(DO NOT READ) Refused

49a. Currently, are you yourself employed full-time, part-time, or not at all?

W N

Full-time (SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.50a)
Part-time (SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.50a)
Not employed

Refused (SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.502)

49b. Are you: (READ LIST)

WOOUWBEWN R

Retired

A homemaker

A student, or

Temporarily unemployed

(DO NOT READ) Disabled/handicapped
(DO NOT READ) Other (SPECIFY)
(DO NOT READ) Don't Know

(DO NOT READ) Refused

(ASK Q.502-50b IF MARRIED IN Q.48 (CODE 3). ALL OTHERS, SKIP TO Q.51a)

50a. Currently, is your spouse employed full-time, part-time, or not at ali?

73 W

Full-time (SKIP TO Q.51a)
Part-time (SKIP TO Q.51a)
Not employed

Refused (SKIP TO Q.51a)

g’
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50b. Is your spouse: (READ LIST)

Retired

A homemaker

A student, or
Temporarily unemployed

(DO NOT READ) Other (SPECIFY)

(DO NOT READ) Disabled/handicapped

(DO NOT READ) Don't Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

OO WA W

Sla. Including yourself, how many people are there living in your household?

(RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)

8  Eight or more people
R Refused

(IF 1 OR IF REFUSED, SKIP TO Q.52)

51b. How many of these are adults, 18 or older?
(RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)

8  Eight or more people
R Refused

(IF 1 OR IF REFUSED, SKIP TO Q.52)

Slc. How many of these adults are male?
(RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)

8 Eight or more people
R Refused

51d. How many of these aduits are female?
(RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)

8  Eight or more people
R Refused

29
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52a. What is your age?

(SKIP TO Q.53)

DD Don’t know (ASK Q. 52b)
RR Refused (ASK Q. 52b)

52b. Isit... (READLIST)

WA AW -

1824

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

a5-74

75 or older

(DO NOT READ) Refused

53. What is the last grade of school you completed?

54. Is your total annual household income from all sources, and before taxes:

(READ LIST)

1
2
3
4
-]
6
7
8
9
D
R

1 ess than $10,000

$10,000 but less than $15,000
$15,000 but less than $20,000
$20,000 but less than $25,000
$25,000 but less than $30,000
$30,000 but less than $40,000
$40,000 but less than $50,000
$50,000 but less than $75,000, or
$75,000 and over

(DO NOT READ) Don't Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

55a. Are you of Hispanic origin or background?

R D N

Yes

No (SKIP TO Q.56)
Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.56)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.56)

®
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55b. Are you White Hispanic or Black Hispanic?

1 White

2 Black

D Dor'tKnow
R Refused

(SKIP TO Q.57)

56. Would you consider yourself to be White, Black or of some other race?
If "other” say: "I'm mot referring to your nationality. I just want to know if you
consider yourself white or black."

White

Black

Asian/Oriental /Chinese/Japanese
Native American/American Indian
Other (SPECIFY)
Refused

O AW

57.  Besides the telephone mumber I reached you on, how many other telephone numbers, if
any, does your household have? Not extensions but different telephone numbers.
(RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)

0 None
R Refused

58. Finally, what is the five digit ZIP CODE of where you live?
(RECORD BELOW)

D Don't Know
R Refused

59. RECORD SEX OF RESPONDENT:
1 Male
2 Female

I WANT TO THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND OPINIONS! THEY
ARE VERY MUCH APPRECIATED!

®
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A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambiing on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

Appendix B
Quest:onnaare Used in the intercept Survey at Gambling
- - ‘Venues

- The WEFA Group ' Final Report



el Job #4458
ICR December 1, 1996

Media, Pennsyivania 15063 START CARD 1 DUP 1-5 CARD 3/18 HARDCUT.DOC
SP. 680
STARTCD2 DUP 15 _, ‘
SP. 6-80 Card3 CaseID# (15)
CONNECTICUT GAMING STUDY

- Hello, my name is and I'm from ICR, a natiomal rescarch firm. We are conducting a study regarding
1 leisure activities and hobbies, and would like to inchude your opinions. For your participation, we would be pleased 10
: offer you (INSERT INCENTIVE) S
START CD 18 DUP 1-5
A.  First, are you curremtiy a resident of Connecticut?

\ 18/6

’ 1 Yes )
2 No (TERMINATE)
9  Refused (TERMINATE)

START CARD 1 DUP I-5 CARD 3/18 Q.A - NOT A CONNECTICUT RESIDENT

1234 7891011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 1920 21 22 23 24 25
26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 18/(7/8)
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69

B.  Are you hear today to gamble or place a wager?

18/(9)

1 Yes .
' 2 No (TERMINATE)
9  Refused {TERMINATE)

Q.B - NOT HERE TO GAMBLE/PLACE A WAGER
1234567891011 1213 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 2§
26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 30 40 4] 42 43 44 45 46 47 18/(10/11)
48 49 50 51 52 53 34 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 €9

IF INTERVIEWING BEING DONE AT JAJ-ALAI OR GREYHOUND RACES, ASK Q.C.

IF INTERVIEWING BEING DONE AT CASINO OR OTB, SKIP TO Q.1
C.  Which event are you here for oday?

18/12
1 Jai Alai/Greyhound Race
2 018 (TERMINATE)
9  Refused (TERMINATE)

Q.C - PLACING A WAGER FOR OTB, NOT JAI -ALAl OR GREYHCUND RACES

i 123456789]0111213141516171819202122232425
26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 18/(13/14)
4849505]525354555657585960516263646566676869

1. lam going to ask you some questions about different gaming activiries, and whether or not You have participated in
them, ‘

(NOTE: IF RESPONDENT SAYS HE/SHE NEVER GAMBLES/ DOESN'T BELIEVE IN IT, SAY: We
understand that not everyone gambles, but the opinions of those who do not gamble are also very critical for the
successful completion of this study. )

2a.  Which, if any, of the following logery games have you played at least onge iz your life? (READ LIST.
MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED)
325 ]
Powerbalt
The instant lomery
The daily numbers
Play Four
Cash looo
Lono
(DO NOT READ) None of these (SKIP TO Q.3a)
(DO NOT READ) Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.3a)
(DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.3a)

p I - NP R TU N
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‘ Tt CARD 5/14118
2b. How many times have you played louery games during the past 12 months in Connecric?

18/15.3
(CONTINUE)
000 Nope (SKIP TQ Q.2d)
998 Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.2d)
999 Refused (SKIP TO Q.2d)

2c. Approximately how much do you spend o lotery games in Connecticut on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly
basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your bes
estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

18/18

Responden: answers in years 18/19.5

Respondent answers in months 18724.5

Respondent answers in weeks 18729.5

(VOLUNTEERED) Respondent answers “per drawing” 18/34.5

Dorn’t Know

Refused

D00 B B e

2d. How many times have you played iottery games during the past 12 months outside of Connecticut?

18/39.3
(CONTINUE}
000 None (SKIP TO Q.3a)
998 Dorz't Know (SKIF TO Q.3a)
999 Refused (§KIP TO Q3a)

2e. Approximately how much do you spend outside of Connecticut on lottery games on efther 2 yearly, moathly, or
weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you ©o make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY:
Your best estimat= will do.) (PO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

18742
1 Respondent answers in years 18/43.5
2  Respondent answers in months 18/48.5
3 Respondenr answers in weeks 18/53.5
8 Don't Know
9 Refused
3a. Have you ever placed a bet at a horse-racing or harness-racing track at least once in your life?
5/61
1 Yes (CONTINUE)
2 No (SKIP TO Q.4b)
& Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.4b)
9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.4b)
3b. How many times have you placed 2 bet at 2 horse-racing or hamness-racing track during the past 12 months?
5623 .
(CONTINUE)
000 Nona (SKIP TO Q.4b)
998 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.4b)
999 Refused (SKIP TO Q.4b)

3c. Approximately how much do you spend on this activity on either a yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please
use whatever time frame is easiest for you 10 make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimat
will do.} (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

5/65
1  Respondent answers in years (14/3.5)
2 Respondent answers in months (14/10.5)
3 Respondent answers in weeks (14/15.5)
8§ DPon’t Know
9  Refused

-
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CARD 7/15/16
(NOTE: IF INTERVIEWING BEING DONE IN CASINO, SKIP TO Q.5b. ALL OTHERS, ASK Q.52)

Sa. Have you ever visited a casino 10 gambile ar least once in your life?
127
1 Yes (CONTINUE}
2 No (SKIP TO Q.6a)
8§ Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.6a)
9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.6a)
5b. How many times have you visited 2 casino 10 gamble during the past 12 months in Connecicur, such as
Foxwoods or Mohegan Sun Resort? -
7283
(CONTINUE}
000 Nope (SKIP TO Q.5h)
998 Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.5h)
999 Refused (SKIF TO Q.5h)
Sc.  Which, if any, of the following games did you play at the casiro in Connecticut over the past 12 months?
(READ LIST. MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEFTED
731
i Slotor Video Machines (ASK Q.50)
2 Table games (ASK Q.5¢)
3 Bimgo (ASK Q.51)
8§ (DONCT READ) Don't know (SKIP TO Q.5g)

9 (DONOT READ) Refused (SKIP TO Q.5g)

(ASK Q.5d IF “SLOT OR VIDEO MACHINES” - CODE ! - MENTIONED IN (.5¢)

5d. Approximately how much do you spend betting on slot or video machines in Connecticut on either a yearly,
monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD
IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.} (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

w2
1 Respondent answers in years (1733.9)
2 Respondent answers in months (7/42.9)
3  Respondent answers in weeks (7/51.9)
8 Don't Know

9  Refusad

{ASK Q.5¢ IF *TABLE GAMES™ - CODE 2 - MENTIONED IN Q.5¢)

Se. Approximately bow much do you spend betting o @bie games in Connecricut on either 2 yearly, monthly,
or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you t make your estimate. (ADD IF
NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

7/60
1 Respondent answers in years {15/60.5)

2  Respondent answers in months (15/65.5)

3 Respondent answers in weeks (15/70.5)

8 Don't Know

9  Refused

(ASK Q.STTF “BINGO” - CODE 3 - MENTIONED IN Q.5¢)

5f. Approximately how much do you spend betting on Bingo in Connecticut on either a yearly, momnthly, or
weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF

10 NECESSARY: Your best estimare will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)
1 Respondent answers in years (15/75.5)

2 Respondent answers in months {15/80.5)

3 Respondent angwers in weeks (16/5.5)

& Don't Know

9  Refused

5g. If there were casinos located closer © where you live in Connecticut, would you make more visits 1o casinos, or
150 would you continue to make the same aumber of trips as you do now? '
1 Make more mips

2 Same amoum of trips

8 Don’t Know

9  Refused

IS
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CARD &/16
'5h. How many times have you visited a casino w gamble during the past 12 months ourtside of Connecticur, such 25

Atlantic City or Las Vegas?
8/1.3
{(CONTINUE)
000 None (SKIP TO Q.6a3)
998 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.6a)
999 Refused {SKIP TO Q.6a)

5i.  Which, if any, of the following games did you play ar casinos outside of Connecticut over the past 12 months?
(READ LIST. MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED).

8/4
1 Sloror Video Machines (ASK Q.5D)
2 Table games (ASK Q.5k)
3 Bingo (ASK Q.51
8 (DO NOT READ) Don't know (SKIP TO Q.6a)
9 (DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIP TC Q.éa)
(ASK Q.5j IF “SLOT OR VIDEO MACHINES™ - CODE ! - MENTIONED IN Q.5i)
5j.  Approximately how much. do you spend berting on slot or vides machines outside of Connecticut on either
a yearly, momhly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your
estimaze. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)
1 Respondent answers in years {16/10.5)
2 Respondent answers.in months (16/15.5)
3 Respondent answers in weeks {16/20.5)
8 Dor’t Know
9 Refused
(ASK Q.5k IF “TABLE GAMES" - CODE 2 - MENTIONED IN Q.51)
5k Approximately how much do you spend betting on table games outside of Connecticut on either a yearly,
monthly, or weekly basis? Pleass use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD
IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)
8/15
1  Respondent answers in years {16/25.5)
2 Respondent answers in months (16/30.5)
3  Respondent answers in weeks {16/35.5)
8§ Don’t Know
9 Refused
{ASK Q.51 IF “BINGO" - CODE 3 - MENTIONED IN Q.5)
5. Approximately how m.uch do you spend betting on Bingo oumside of Connecticur on either a yearly,
momthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. {(ADD
IF NECESSARY': Your best estimats will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)
825
1  Respondent answers in years (16/40.5)
2  Respondemt answers in months (16/45.5)
3 Respondent answers in wesks (16/50.5)
8§ Don't Know
9  Refused

3.
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CARD 8/16
(NOTE: IF INTERVIEWING BEING DONE AT GREYHOUND TRACK, SKIP TO Q.6b. ALL OTHERS, ASK
Q.6a)

6a. Have you ever placed a ber at a greyhound racing track at [east once in your life?

8135
1 Yes (CONTINUE)
2 No (SKIF TO Q.7a)
8§ Don't Know {SKIP TO Q.72)
9  Refused (SKIP TO Q.7a)

6. How many times have you placed a bet at a greyhound racing wack during the past 12 months in Connegricur?
8/36.3 .

(CONTINUE)
000 None {SKIP TO Q.6d)
998 Don't Know {SKIP TO Q.6d}
999 Refused (SKIP TO Q.6d)

6c. Approximately how much do you. spend on this activity in Connecticut on either a yearly, moathly, or
weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to make your estimate. (ADD IF
NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

8/39
1  Respondent answers in years {16/95.5)
2 Respondent answers in months (16/60.5)
3  Respondent answers in weeks (16/65.5)
8 Dor’t Know .
9 Refused

CARD 8/17
(NOTE: IF INTERVIEWING BEING DONE AT JAI-ALAI FACILITY, SKIP TO Q.7b. ALL OTHERS, ASK
Q.72)

7a. Have you ever placed a bet at a jai-alai facility at least once in your Hfe?

8/652

1 Yes (CONTINUE)

2 Neo (SKIP TO Q.8a)

8 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.8a)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.8a)
7b. How many times have you placed a bet at a jai-alai facility during the past 12 months in Connecticut?
8/63.3

(CONTINUE)

000 None (SKIP TO Q.74)

998 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.74d)

999 Refused (SKIP TO Q.7d)

7¢.  Approximately how much do you spend on this actvity in Connecticut on either a yearly, monthly, or
weekly basis? Please use whatever tme frame is casiest for you to make your estimaze. (ADD IF
NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

8/66
1  Respondent answers in years (17/5.5)
2 Respondent answers in months (17/10.5)
3 Respondent answers in weeks (177155
8 Don't Know
9 Refused




CARD 917

(NOTE: IF INTERVIEWING BEING DONE AT AN OTB FACILITY, SKIF TO Q.8b. '-ALL OTHERS, ASK

Q.8a)
8a.

$/0

8b.

9/10.3

9/13

9123

8e.

Have you ever placed 2 bet, either over the phone or in person, with OTB (Off Track Berting) at least once in
your life? ‘

Yes {CONTINUE)

No (SKIP TO Q.102)
Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.103)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.10a)

How many times have yon placed a bet at an OTB facility simuplcasting during the past 12 menths in
Connecricut? (ADD IF NECESSARY: That is, facilities thar show borse races on a giant screen?)

(CONTINUE}
000 Nore (SKIP TO Q.8¢2)
998 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.8¢)
999 Refused {SKIP TO Q.8¢)

8c. Approximately how much do you spead on this activity in Coneecticur at an OTB facility simnicasting on
either a yeariy, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you 19 make your
estimate. {(ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimawe will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

W0 00 b e

Respondent answers-in years (17735.5)
Respondent answers in months (17/40.5)
i (17/45.9)

%’
5
a

%

Whet you've visited OTB facilities in Connecticut simuicasting over the past 12 months, have you gone to
the Windsor Locks Teletheater or Sports Haven?

Yes

No

Dor’t Know
Refused

HowmanytimuhaveyouplaecdabctaxanOTBbranchma:dosncthavesimulcastingduring:hcpast 12
months in Connecticut? )

(V=R VIS I

9243

8f.

927

{CONTINUE)
000 Nons (SKIP TO Q.3g)
998 Don't Know {SKIP TO Q.82)
999 Refused (SKIP TC Q.8g)

J@pproximate!y_ how much do you spend on this activity in Connecticut at an OTB branch that does not have
simuicast on either 2 yearly, monthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to
mazke your estimate. {ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best estimate will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

1 Respondemt answers in years (17/50.5)
2 Respondent answers in morhs (17/55.5)
3 Respondent answers in weeks (17/60.5)
8 Don't Know

9 Refused

|

.

®
)
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CARD 9/18

HowmxnymncshaveyouplamdabetcverthephoncmmughOTBswlephoncwagmngsysmmrmgthc
past 12 months in Connecticut?

9/38.3

060 Nome (SKIP TO Q.10a)
998 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.10a)
999 Refused (SKIP TO Q.10a)

Approximately bow much do you spead on this activity in Connecticut on cither 2 yearly, monthly, or weekly
hasis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you 1o make your estimate. (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your
best estimare will do.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

8f.

9/41

L=V S

(CONTINUE)

Respondent answers i years 9/42,9)
Respoadent answers in months 9/51.9)
Respondent answers in weeks (9/60.9)
Don’t Know

Refused

(Q. 9 Deleted)

10a. Have you ever engaged in speculative investments, such as the stock market, fumures options, or real esmre?

18/58
1 Yes (CONTINUE)
2 No -(SKIP TO Q.19
8 Don't Know {SKIP TO Q.19)
9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.19)
10b. Have you engaged in this activity during the past 12 months?

18759
1 Ye
2 No
8 Don’t Know
9 Refused

(Q. 11 - 18 Deleted)

|

3

9
b




CARD 3 Case ID# (1-5) CARD 10

19. The next series of questions is part of 2 standard measurement scale which has been used in North America in
surveys similar 1o this ope. There are ne right or wrong answers to the questions that follow. We just would
like 1o know what your expetiences have been. Please ry o be as accurate as possible, and be assured that
your answers will only be shown in aggregate with all others participating, dnd that individual leve! information
remaing confidential,

20. 'When you participate in the gambling activites we have discussed, how often do you go back another day 1o win
back money you iost? Would you say...(RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.) -

10/16

OO0 bt B e

10/17

L= RN FUN N QP

Never {SKIP TO Q.22)
Some of the time

Most of the time, or

Every time

Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.22)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.22)

. How often have you done this in the past 12 months? Would you say...(RECORD ONE RESPONSE

ONLY.)

Never

Some of the ime
Most of the time, or
Every rime

Don’t Know
Refused

22.  How often, if at all, bave you said to family and friends that you are winning money from these acrivities whan
in fact you had lost? Would you say...(RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)

10/18

L= R R PN

Never (SKIP TO Q.24)
Some of the time

Most of the time, or

Every time

(DO NOT READ) Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.24)
{DO NOT READ) Refused (SKIF TO Q.24)

23. How often have you done this in the past 12 months? Would you say...(RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)

019

OO0 b b =

Never

Some of the time

Most of the time, or

Every time

(DO NOT READ) Don't Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

24.  Have you ever spent more time or money gambling than you had originally imended?

10720

D OO KD e

&

Yes

No (SKIP TC Q.26)
Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.26
Refused (SKIP TO Q.26)

. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?

Yes
No
Don’t Know

9.

e




CARD 10

26. Have peaple ever criticized your betring or toid you that you bad a gambling problem, regardiess of whether or

not you thought it was rue?

10/22

1 Yes

2 No {SKIP TO Q.28a)

& Don’t Kmow (SKIP TO Q.28a)

9 Refused {SKIP TO Q.28a)

27. Have people criticized your gambling during the past 12 months?
10/23

L -X- B SEE
;
]

28a. Have you ever felt guilty about the way you gamble, or about what happens when you gamble?
1024

Yes

No (SKIP TO Q.293)

Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.29a)

Refused (SKIP TO Q.29a)

LN ]

28h. Have you ev&fdtﬂn‘s way during the past 12 months?

1 Yes

2 No

8§ Don’t Know
9 Refused

293, Have you ever felt that you would like to stop gambling, but didn’t think that you could?
10726

Yes

No (SKIF TO Q.302)

Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.302)

Refused (SKIP TO Q.302)

g -

. Have you ever felt this way during the past 12 mont_bs?-. "
10727 -

00 bJ b=
Z
=]

302. Have you ever hidden betting slips, lotrery tickets, gambling money, IOU’s, or other signs of besting or

gambling from your spouse, parmer, children, or other important people in your life?
10728
Yes

No (SKIP TO Q.31a)
Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.31a)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.31a)

D QO B

30b. Have you ever done this at least once during the past 12 months?
10/29

1
2
& Don't Know
9

|

®
b




31a. Have you ever argued with the people you live with over how you handle money?
10730 .

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.322)

0 Livebymyself  (SKIF TO Q.322)

8 Don't Kpow (SKIP TO Q.322)

9 Refused (SKIP TO .32a)

31b. Have any of these arguments ever centered on your gambling?
10131

1 Yes

2 No (SKXP TO Q.323)

8§ Don't Kaow (SKIP TO Q.32z)

9  Refused (SKIP TO Q.32a)

31c. Have you had any of these arguments over the past 12 months?
10/32

1 Yes

2 No

8 Don't Know

9 Refused

32a2. Have you ever lost time from work or school due to betting mopey or gambling?
10/33

1 Yes .

2 No (SKIP TO Q.333)

8 Don't Kmow (SKIP TO Q.33a)

9 Refused {SKIP TO Q.33a)

32b. Have you missed time from work or school during the past 12 months due 10 gambling?
10/34

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.333)

8§ Don’t Know {SKIP TO Q.33a)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.33a)

CARD 10

32c.1nthqpastlgmomhs. approximately how many hours have you missed from work or school due to
gambling on either a yearly, momthly, or weekly basis? Please use whatever time frame is easiest for you to

make your estimate par year. Your best estimare will do.

Per Year (10/36.3)
Per Month (10/39.3)
{10/42.3)

O 00 W)
:
i3

33a. szeyoucverbormwedfromsomecnzandnotpaidmanbackasamuitofyou:gambling?

10745

No (SKIP TO Q.343)
(SKIP TO Q.34a)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.34a)

0 00k
g
-

33b. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?
10/46 -

D 00 B ma
g
~
g
]
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CARD 10
34a. In the nexe part of the survey, 1am going o read you a list of the ways in which some people borrow or get
moncey for gambling. First, have you ever borrowed from household money for gambling or to pay gambling
debrs?
10/47

No {SKIP TO Q.352)
(SKIP TO Q.35a3)
Refused (SKIP TO Q.353)

34%, Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?
10/48

00 b3 e
g
-
g
€

I Yes

2 No

8 Don't Know
9 Refused

35a. Have you ever borrowed money from your spouse of parer for gambling of to pay gambling debts?
16749

Yes

No (SKIP TO Q.36a}

Single/No spouse or parter {SKIP TO Q.36a)

Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.36a)

Refused (SKIP TO Q.36a)

-0 - = X I

35b. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?
10/50

1 Yes

2 No

& Don't Know

9 Refosed

36a. Have you ever borrowed money from other relatives or in-laws for gambling or to pay gambling debts?
10/51

1 Yes

2 Neo (SKIP TO Q.37a)

8 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.373)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.372)

36b. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 momths?
10/52 .

1 Yes

2 No

g8 Don't Know

9  Refused
3%. m gcu ever received loans from banks, loan companies, or credit unions in order w gamble or pay gambling
10/53

1 Yes

2 No {SKIP TO .383)

2 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.38a)

9  Refused (SKIP TO Q.383)

37b. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?
10/54

1 Yes

2 No

8§ Don't Know

9 Refused

-1

Bl
]




CARD 10
38a. Have you ever made cash withdrawals on credit cards, such as VISA or MasterCard in order 1 gamble or to

pay gambling debts? This does nor include any cash withdrawals you may have made using an ATM card.

10/55

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.392)

3 No credit cards {SKIP TO Q.3%)

8 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.39a)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.3%)

38b. Have you made cask withdrawals on credit cards for gambling during the past 12 months?
10/56

1 Yes

2 No

8 Don’t Know

9 Refused
392. Have you ever gotten loans from loan sharks to gamble or to pay gambling debts?
16757

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.402)

8 Don't Know {SKIF TO Q.40a)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.40a)

39%. Have you received any loans from loan sharks during the past 12 months?
10/58 .

1 Yes

2 No

& Don't Know

9 Refused

40a. Have you ever cashed in stocks, bonds, or other securities to gamble or to pay gambling debis?
10/59

1 Yes
2 No (SKIP TO Q.41a)
8 Dorn’t Know (SKIP TO Q.41a)
9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.41a)
40b. Has this occurred at least once during the past 12 months?
10/60
1 Yes
2 No
8 Don'tKnow
9  Refused
4la. Have you ever sold p@ pal or family property 10 gamble or to pay gambling debes?
10/61
i Yes
2 No {SKIP TQ Q.42a)
& Dor't Know {SKIP TQ Q.42a)
9  Refused (SKIP TO Q.423)
41b. How much in total have you sold from personal or family property to gambie or pay gambling debts during
your life?
20010.5
$ —
99998 Don't Know
99999  Refused
41c. Ha:hsygu ever sold personal or family property to gamble or to pay gambling debts during the past 12
months?
10/62
1 Yes
2 No
8 Don't Know
9 Refused

e ICR




: . CARD 10/18
42a. Have you ever borrowed money from your checking account b writin checksrha:bouncgdinurdcrtqget

money to gamble or to pay gambling debts? {10/63)

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.43)

8§ Ton't Know (SKIP TO Q.43)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.43)

42b. Have you ever done this during the past 12 months?
10/64 :

1 Yes

2 No

8 Don't Know

9 Refused
432, How much in toral have you borrowed for gambling from all sources combined during your 1ife?
20/15.5

5

00000  Nome (SKIP TO Q.44a)

99998  Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.44a)

99999  Refused (SKIP TO Q.44a)

43b. How much in toial have you borrowed for gambling from all sources combined in the past 12 months?
10/65.6

s

000000  None

999998  Don't Know

999999  Refused
44a, Have you ever been to 2 therapist, doctor, group counseling, or Gamblers Anonymous for help with a gambling

problem?
18/60

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.45a)

8 Don't Know (SKIF TO Q.452)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.453)

44b, Have you been to a therapist, doctor, group counseling, or Gamblers Anonymous for help with a gambling

problem during the past 12 months?

18/61

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.453)

8 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.45a)

9 Refused {SKIP TO Q.452)

44¢c, How did you pay for your weamem? Was it...(RECORD ONE RESPONSE ONLY.)
18/62
Covered entirely by insurance
A combinarion of insurance and out-of-pocket expenses
Paid entirely by our-of-pocket expenses, of
You have still not paid for it
18/66 7  Other (SPECIFY)
8 Don't Know
9 Refused

F- PLI & B

444. In total, approximately how much did your treatment, both outpatient, and in-patient, cost? (Your best
estimate will do.)
201204
$ __
9998 Don’t Know
9999 Refused

44c, Was this reatment received in the state of Connecticut?
18/67
1 Yes
2 No
8 Don't Know
9 Refused
CARD 10/18

o
®
-

=



op—

45a. Have you ever been arrested for a gambling retated offense, that is, an offenise that was related to your

gambling?

18/68
1 Yes
2 No (SKIP TO Q.46a)
&8 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.46a)
9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.463)

45b. Have you been arrested for a gambling related offense during the past 12 months?
18/69 :

1 Yes

2 No (SKIP TO Q.46a)
& Don't Koow (SKIP TO Q.46a)
9  Refused (SKIP TO Q.46a)

45c. For what offense were you arrested?
18/70.5

46a. Do you feel that you have ever had a probiem with betting money or gambling?

10771
I Yes
2 No (SKIP TO Q.47)
8 Don't Know (SKIP TO Q.47)

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.47)
46b. Do you feel you currently have 2 problem with gambling, or have you had one during the past 12 months?

10/72

Currently have

Had one in past 12 months

No gambling problem in past 12 months
Don’t Know

Refused

OO0 b2 W

47. Which, if any, of the following people in your life has, or had a gambling problem? (CIRCLE EACH
RESPONSE.)

10/73

Father

Mother

Brother or sister

Grandparent

Another reladive

Child

Spouse or parnner

A friend or someone else important in your life

None of these

Don't know

9 Refused

00 ~]OhLh e

=)
-3
=
o0 o

48. Have you ever atempted suicide?
18775
1 Yes
2 No
8 Dor't Know
9  Refused

13-

®
=



DEMOGRAPHICS
Andﬁnaﬂy.jns:afcwqmstionsﬁ:rdasiﬁcaﬂunpn-possonly. ..
49. Approximately how many miles away do you live from this gaming site? (ADD IF NECESSARY: Your best

estimate will &o.) (DO NOT ACCEPT RANGES.)

20124.4

18/76

51
15

116

s

Miles

9998 Don’t Know
0099 Refused

CARD 11/18

Which, if any, of the following benefits have you ever received? (READ LIST. MULTIPLE RESPONSES

ACCEPTED.}

Social Security

Unemployment benefics

Food stamps

Aid 0 Families with Dependent Children, or Welfare
(DO NOT READ)} Dont Kaow

(DO NOT READ) Refused

Are you: (READ LIST)
Single, that is never married
Single, living with a parmer
Married .
Separated

Widowed, or

Divorced

(DO NOT READ) Refused

Currently, are you yourself employed full-time, parn-time, or not at all?

I Full-time (SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.54)
2 Pan-time (SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.54)

3 Not employed
9 Refused (SKIP TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q.54)

D00 p WD e

SO AW

3
E
:
5

Retired
A bomemaker
A student, or

(DO NOT READ) Other (SPECIFY)
(PO NOT READ) Don't Know
(DO NOT READ) Refused

g
98
;
|

{ASK Q.54-55 IF MARRIED I Q.51 (CODE 3). ALL OTHERS, SKIP TO Q.56)

ﬁ}s Currcrly, is your spouse empioyed full-time, part-time, or not at all?

1 Full-time (SKIP TO Q.56)

2 Partime {SKIP TO Q.56)

3 Notemployed

9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.56)
§5. Isyour spouse: (READ LIST)
119

1 Retired

2 A bomemaker

3 A swmdent, or

4 Temporarily unempioyed

5 (DO NOT READ) Disabled/handicapped

6 (DO NOT READ) Other (SFECIFY)

7 (DO NOT READ) Don't Know

8 (DO NOT READ) Refused

-16-
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56, Incuding yourself, hoﬁvmnypeopl:ammﬁelivﬁ:ginyauhm:sdmld?

{RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER})
11/10.2
01 Ope (SKIP TO Q. 583)
08 Eight or more people
09 Refused (SKIP TO Q. 58a)
57a. How many of these are adults, 13 or older?
(RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)
11/12.2
01 Ome (SKIP TO Q. 58a)
08 Eight or more people
09 Refused ) (SKIP TO Q. 58a)

57b. How many of these adults are male?
(RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)

11/14.2

08 [Eight or more people
09 Refused

57c. How many of these adults are femafe?
{RECORD SINGLE-DIGIT NUMBER)
1116.2

08 Eight or more people
09 Refused

582, ‘What is your age?
117183

(SKIP TO Q.59)
908 Don’t know (ASK Q. 58b)
999 Refused (ASK Q. 58m)

58b. Isit... (READ LIST)
11721
1824
25-34
3544
45-54
5564
65-74
75 or ok
(DO NOT READ) Refused

00 ~3 Ch WA b LD D

59. What is the fast grade of school you completed?
{DO NOT READ LIST)

11722

1 Less than high schoo! graduare
2 High school graduare
3 Some coflege
4  Gradwed college
5 Graduate school or more
6 Technical school/Other
9 Refused

CARD 11

1
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CARD 11
60. lsyourmlamualhmscholdimomefmmallm,andbcﬁmmz {(READ LIST) T
1123 ’ ) i
Less than $10,000 I
$10,000 butt less than $15,000
$15,000 but less than 520,000
$20,000 bt less than $25,000 :
$25,000 but less than $30,000 )
$30,000 but less than $40,000 ‘
$40,000 but less than $50,000 : .
$50,000 bur less than 75,000, or : ]
$75,000 and over 5
(DO NOT READ) Don't Know o
(DO NOT READ) Refused
‘ i

B4 € D 00 ~1 Oh LA P W KD e

6la. Are you of Hispanic origin or background? ‘.)
11724 o
(SKIP TO Q.62) ]

Don’t Know (SKIP TO Q.62)
9 Refused (SKIP TO Q.62) _ ]

00 b =
2

6ib. Are you Whize Hispanic or Black Hispamic? : : ,
!
!

11725

White (SKIF TO Q. 63) g
Black . (SKIP TO Q. 63) k
Don't Know (SKIF TO Q. 63) i
Refissed (SKIP TO Q. 63} l

6. Wmﬂdymmmﬁuymnsdfmbe%m.ﬂadmrofsomoﬂmm”
i otha' say: "I'm not referring 1o your mationaliry. Imwan:uokmwrfyoucum:deryamclfwhmor

O 00 b e

11726
White

Black

Native American/American Indian ]
Ouber (SPECIFY) Lk
Refused ‘

63. Fimliy, what is the five digit ZIP CODE of where you live? {(RECORD BELOW) ;
117295 : t
{

0O W e

99998 Don't Koow
99996 Refusad

64. RECORD SEX OF RESPONDENT:
11734
1 Male i
2 Female ; z

T -18-
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{ WANT TO THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND OPINIONS! THEY ARE VERY MUCE
APPRECIATED! START CD 20 DUP 1-§

65. RECORD INTERVIEWING SITE: 66. RECORD DAY: (20/8)

2006 20 1 Weekday
Casino 2 Weekend

1 Foxwoods
2 Mobegan

3 Greybound Track

4  Jai-Alai
OB

Bridgeport
Meriden
Norwatk
Watertrury
West Haven

Q0O Oyt

20/9
67. RECORD TIME: 1 Before 6PM
2 After 6PM

INTERVIEWER: MAKE SURE SELF-ADMINISTERED PORTION HAS BEEN COMPLETED, RETURNED, AND
STAPLED TO THIS SURVEY AFTER Q.18.

|

5
e
!



A Study Concerning the Effects of Legalized Gambling on the Citizens of the State of Connecticut

| Appendix C
| Questlonnaire Used in the Pathological Gamblers Survey

~The WEFA Group ) : Final Report



Survey of Social Costs

You, as one of about 100 compulsive gamblers, are being asked to help the State af
Connecticut fearn more about compulsive gambling. Every five years the state
commissions a study to assess the impact of legalized gambling on the citizens of
Conrecticut. This year, part of the study will determine the social costs of compulsive
gambling. This will be accomplished by looking at employment, debt, legal, and treatment
experiences of compulsive gamblers. The questionnaire which follows asks questions
about each of these things. Information from your survey will be compiled along with the
other 100 or so surveys. No individual survey will be separated out and reported.

The results which will be included in a larger report may have significant umpact on
the state's gambling policies. Also, they may be used to support requests for funding public
awareness, prevention, and treatment services.

As you know, compulsive gambling remains a largely ignored problem. Your help
is needed to bring it the attention it desperatelv deserves.

If you decide to complete the questionnaire, please answer all questions as truthfully

as possible. All responses are confidential. Your name or other identifying information
will not appear on the questionnaire or elsewhere. You will remain anonymous.

Thank you in advance for helping.

Christopher Armentano, Director
Compulsive Gambling Treatment Program

1. Please indicate which of the following types of gambling gave you a problem in your
lifetime. For each type, mark one answer: 0 = "not at all”, 1 = "some problem but
not serious”, or 2 = "definite problem”.

a.Indian Casinos:

Some Problem but
Not at all not setious Definite Problem
0] 1] 20 Table Games
0[] 11] 21l Video Slots
g ] 10 2(] Video Poker
b. Other Casinos:
0 (] 11] 21 Table Games
0 [} 1{] 2] Video Slots
0 1] 20 Video Poker



Some Problem but

Not at all not senous
¢. Race Tracks: 0[] 11]
d. OTB: 0] 1]
e. Betting with a bookie:
0[] 10
f. State Lottery:
0[] 10}
0[] 1]
01l i{]
g. Bingo: 0 {] 1{]

Definite Problem

h. Played the stock, options and/or commodities market:

0 {]

1. Slot Machines Qutside Casino:

0]

j. Poker Machines Outside Casino:

0]

k. Video Keno Qutside Casino:

0[]

L. Jai-Alai: 01

1]

1{]

10

1
1

20

2]

2(]
20

Daily Numbers
Lotto
Instant Tickets

m. Bowled, shot pool, played golf or some other game of skill for money:

o0

n. Some form of gambling not listed above (please specify):

0[]

1{]

1(]

2]

2(]




2 & 3. Please indicate which form of gambling you preferred. Indicate a second choice onty
if you engaged in this frequently.

2. First choice (please write in _________ I )
3. Second choice {please write in e e Y

4. What percent of your gambling losses were caused by gambling at:

Casinos . Racetracks  _ Lotte
Bingo e Sports betting = __ __ _ [nstant tickets
Jal Alai _ __//i Stock Options ~ __ ___ Daily numbers  ___
Futures ots8
Games of Skill  __ Video Keno

Video Poker
Slot Machines

Other
5. At about what age did you start gambling?
years old _ do not remember
6. At what age did you first gamble or bet on a weekly basis or more often?
years old __ do not remember
7. At what age did you first experience problems with gambling? ___ years old
8. If you borrowed money to gamble or to pay gambling debts, who or where did you
' borrow from? (check "yes" or "no" for each)
a. from household money [INo flYes
b. from your spouse [INo []Yes
c. from other relatives or in-laws [INo 0 Yes
d. from friends and acquaintances [INo f{]Yes
e. from banks, loan companies or credit unions [iNo []Yes
f. from credit cards JNo [ Yes
g. from loan sharks (INo [IYes

h. you cashed in stocks, bonds or other securities___{] No [] Yes

1. you sold personal or family property [l No {]Yes

j- you borrowed on your checking account [l No []Yes
(passed bad checks)

k. you have (had) a credit line with a bookie [INo {]Yes

l. you have (had) a credit line with a casino [INo []Yes




10.

10.a.

i0.b.

11.

1l.a.

11.b.

12.

12.a.

12.b.

How old were you when you first borrowed money to gamble? ____years old.

How much money would you estimate you owed as a result of your gambling
(include borrowing for cars and other legitimate purposes if money ordinarily used
for these things was spent on gambling) when you came into G.A. (what showed up
on your pressure relief form or your best estimate)?

{] Nothing
[l Under $1,000
1 $1,000 - 4,999

5. []1$25,000 - 49,999
6. [1$50,000 - 99,999
7. [} $100,000 - 249,000

0.
1
2. [

3. {1$5,000 - 9,999 8. {] $250,000 or more
411 $10,000 - 24,999

Please put a more accurate amount here:

How much was owed in the last twelve months of your gambling because of
gambling?  ______
Counting all the money you borrowed to gamble or pay gambling debts, how much
would you estimate you have borrowed in your lifetime? This would include
money you borrowed and paid back (do not include borrowing for cars, etc.)

06 {] $50,000-99,999

07 []1$100,000-249,999
08 {] $250,000-499,999
09 [] $500,000-999,599
10 [] $1,000,000 or more

0 [} nothing

01 (] under $1,000
02 [} $1,000-4,999
03 (] $5,000-9,999
04 []$10,000-24,999
05 [1%$25,00049,999

Please put a more accurate amount here:

How much was borrowed in the last twelve months of your gambling because of
gambling?

If you cashed in stocks, bonds or other securities, or sold personal or family property
to support gambling activity, what was the estimated value of these items?

06 []$50,000-99,999

07 {1$100,000-249,999
08 [} $250,000-499,999
09 [] $500,000-999,999
10 [] $1,000,000 or more

00 [] nothing

01 {] under $1,000
02 []$1,000-4,999
03 {1 $5,000-9,999
04 {] $10,000-24,999
05 [} $25,000-49,999

Please put a more accurate amount here:

How much in the last twelve months of gambling?



13.b.

14.

14.a

15.a.

16.

17.

18.

If you stole money or things and used it to gamble or pay gambling-related debts,

what was the approximate value of what vou stole?

0 {I nothing 5 [] $25,000-49,999

1 (] under $1,000 6 {]$50,000-99,999

2 []$1,000-4,999 7 {]$100,000-249,999
3 [1$5,000-9,999 8 [} $250,000 or more
4 [1$10,000-24,999

Please put a more accurate amount here:

In the last twelve months of your gambling?

If you could put a dollar amount, how much would you estimate you lost (losses
minus winnings) in the last year you gambled (including money from all sources)?

0 {] nothing 5 []$25,000-49,999

1 [} under $1,000 6 []1$50,000-99,999

2 ] $1,000-4,999 7 11%$100,000-249,999
3 [] $5,000-9,999 8 [] $250,000 or more
4 [1$10,000-24,999

Please put a more accurate amount here:

How much money do you estimate you lost in your lifetime as a result of gambling
(losses minus winnings)? This would include money you earned, borrowed, stole,

etc.
00 [] nothing 06 []$50,000-99,999
01 [} under $1,000 07 {1%$100,000-249,999
02 [1%$1,000-4,999 08 []$250,000-499,999
03 (] $5,000-9,999 09 (] $500,000-999,999
04 []$10,000-24,99% 10. [} $1,000,000-9,999,999
05 (] $25,000-49,999 11. [] $10,000,000 or more

Please put a more accurate number here:

Your age is (please write it on the line):

Your sex is: 0[] Male 1 {] Female

What is your religion?

1]  Catholic

2]  Protestant (specify denomination: _
3[] Eastern Orthodox

4{1 Jewish

50

Other (please specify: _____ . ___

)



19.  What is your race and/or ethnicity?

—

[] Black (Afro-American)

[1 White

(specify ethnicity, for example Irish-American, on this
line________ _____ )

{] Asian-American

(specify on this line ______ )
[1 Hispanic-American

[} Native American/American Indian

[] Other (specify on this line

(W%

“

U

20.  What is your marital status?

1. [] Single 4. [] Divorced

2. [] Married 5. [} Widowed

3. {} Separated 6. {] Cohabiting (living with someone, but not
legally married)

2. If you were ever separated or divorced, was gambling a factor?
0. [] Never separated or divorced
1. {] Separated or divorced, but gambling not a factor
2. [] Yes, separated due to gambling
3. {I Yes, divorced due to gambling

22.  How many children do you have?

23. What is your occupation? As nearly as possible, write the type of job you do and
' describe what you do, not the name of the company you work for.

1(Yes) 0 (No

24.  Have you ever lost or quit a job due to gambling? 1.0 0.0

If yes, how long did you stay unemployed
25.  Have you ever missed time from work due to gambling? 1.[] 0.0

If yes, on average, how many hours a month? o
26.  Have you ever stolen anything from work in order to

gamble or to pay gambling debts? 1.0 0.4
26.a. Have you ever received food stamps? 1.0 0.0

Did you receive food stamps because of low income
caused by gambling? 1.1] 0.0



1§Yes_'2 0 {No
27.  Did vou ever gamble with food-stamp money? L. 0. ]

28.  Have you ever received Aid to Families with

Dependent Children (State Welfare)? 1.0 0.1

Have you ever received local Welfare? 1.0 0.

Was this because of low income due to gambling? 1. 1] 0.0
29.  Did you ever gamble with Welfare money? 1.0 0.0
30.  Have you ever received Social Security? 1.0 0.0
31.  Did you ever gamble with Social Security money? 1.0 0.0
32.  Have you ever received unemployment benefits? 1.0 0.0

Was this the result of lost employment

due to gambling? L0 0.0
33.  Did you ever gamble with unemployment money? 1.0 0.1

34. How many years of education do you have?

[} some college
] college graduate, 4 years

(I 8th grade or under
[
(] post-graduate degree

1. 4.

2.{]19 to 11 grades 5.

3. [} high school grad or GED 6.

35.  What is the approximate (current) income of your family (all income earners you
live with combined)?

1. {] less than $15,000 4. [] $50,000-74,999
2. [1$15,000-24,999 5. {1 $75,000-99,999
3. [1 $25,000-49,999 6. [] $100,000 or more

The following questions relate to your experiences with the legal system. Gambling-
related offenses involve any law breaking in order to support gambling activity.

never once twice 3 or more

ol 1{] 2} 30}

36.  From age 15 to the present, how
many times have you been arrested
by the police? 0[] g 20 30

37.  How many of these arrests were
related to your gambling? 0] 1l 20 30



38.

39.
40.

41.

42.

43.

43.a.

44.b.

Has anyone in your family, including yourself, used the following services as a

result of your gambling.

1. [] Homeless shelter
2. [] Battered person's shelter

3. [] State Mental Health
or Addiction Services

4. {] Vocational Rehabilitation
Services

How many times have you been sued
to collect gambling-related debts?

How many times have you been tried
in court on gambling-related offenses?

How many times have you been convicted
of gambling-related offenses?

Have you ever filed bankruptcy?
Have you ever been placed on probation?

If placed on probation, was this for a
gambling-related offense?

What was the offense?

5. {1 Emergency medical services
6. {] Police services
7. [l Credit counseling services

8. [] Emergency psychiatric services

never once twice 3 or more

01l 1y 21 3]

0l 21 31
of g 20 30

L] (yesy  0.[] (no)

Have you ever been incarcerated?

If incarcerated, was this for a gambling-
related offense?

What was the offense?

How many months did you serve in jail or
prison for a gambling-related offense?

1.0 0.0
1.0 0.0
1.0 0.0
1.0 0.1
1.0 0.0
months

o "




45.

46,
47.

48.

49.
50.

52.

53.

53.a.

53.b.

53.c.

53.d.
53.e.

Do you believe that you are (or were)...?

a. alcoholic (or have a drinking problem) L. (
b. drug addict (or have a drug problem) L
¢. compulsive gambier (or have a
gambling probiem) 1 0.1
d. a compulsive overeater 1.{ 0.{]
e. anorexic or bulimic 1. [T yes 0.[{I No
f. a compulsive shopper or spender 1.0 0.1
g. have another problem 1 0.1
If yes, what is the problem?

Have you ever felt so low you wanted to die? L. {} yes 0.[1No
Have you ever felt so low you thought of

committing suicide? 1. yes 0.1 No
Have you ever felt so low you planned how

you would commit suicide? 1. [] yes 0.[} No
FHave you ever attempted suicide? 1. (] yes 0. [} No

How long have you been in 12-step

group for gambling? _____years _ _ months _____ days

How long has it been since you

made your last bet? _ years ____ months _____ days

How many slips have you had since
joining the 12-step group? slips

Have you ever been to a therapist or doctor for
help with a gambling problem? 1.[] yes 0.1 No

If yes, how old were you when you first went to
a therapist or doctor for a gambling problem? years old

How much did the therapist or doctor know about compulsive gambling?

0 {] nothing
1 {] something
2 {] the therapist or doctor was quite knowledgeable

Were you ever hospitalized for a gambling problem? 1.{] yes 0. (I No

How much did your (outpatient and inpatient) therapy cost?

How did you pay for this?
1 [] out of pocket for all

2 {] insurance
3 [] combination of out of pocket and insurance

4 [] it is still not paid for



54.  Have you ever been to a therapist or _
doctor for help with alcohol or drugs? L.{] yes 0. {1 No

55.  Have you ever been to a therapist or
doctor for help with other problems? 1.{] yes 0. ] No

55.a. If yes, what was the problem you went to the therapist or doctor for?

55.b. If yes, did the therapist or doctor talk
to you about gambling? | 1.{] yes 0. [ No

55.c. How much did the therapist or doctor know about compulsive gambling?

0 {] nothing
1 {] something
2 [] the therapist or doctor was quite knowledgeable

55.d. How old were you when you first went to a therapist or doctor for other problems?

years old

56. Do you feel you have other (alcohol, drug
or mental health-related) problems you
are currently having trouble with? 1.0 yes 0.{I No

57. Do you have insurance that would cover
professional (counseling or psychological) help?  1.[] yes 0.{} No

58.  If there were therapists or doctors who
understood compulsive gambling and it
was made affordable, would you go to
hem for help? 1.1 yes 0.{} No

59.  If you feel you need a therapist or doctor,

about how much money a week would
you be able to afford topay? _______

60. [} I don't need treatment.

[F YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON THIS SURVEY, PLEASE INDICATE THEM HERE



Lo

SOUTH OAKS GAMBLING SCREEN
When vou gamble. how often do vou 20 back another day 10 win back the mongy vou tost?

never
somc of the time (less than half the time) | tost
most of the time [ fost
every time | lost
If vou borrowed money to gambie or 1o pay gambling debts, who or where did vou borrow from?
(check “ves™ or "no” for each).

a. from household money _wes _ No
b. from vour spouse ___ves ___ No
c. from other relatives or in-laws ___ves ___ No
d. from banks, toan compantes. or credit unions _ves ____ No
¢. from credit cards _wves _ No
f. from loan sharks (shylocks) ____ves ___ No
g. vyou cashed in stocks. bonds. or other securities _ ves _ No
h. vou sold personal or family property ___ves ___ No
I. you borrowed on your checking account __ves _ No
{passed bad checks)
j. vou have (had) a credit line with a bookie __yes __ No
k. vou have (had) a credit line with a casino . ves ___ No
I. friends and acquaintances _ves ____No

When you participate in the gambling activities we have discussed. how often do vou go back
another day to win back moneyv vou lost? s it:

1. Never

2. Some of the time
3. Most of the time
4, Every time

How often have you done this ir the past year?

l. Never

2. Some of the time
3. Most of the time
4. Every time

Have vou ever claimed to be winning money from these activities when in fact vou have lost?

I. Never

2. Some of the time
3. Most of the time
4. Every time



6.

10

1L

l6.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

How often have vou done this in the past vear?
[. Never
2. Some of the time
3. Most of the time
4. Every time
Do vou spend more time or money gambling than you intended:”
Have you done this in the past year?
Have people ever criticized your gambling?
Have people criticized your gambling in the past vear”

Have vou ever felt guilty about the way you gamble. or about
what happens when vou gamble?

Have vou felt this way in the past vear?

Have vou ever feit that you would like to stop gambling. but
didn’t think that vou could?

Have you felt this way in the past year?

Have you ever hidden betting slips, lottery tickets, gambling
money, or other signs of gambling from your spouse or
partner, children, or other important people in your life?

Have you done so in the past year?

Have you ever argued with people you live with over how
you handie monev?

Have these arguments ever centered on your gambling?
Have you had any of these arguments in the past year?
Have you ever missed time from work or school due to gambling?

Have you missed time from work or school in the past vear
due to gambling?

Have you ever borrowed money from someone and not
paid them back as a result of your gambling?

Have you done so in the past year?

Yes___

Yes

Yes

Yes__

Yes___

Yes

Yes_

Yes_

Yes__

Yes __

Yes

Yes_
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
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The Gamblers Anonymous 12 Steps of Recovery

Step One

We admit we are powerless over our dependencies and that our lives have become
unmanageable.

Step Two
We come to believe that God (or a higher power) can restore us to sanity.

Step Three
We make a decision to turn our will and our lives over to the care of God.

Step Four
We make a searching and fearless moral inventory of ourselves.

Step Five

We admit to God, to ourselves, and to another human being the exact nature of our
Wrongs.

Step Six
We are entirely ready to have God remove all these defects of character.

Step Seven
We humbly ask God to remove our shortcomings.

Step Eight

We make a list of all persons we have harmed and become willing to make amends to
them all.

Step Nine

We make direct amends to such people whenever possible, except when to do so
would injure them or others.

Step Ten
We continue to take personal inventory and when we are wrong promptly admit it.

Step Eleven

We seek through prayer and meditation to improve our conscious contact with God,
praying only for knowledge of his will for us and the power to carry that out.

Step Twelve

Having a spiritual awakening as a result of these steps, we try to carry this message to
others and to practice these principles in all our affairs.
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Diagnostic Criteria for Pathological Gambling from the American
Psychological Association Diagnostic and Statistical Manual, Fourth
Edition (DSM-1V)

Persistent and recurrent maladaptive behavior as indicated by at least five of the following
criteria:

1. preoccupation with gambling (e.g., preoccupied with reliving past gambling
experiences, handicapping or planning the next venture, or thinking of ways to get
money with which to gamble);

2. a need to gamble with increasing amounts of money in order to achieve the desired
excitement;

3. repeated unsuccessful efforts to control, cut back, or stop gambling;
4. restlessness or irritability when attempting to cut down or stop gambling;

5. gambling as a way of escaping from problems or relieving dysphoric mood (e.g.,
feelings of helplessness, guilt, anxiety, depression);

6. after losing money gambling, often retuming another day in order to get even
("chasing"” one's money);

7. lying to family members or others to conceal the extent of involvement with gambling;

8. engaging in illegal acts such as forgery, fraud, theft, or embezziement, in order to
finance gambling;

9. jeopardizing or losing a significant relationship, job, educational or career opportunity
because of gambling; and

10. relying on others to provide money to relieve a desperate financial situation caused by
gambling (a "bailout").

The gambling behavior is not better accounted for by a Manic Episode.’

' A Manic Episode is a distinct period of abnormally and persistently elevated, expansive, or irritable
mood, lasting at least 1 week {(or any duration if hospitalization is necessary), having three or more of
seven specific symptoms such as inflated self-esteem and decreased need for sleep, that is sufficiently
severe to cause impairment, and whose symptoms are not caused by a substance or a medical condition
nor are combined with bouts of depression.
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DIVISION OF SPECIAL REVENUE HOMEPAGE

Division of Special Revenue Home Page

State of Connectzcut

[ AR O SR TR NERLIETS (N NIRRT T O

Welcome to the
Connecticut Division of Special Revenue

The Mission of the ‘Division of Special Revenue

. To administer the garning laws of the State of Connecticut and ensure
compliance with the Tribal-State Compacts governing the conduct of the
Native American gaming through the performance of our licensing and
oversight duties in an efficient and courteous manner which instills public
confidence of the highest level in the integrity of all aspects of various legal
gaming activities.

3»&93;121 Q»ngsmummz»égmm

s»mplw 3» Wagering Stafistics
Q»Avallablg Publications QmM@gML

For Further Information Please Contacr:
Division of Special Revenue
555 Russell Road
Newingron, CT 06111
(860)594-0500 - Main No.
(860)594-0509 - Fax

Thank You For Visiting
Division of Special Revenue
Home Page
Acsing Executive Director
George F. Wandrak




US and Canadian
Lottery Web Site Addresses

Arizona
www.arizonalottery.com
Atlantic Provinces of Canada
www.alc.ca
California
www.calottery.com
Connecticut
www.qgm.com:80/ctlott.htmi
Florida
www.flalottery.com
Hlinois
www.state.il.us/lottery
inter Lotto: Information on 38 State
Lotteries and Host for the Official Sites for
Kentucky, Pennsylvania and Virginia
www.interiotto.com
lowa
www.ialottery.com
Kansas
www.kslottery.com
Kentucky
www kylottery.com
Maine
www.mainelottery.com
Manitoba
www.mlc.mb.ca
Maryland
www.msla.state.md.us/msla
Minnesota
www.lottery.state.mn.us

Multi-State Lottery Association (MUSL)
www.powerball.com
Nebraska
www.nelottery.com
New Hampshire
www.state.nh.us/lottery/nhlotto.htm
New Jersey ‘
www.state.nj.us/lottery
New York
www.nylottery.org
Ohio
www.[ottery.state.oh.us
Ontario
www.sportselect.com
Oregon
www.das.state.or.us/lottery
Pennsylvania
www.palottery.com
www.state.pa.us/lottery
South Dakota
www.state.sd.us/state/executive/lottery
Texas
www.window .state.tx. us/txgovinf/lottery/
lotto.htmil
Virginia
www.valottery.com
Washington
www.wa.gov/lot/home.htm
West Virginia
www.state.wv.us/lottery/default.htm



3% CONNECTICUT LOTTERY $33%
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The Connecticut Lottery

htp:/fwww . ggm.com:80/ctiott htm!

Non-Java enabled browsers must cl

ick HERE io get the current jackpot. Sorry.

CLICK HERE
for details

Did You Play Your Goms Today? . >
Thu 05/08 382 | 6342 | 0622242735
Wed 05/07 5-3-1 0-4-5-5 No Drawing
Tue 05/06 0-8-3 8-0-3-5 03-08-16-17-23-33
Mon | 05/05 4-0-7 0-6-7-8 05-11-18-25-31
Sun 05/04 I 9-3-6 9-9-6-4 No Drawing
Sat 05/03 4-7-6 5-1-1-4 08-17-22-26-31
Fri 05/02 2-2-9 4-0-3-2 03-11-15-22-28-37

“You can't win... VIore Lottery Links ! . iryou don't play!™

Do you like our new look? Let us know!

POWERBALL

Connecticut Lottery Info Desk

KEW! Cash Lotto is now

Connecticut Lottery Archives

Visit The Connecticut Guide Home Page!

05/09/97 13:13:47



$$$ CONNECTICUT LOTTERY $5% hup:/Awww.qgm.com:80/ctlotther =

Interested in advertising on this page? Contact QGM

I CT Lotto Info Desk | Latest Lottery Numbers | Latest Powerball numbers |

Professional Web Site Development & Maintenance by QGM
All information ® copyright 1996 QGM

DISCLAIMER: This information is provided as a courtesy of Quality Graphics & Marketing. QGM disclaims :
any guarantee of accuracy and accepts no responsibility for the use or dissemination of information contained I
herein.

108198

20f2 05/09/97 13:13 |
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Syinfield Greyhound Park

http:/ftrackinfo.com/pl/INDEX.HTML

Plainfield Greyhound Park

Located just off Exit 87 on Interstate 395, in
Plainfield, CT. - Call our 24 - hour infoline;
1-800-RACES ON

05/09/97 13:19:49



Shoreline Star Greyhound hitp:/ftrackinfo.com/tracks/greyhoun%5CG_SS.HTF==

Shoreline Star Greyhound
trackinfo.com - US Tracks - Connecticut - Shoreline Star Greyhound
Bridgeport,Connecticut

Bridgeport, Connecticut - Call 203-576-1976 for Information

Please select one of the following for additional information:

| History | Facilities & Fees { Racing Schedule | Activities & Events | Entries& Results |

| Track Specifications | Operating Officials | Transportation | Simulcast Outlets | -

Track History

Shoreline Star opened its doors in 1976, but it was known as Bridgeport Jai-Alai until 1995.
Facilities & Fees

® Track Capacity: 3700

© Grandstand Admission: Free
® Clubhouse Capacity: 800

© Clubhouse Admission: Table minimum
® Parking Capacity: 3700

o General Parking: Free

o Valet Parking: $3.00

Racing Schedule
1996 Racing Dates: 01/01/96-12/31/96
1997 Racing Dates: 05/01/96-11/30/96
® Sunday Post Time: 1:00 pm
e Monday Post Time: 7:30 pm
® Tuesday Post Time: Dark
¢ Wednesday Post Time: Matinee 1:00pm and Evening 7:30 pm
® Thursday Post Time: 7:30 pm

o Friday Post Time: 7:30 pm
o Saturday Post Time: Matinee 1:00 pm and Evening 7:30 pm

Activities and Events

lof2
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- -Sigoreline Star Greyhound | http:/ftrackinfo.comftracks/greyhoun%5CG_SS.HTM
Special Events in 1996 A List of Special Events is currently not available. Please contact the
track. T o =
g '~ Entries & Results
; For Race Results call 203-576-1059

Entries and results are currently not posted on this homepage. If you would like to see them
posted in this space, please contact track management and let them know.

Track Specifications
The track is 7/16 mile
Operating Officials
® President: A.Robert Zeff
® Vice President:Susan Zeff
® Treasurer/Secretary:Paul Weintraub
® General Manager: Steve Alford
°
.

Director of Racing: Steve Alford
Racing Secretary: Scott Symonds

Transportation
Shoreline Star is centrally located, just 20 minutes from Stamford or New Haven, 35 minutes
from Waterbury, 45 minutes from Danbury and Westchester County, or 55 minutes from any

major New York Bridge. Immediately off I-95 at Exit 28 in Connecticut.

Other Transportation

Less than 1 mile from Metro-North rail station and Port Jefferson Ferry stors in Bridgeport,
Connecticut. Taxi or shuttle service available.

_Simulcast Outlets

A list is currently unavailable. Please contact the track.

Trackinfo Homepage | Top of Page

Copyright © 1996 TrackData Systems Corporation & Shoreline Star Gréyhound. Al rights
‘ reserved.

2 05/09/97 13:23:21



Foxwoods Resort Casino Home Page

lof3

Foxwoods ReSort Casino
1- 800 PLAY BIG

Welcome to the largest Casino in the entire world.
Experience the wonder of the Connecticut {(map) woods.

At Foxwoods experience GAMING as it is meant to be...

in its natural state.

100's of table games...
1000's of slots...
$1,000,000 BINGO games
And an entire...
Non-smoking casino

05/09/97 13:2¢

hitp:/fwww.pequotcasino.com/homepage bt -

I
|
i



= !«'ﬂfcwoods Resort Casino Home Page http:/fwww.pequotcasino.com/homepage htm

Choose from elegant DINING to buffets to cafes
or lounges.
Something to please every taste.

Whether
~ your Connecticut
woods experience includes
a stay at the elegant Resort HOTEL
or our quaint Two Trees Inn,
you'll enjoy New England
hospitality at its finest.

Foxwoods is world class

ENTERTAINMENT with stars like
Carly Simon, Bill Cosby and Anita
Baker. It's Championship Boxing. It's
Cinetropolis. Fox Giant Screen
Theatre. Turbo Ride. Cinedrome
Dance Club. And all the excitement of
Broadway only 2 hours away. It's also

a RETAIL concourse filled with

’ fascinating specialty shops.

Come Play in the Connecticut Woods

At Foxwoods Resort Casino

W3 : 05/09/97 13:26:09



Foxwoods Resort Casino Home Page - hitp/fwww.pequotcasino.com/homepage hym. .

Home- Page

Where your Host is the
Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation

Call 1-800 Play Big o

Fof 3 . 05/09/97 13:26 -
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: *{ohegan Sun
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' Mohegan Sun,
a spectacular new casino and resort
Jocated in rural Southeastern
Connecticut, provides world-class
gaming and entertainment facilities.
Featuring an extraerdinary
Mohegan-themed design and set
behind rolling hills on the banks of
the Thames River, ivichegan Sun
offers its visitors a truly unique
entertainment experience.

Past, Present and Future Stakes
Mohegan Sun Casino blends innovative
technologies with the hand-crafted traditions
of the Mohegan Indians, known as the Wolf
People. A natural paradise of intricately
designed Mohegan images of nature - crafted
from stone, rough timbers and metals -
integrates with the latest sound, lighting and
special effects to bring Mehegan Sun visitors
into a world where yesterday mingles with
today.

*  Celebrating the history and
traditions of the Mohegan Indians, Molesun
Zmn's circular design and Indian themes
reflect the tribe’s beliefs and coiture.
Featuring four quadrants, each of which
includes its own entrance and a seasonal
theme - Winter, Spring, Summer and Fall -
the design highlights the importance of
seasonal changes to Mohegan life. From the
creative minds of the Rockwell Group,
architectural designers for Planet Hollywood,
the Official All-Star Café, Caesar’s Maximus
and other outstanding developments, the
casino integrates technology, entertainment
and ancestral design for a magical effect.

Experience

t he

http:/fwww.eexpress.com/mosun.htm}

A Player’s Paradise

The state-of-the-art design
provides over 150,000 square
feet of gaming space which can
accommodate up to 3,000 slot
machines and 180 gaming tables,
while also offering excellent
dining, entertainment, retail
shopping and the Kids Quest
family entertainment center.
Siohegan Sun visitors can also
experience the Wolf Den —a
captivating retreat in the heart
of Muhegan Susn The
spectacular 10,000 square foot
Wolf Den can seat 350 people,
offering state-of-the-art
entertainment and event
facilities. The Welf Den offers
live entertainment seven days a
week.

The casino’s large binge hall
hosts world-class entertainment
and sporting events, In the next
several months, Yohegan Sun’s
bingo hall presents a world
boxing championship, televised
live on HBO, and a special
concert performance by Al Jarreau.

In addition to exciting live events and a
legendary gaming experience, Muhegan Sun
also offers more than 20 specialty food
outlets, including three fine-dining
restaurants, the 600-seat Seasons buffet,
Chief’s Deli, a sensational food court
providing international cuisine and the
24-hour full-service Mohegan Territory,

Located conveniently in Uncasville,
Connecticut, Muhegan Sun gives its patrons
direct access to 1-395 and I-95, the main
highway connecting to New York, New
Haven, Providence and Boston. For complete
directions, or to learn more about upcoming
events at Mobhegan San, call Entertainment

Express ticketing TOLL FREE at
1-888-332-5600.

legend.
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Connecticut Zip Code Rankings by Per Capita Income in 1996: Lowest 20% of

Zip Code Areas
| Zip Code | Geographic Name | Per Capita ] Zip Code | Geographic Name Per Capita
i Income($) |+ Income ($)
06350 Hanover $18,594 06511 New Haven $17,005
06279 Willington $18,585 06256 North Windham $16,883
06786 ' Terryville $18,400 06255 North $16,881
o Grosvenordale
- 06330 Baltic $18,397 06610 Bridgeport $18,811
| 06389 Yantic -$18,310 06779 Qakville - $16,557
08515 New Haven* $18,265 06332 Central Village $16,483
06076 Stafford Springs $18,252 06605 Bridgeport $16,437
06790 Torrington $18,241 06354 Moosup $16,383
06105 Hartford $18,232 06053 New Britain $16,149
06234 Brooklyn $18,078 06782 Plymouth $16,079
06451 Meriden $18,072 06051 New Britain  $16,052
06277 Thompson $18,033 06226 Willimantic $15,545
) 06260 Putnam $18,003 08377 Sterling $15,4590
06373 Oneco $17,912 06387 Wauregan $15,388
| 06061 Pine Meadow "$17,885 06374 Plainfield $14,962
| 08262 Quinebaug - $17,870 06604 Bridgeport $14,699
06450 Meriden $17,807 06710 Waterbury $14,561
06513 New Haven -+ $17,795. 068704 Waterbury $14,455
06380 Taftvilie $17,716 06520 New Haven $14,308
06705 Waterbury $17,705 06706 Waterbury $14,111
06114 Hartford $17,666 06607 Bridgeport $13,533
_ 06108 East Hartford $17.511 06268 Storrs Mansfield $13,207
"} 06351 Jewett City - - $17.438 06246 Grosvenor Dale $13,188
06239 Danielson $17,245 06263 Rogers $12,889
| 06331 Canterbury $17,232 0g112 Hartford $12,195
06340 Groton -~ $17,216 06106 Hartford $11,524
06320 New London $17,133 068519 New Haven . $10,632
06401 Ansonia $17,120 06608 Bridgeport $10,196
06233 Ballouville $17,051 06702 Waterbury $9,721
06241 Dayville $17,043 08510 New Haven $9,185
06243 East Killingly $17,025 08120 Hartford $7,282

Per capita income in 1996, estimated by Claritas, Inc.




Connecticut Zip Code Rankings by Per Capita Income in 1996: Next to Lowest

20% of Zip Code Areas

'Zip Code | Geographic Name | Per Capita | Zip Code | Geographic Name Per Capita
income ($) , Income ($)

06249 Lebanon $21,726 06334 Bozrah $20,439
05481 Rockfall $21,675 06708 Waterbury $20,437
06021 Colebrook $21,669 06758 Lakeside $20,355
08244 East Woodstock $21,669 06018 Canaan $20,264
06379 Pawcatuck $21,644 06750 Bantam $20,081
06716 Wolcott $21,643 -06062 Plainville $20,013
06403 Beacon Falls $21,635 06455 Middlefield $19,934
06795 Watertown $21,603 06238 Coventry $19,885
06088 East Windsor $21,555 06280 Windham $19,840
06810 Danbury $21,528 06247 Hampton $19,743
06492 Wallingford $21,517 08242 Eastford $19,739
06457 Middietown $21,499 08010 Bristol $19,715
06232 Andover $21,479 06230 Abington $19,714
06336 Gilman $21,393 08382 Uncasville . $19,634
06370 Oakdale $21,277 06282 Woodstock Valley $19,619
06071 Somers $21,245 08418 Derby $19,617
06483 Seymour $21,236 06082 Enfield $19,614
06096 Windsor Locks $21,168 06770 Naugatuck $19,548
06118 East Hartford $20,981 06512 East Haven $19,469
06763 Morris $20,919 06016 Broad Brook $19,304
06353 Montville $20,891 063860 Norwich $19,120
06065 Riverton $20,808 06469 Moodus $19,184
06110 W Hartford $20,783 06077 Staffordville $19,089
06712 Prospect $20,775 06081 West Hartland $19,013
06027 fast Hartland $20,774 06075 Stafford $18,983
06456 Middle Haddam $20,761 06516 West Haven $18,933
06235 Chaplin $20,745 06787 Thomaston $18,893
06201 Stamford $20,580 06467 Milldaie $18,790
06264 Scotland $20,575 06098 Winsted $18,774
06278 Ashford $20,512 06781 Pequabuck $18,747
06606 Bridgeport $20,493 06384 Voluntown $18,703

Per capita income in 1996, estimated by Claritas, Inc.
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| Substitution and Saturation: A Statistical Approach
introduction ' B -

Over time gambling revenues, i.e., lottery sales, pari-mutuel handle, casino revenues,
etc., will increase or decrease at varying rates. As shown in Chapter 1, lottery sales
have steadily increased while pari-mutuel wagering has steadily declined. The rates of
increase (decline) are potentiaily related to a number factors, including demand
indicators, such as income and population, business cycle variabies, such as the
unemployment rate, and price variables, such as the price of a lottery ticket or the
implicit price of gambling, i.e., the average bet.

In addition to these factors, there is the influence of the various forms of gambling on
each other. First, is the substifution effect. Monies wagered on one form of gambling
are not available for another form of gambling. The reasons for substituting one form of
gambling for another are many. Different individuals will have different preferences.
One individual may be attracted by the instant response of instant lottery tickets and
slot machines, while another may be attracted by the “handicapping” associated with
pari-mutuel wagering, while yet another may be attracted by the skill associated with
various card games, and so forth. Substitution between games will also be influenced
by the average price, measured as ticket prices, average play or the probability of win.
Accessibility of the different forms of gambling, in terms of both proximity or distance
and specific knowledge required to effectively participate also affect substitution. For
example, lottery tickets have a high degree of accessibility. They can be purchased ata
large number of retail outlets and there is little knowledge required to play. Siot
machines are not quite as accessibie. They do require little knowledge to be played but
can only be played at two locations in the state. Pari-mutuel wagering on jai alai has
limited accessibility. An understanding of the game and players is required to wager
effectively and there is only one location in the State where wagering can occur. While
our current data base does not allow us to measure the influence of each of these
factors, we can analyze the substitution effect across games by statistically analyzing
the influence of the growth (decline) in wagering in one form of wagering on another.

Second, and related to the substitution effect, is the saturation effect. Saturation refers
to the situation when sales of a product or the wagering on a particular form of
gambling peak or flatten. This can be measured in absolute temms, i.e., dollar sales of a
specific lottery game may show no growth or actually decline, or in. relative terms,
casino revenues as a percentage of personal income may peak at some percentage
level. Again, saturation can be reached for a variety of reasons. For example, the
appeal of the game may diminish, i.e., tastes change, or a game may have fully
penetrated the market, i.e., all people who have the desire to play a game play the
game, so demand cannot increase any further. In aggregate, total wagering could
conceptually exhaust the monies available for wagering and so no further increase is
possible.

In the following analysis, we examine the influence of a number of factors (variables) on
gambling revenues or sales. With these equations we analyze and quantify those
factors which influence gambling revenues in broad terms. These equations can also
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be used: (1) to examine whether substitution across games occurs; (2) to generate
projections of future revenues (sales) based on the projections of the influencing
factors; and (3) to determine the degree of saturation of the various forms of wagering.

The Quantitative Results

Using the factors in the foliowing list, WEFA specified equations for sales/handie of
each form of legalized gambling in Connecticut. These equations were then subjected
to regression analysis. The data for sales and wagering were provided by the Division
of Special Revenue. In regard to the latter, the Division of Special Revenue provided
data for video facsimile machine win and handle, and WEFA estimated total Native
American Casino wagering using data from New Jersey and Nevada, as described in
the footnote on the first page of this chapter. All monthly data were converied to a
quatterly basis as the economic and demographic data are reported on that basis.

The following discussion of the results of the quantitative work describes the variables
that were shown to have a significant effect on sales/handle, along with the percentage
of the variation that is explained by the variables. All of the factors that applied to a
-specific form of legalized gambling were tested. [f these factors do not appear in the
discussion, that means they were not found to have a statistically significant effect. In
the discussion, variables are listed in order of importance.

Factors {0 Be Examined
Economic and Demographic Variables
o Connecticut Total Personal income

+ the Connecticut unemployment rate

e Connecticut Transfer Payments (the major part of which is social security
payments)

¢ Connecticut Dividends, Interest and Rent, part of which is retirement income
from savings

¢ Connecticut population

o Connecticut population age 18 and older

+ Connecticut population age 35 years and older

o Connecticut population aged 35-44

-+ Connecticut population age 65 and older

Lottery Variables |

¢ Instant Lottery sates

. Daii_y Numbers and Play 4 sales

o |Lotto sales

¢ Cash 5 sales

* Powerball sales

« total Lottery advertising expenditures
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*

advertising expenditures on instant games

advertising expenditures on daily games

advertising expenditures on Lotto

introduction of each of the over-one-dollar price point Instant games
The average price of Instant Lotiery tickets

Introduction of the second weekly drawing for Cash 5

Introduction of the third weekiy drawing for Cash 5

Augmentation of Lotto in 1992

Lotto jackpots

OTB Variables

L

OTB branch sales

OTB simulcast sales

OTB telephone sales

Number of OTB branches
Number of OTB simulcast facilities

the expansion to 43 states in early 1994 and subsequent reduction to 15

states at the end of 1995 of OTB telephone betting

The shift of New Haven operations from Teletrack to the Coliseum between

1992 and 1995
OTB handle from carrying Connecticut pari-mutuel evenis

Pari-Mutue! Variables

Greyhound track handle
Greyhound track performances
Jai-alai handle

Charitable Gaming Variables

Charitable gaming sales/receipts

Foxwoods Variables

Foxwoods handie
The average number of video facsimile machines
Influence of Foxwoods in each calendar year, 1992 through 1996

Other Variables

»

A time trend
Seasonal factors
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The Lottery
The Instant Lottery

Our analysis showed that two independent variables explain 87% of the variation in
Instant Lottery sales:

¢ The average price of instant Lottery tickets
¢ The size of the Connecticut population aged 35-44

There is no evidence of an effect on Instant Lottery sales from Native American Casino
gaming. ’

Instant Lottery Sales, Calendar Years 'f986 Through 1996
Million $
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Estimated Instant Lotiery Sales

Actual Instant Lottery Sales

Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year.

The chart can be divided into two periods. Before and after the introduction of
MegaMoney, the first successful two-dollar Instant game. The extraordinary success of
the first two-dollar instant game, MegaMoney, is clear from the chart. Before that, all
Instant tickets were priced at one doliar, and the population variable in the equation is
capturing the underlying trend. After that, the underlying trend remains, but the major
variation is captured by the average price variable. The degree to which this variable
explains actual Instant Lottery sales after the beginning of calendar 1994 accounts for
the excellent fit of the equation.
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The equation is as follows. -

fotinst = 71.5134 * instprice + 0.26308 * pop3544ct - 180.810

(20.1659)' (7.20918) (10.9182)
Adjusted R-Squared® 0.9696
D.W.2 2.0640
where:
lotinst = quanrterly Instant Lottery sales in million dollars,
instprice = quarterly average Instant Lottery ticket price in dollars,
pop3544ct = quarterly average population, 35-44 years, thousands.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

¢ Connecticut Total Personal Income,

¢ sales of each of the other lottery games,

« advertising,

« introduction of each of the over-one-doliar price point games,
+ Foxwoods handle, and

s the Connecticut unemployment rate.

This means that sales of the other lottery games, for example, did not impact Instant
sales significantly although sales of the other games may be impacted significantly by
Instant sales.

' Numbers in parenthesis are t-statistics and are used to determine whether an estimated

coefficient is different from zero at the 95% confidence level. The t-statistic is equal to the
coefficient divided by the standard error of the estimate of the coefficient. For the equations we
have estimated, values greater than 1.7 indicate significance at the 95% confidence level.

2 The adjusted R-squared or coefficient of muitiple determination is interpreted as the fraction of
the variation in the dependent variable that is explained by the estimated equation.

® D.W. refers to the Durban-Watson statistic. The Durbin-Waison statistic measures the degree
of correlation among the error terms, i.e., the degree of a systematic relationship between the
error term in one period and the error term in the previous period. If there is correlation among
the error terms, this indicates that there is some non-random unexplained variation in the
dependent variable. This, in turn, implies that there are one or more variables that if included in
the equation would reduce this variation i.e., raise the R2. Even with this unexplained variation,
the significant coefficients that are estimated are unbiased. The D.W. statistic is interpreted as
follows. A D.W. of less than one indicates that there is unexplained variation in the dependent
variable that could be explained by choosing additional independent variables. A D.W. of greater
than approximately 1.5 indicates that there is no additional variation to be explained by adding
other independent variables. Values of D.W. between 1.0 and 1.5 are inconclusive, i.e., we
cannot say with confidence that there is or is not variation among the error terms.
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The simplicity of the equation and the excellent equation statistics indicate the
overwhelming importance of the higher price point games as well as the underlying
importance of the 35 to 44 age group. While there are only two variables in the
equation, these variables are capturing a great deal of information.

The Connecticut population aged 35-44, which the telephone survey shows play instant
games most frequently, is growing at slightly under two percent per year. However, the
coefficient of the population variable boosts its impact of by a factor of 3.8. Thus, the
average growth rate in this population group of 1.7% per year "explains" the underlying
trend in Instant game sales in increasing popularity of Instant games of 6.5% or $1.5
million dollars per year, even before the sharp increase in growth when successful
higher price point games were added. '

The average price variable captures the extraordinary success of the Instant Lottery
after the beginning of 1894. A one-dollar increase in the average price of the tickets
produces $71.5 million dollars in additional Instant Lottery sales. As shown in Chapter
3, 64% of players still buy one-doilar tickets and only seven percent buy five-doliar
tickets, the highest current price. Clearly, a small increase in the percentage of patrons
buying higher priced tickets will generate a very large increase in sales. We have not
tried to explain relative demand for the different priced games.
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The Daily Numbers and Play 4

Qur analysis of sales of the Daily Numbers and Play 4 shows that four factors are
primarily responsible for determing sales. These are:

e Connecticut Total Personal Income,

s Instant Lottery saies,

¢ Introduction of the third weekly Cash Lottery drawing in 1995, and
o Seasonal factors.

These four variables explain 83 % of the variation in Daily.Numbers and Play 4 sales.
There is no evidence of an effect on sales of Daily Numbers and Play 4 from Native
American Casino gaming.

Daily Numbers and Play 4 Sales, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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— Actual Dally Numbers & Play 4 Sales

Estimated Daily Numbers &n Play 4 Sales
Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year.

For a series that shows reiatively little variation over the time period studied, the fit of
the equation is quite good. The underlying trend in Daily Numbers and Play 4 sales,
apparent over the period between 1986 and 1993, is explained by Connecticut
residents’ Total Personal Income. The decline in the sales of the daily games come at
the beginning of 1994 when Instant sales started increasing rapidly with the introduction
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of MegaMoney. We had expected the daily games to be infiluenced more by sales of
other on-line games, but the major substitution appears to have. historically been with
Instant games. The addition of a third weekly drawing to Cash 5 in 1995 does appear
to have had an effect, however. Interestingly, there also appears to be a regular
seascnal downturn in sales of these daily games in each third quarter.

The equation is as follows.

lotdnum = - 0.16861 * lotinst - 6.05720 * cash95 + 0.00047 * yrpicct

(7.49713) (3.78302) (12.7594)
+ 13.8658 - 0.48504 * SEASON_2 - 1.93233 * SEASON_3
(5.24516) (0.74991) (2.99193)

- 0.15260 * SEASON_4

(0.23421)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.8312
D.w. 1.8882
where:
lotdnum = quarterly Daily Numbers and Play 4 sales in million dollars,
lotinst = quarterly Instant Lottery sales in million dollars,
cash95 = variable for 1995 shift from 2 to 3 drawings per week,
yrpicct = Connecticut Personal income, quarterly, million dollars,
SEASON_i = seasonal variable for quarter i. If one seasonal factor is

significant, two others must be included in the equation.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

« Sales of lottery games other than Instant,

s Adveriising,

s Introduction of the second weekly drawing for Cash 5,
e Augmentation of Lotto,

¢ The Connecticut unemployment rate,

¢ Connecticut population aged 35-44, and

o Foxwoods handle.

The coefficient of Total Personal Income in the equation, which explains the underlying
trend, implies that for each additional $1,000 of personal income in the State, forty-
seven cents of it is going to the daily Lottery games. This means that $8 million of each
year's increase in Daily Numbers and Play 4 sales is explained by personal income,
alone. The estimated cosfficient on Instant Lottery sales implies indicates that, in the

The WEFA Group 8 Final Report




past, for each dollar of increased instant Lottery sales, there has been a seventeen-
cent decrease in the total of Daily Number and Play 4 sales. The $186 million increase
in Instant sales between FY 1993 and FY 1996 thus generated a $31 million decrease in
sales of the daily games below the level that they would have been otherwise.
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Lotto

Lotto sales are highly volatile because of jackpots. There is evidence of substitution
between Lotto and two other lottery games.

The equation explains 87% of the variation in Lotto sales. It contains the following six
variables:

e Jackpots,
¢ Cash 5 and Powerball sales,
s Advertising,
¢ Unemployment, and
» Enhancement of Lotto in 1992.
There is no evidence of an effect on Lotto sales from Native American Casino gaming.

Lotto Sales, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year.

Lotto sales have been on a downward trend over most of the period, occasionally
interrupted by large jackpots or by an upturn in the Connecticut economy. While it is
not readily apparent from this chart, the expected effect of Cash 5 and Powerball each
have a large and negative effect. Advertising enters because of the connection with
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Lotto jackpots. The fit of the equation is quite good considering the volatility of the
series. I

The equation is as follows.

fotto = - 1.04333 " lotpowr+lotcash + 12.8370 * jack92
(6.86710) (3.05580)
+ 6.36193 * lotjp_jkpt + 4.83871 * adv_lotto - 2.23648 * xrunrct + 37.9574
(6.90472) (3.90734) (3.19929) (8.20866)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.8730
D.W. 1.9351
where:
lotto = quarterly Lotto sales in million dolfars,
lotpowr = quarterly Powerball sales in million doliars,
lotcash = quarterly Cash 5 sales in miilion dollars,
lotto92 = variable for enhancement of Lotto in 1982,
lotjp_jkpt = quarterly total jackpots in million dollars,
adv_Jotto = quarterly spending on Lotto advertising in million dollars,
xrunrct = quarterly average Connecticut unemployment rate.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

+ Sales of each of the other lottery games,

» introduction of the second and third weekly drawings for Cash 5,
e Foxwoods handle,

e Connecticut population 35 to 44 years of age, and

e Connecticut Total Personal Income.

Sales of Lotto appear to be unaffected by demographic variables and by economic
variables other than the unemployment rate. However, the effect of Powerball and
Cash 5 is significant. The coefficient of the sum of the two sales variables indicate that
for every dollar of increased Cash 5 and Powerball sales, there has been a one doliar
decrease in Lotto sales. This means that the $42 million Powerball sales in its first year
of operation, FY1996, accounted for a $42 million decline in Lotto sales, and the $49
million in Cash 5 sales in that year accounted for an equal loss in Lotto sales.

The effects of the changes in Lotto that were instituted in 1992 in order to augment
sales appear to decline sharply after two quarters and disappear by the end of 1994,
However, because these changes were intended to increase jackpots and because
jackpots are included as a variable, the changes can continue to improve sales without
being identified separately as a significant variable.
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Cash 5

The equation for Cash 5 explains 97% of the variation in Cash 5 sales. |t contains the
following four variables:

» Connecticut population 35 to 44 years of age,

» The introduction of the second weekly drawing in 1994,
¢ The introduction of the third weekly drawing in 1995, and
e The Connecticut unemployment rate.

There is no evidence that spending on Cash 5 has been reduced by diversions to other
forms of gambling. There is no evidence of an effect on Cash 5 sales from Native

American Casino gaming.

Cash 5 Sales, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year.

The underlying trend in Cash 5 sales is explained by the growth in the Connecticut
population age 35-44, which is growing at a rate of less than one percent per year. The
major factor in the growth of Cash 5 sales appears to be the addition of a second
weekly drawing in August 1994. The addition of the third weekly drawing in October
1995 appears to have had a much smalier effect. The unempioyment variable captures

The WEFA Group 12 Final Report



the effect of the State economy on sales. The excellent fit of the equation results
primarily from the importance of the additional drawings.

The equation is as follows.

lotcash/pop3544ct = 0.00756 * cash94 + 0.00235 * cash95 + 0.00127 * xrunrct

(17.3270) 3.42686) (5.55009)

+ 0.00726

(4.97135)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.9678
D.W. 1.7202
where:
lotcash = quarterly Cash 5 sales in million dollars,
pop3544ct = quarterly average population, 35-44 years, thousands,
cash94 = variable for addition of a second weekly drawing in 1994,
cash95 = variable for addition of a third weekly drawing in 1995,
xrunrct = quarterly average Connecticut unemployment rate.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

e Connecticut Total Personal Income,

¢ sales of each of the other lottery games,

¢ advertising,

+ introduction of Lotto augmentation in 1992, and
¢ Foxwoods handie.

The fact that sales of no other lottery games entered the equation was a surprise and
implies there is no diversion from Cash 5 to other games. The effect of the addition of
the second weekly drawing on Cash 5 sales does not appear to have decreased over
time and accounted for approximately $4 million in increased sales over the next two
quarters. However, the effect of the addition of the third weekly drawing appears to
have been roughly a third that of the addition of the second and to have declined
sharply two quarters after its introduction.

- Powerball

Because Powerball is such a new game, there is not sufficient data to estimate an
equation. However, Powerball sales have been shown in the foregoing analysis to
benefit from diversion from other games.
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Off Track Betting

Branches

The equation for the OTB branches explains 92% of the variation in OTB branch
handle. It contains the following five variables.

Number of branches,

Number of simulcast facilities,

Connecticut population 35 to 44 years of age,
A time trend, and

Seasonal factors.

There is no observed effect from Native American Casino gaming.

OTB Branches Handle, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year. The vertical line in the chart represents the date that Autotote began

operating the OTB system.

The underlying trend in OTB handle is explained by the growth in the Connecticut
population age 35-44, which is growing at a rate of less than one percent per year. The
major factors in OTB branch sales are the number of branches, the number of

simulcast facilities and the economy.
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The opening in October 1990 of the Bradley Teletheater in Windsor Locks, a simulcast
facility caused the beginning of a sharp decline in OTB branch handie by diverting OTB
branch sales to the Teletheater. This decline was accelerated by the closing of 4
branches in May 1991, and an additiona! branch October 1991, the opening of the
Plainfield simulcast facility in November 1991, as well as by the downtum in the
economy. The opening of the Bridgeport simulcast facility in December 1992, by
attracting additional patrons away from the branches, countered what little increase the
recovering economy provided. The opening of the Hartford and Milford branches in
October 1993 finally stabilized OTB handle.

The excellent fit of the equation to the data is the result of the importance of these
branch closings and openings and of the simuicast facility openings.

The equation is as foliows.

otb_br/pop3544ct

= 0.00043 * num_br - 0.00574 * num_sim - 0.00114 * xrunrct

(0.87304) (10.3998) (2.30201)
+0.05598 + 0.00562 * SEASON_2 + 0.00136 * SEASON_3
(6.17853) (5.17281) (1.23246)
+ 0.00088 * SEASON_4
(0.81071)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.94351
D.W.1.70115
where:
otb_br = quarterly OTB branch handle in million dollars,
pop3544ct = quarterly average population, 35-44 years, thousands
num_br = number of branches,
num_sim = number of simulcast facilities,
xrunrct = quarterly average Connecticut unemployment rate.
SEASON_i = seasonal variable for quarter i. If one seasonal factor is

significant, two others must be included in the equation.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

¢ Connecticut Total Personat Income,
¢ Foxwoods handle,

+« QOTB simulcast handie, and

+ the Connecticut unemployment rate.
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OTB branch handle depends primarily on the number of branches. Because we have
specified the dependent variable as total OTB branch handle per capita (population 35-
44) and per branch, the negative coefficient for branches on the right hand side of the
equation implies that an increase in the number of branches will not provide a
properiional increase in total OTB branch handle. The coefficient for the number-of-
branches variable suggests that increasing the number of branches produces
proportionally only about half as much increase in handle. That is, if another branch
opens in addition to the current 11 branches, the equation would project a net handle
increase of one-half of one-eleventh of the current total.

For example, WEFA estimates that OTB simulcast handie will be $81 million in FY1997.
The equation implies that if an additional branch had been added at the beginning of
the fiscal year, increasing the number of branches from 11 io 12, then handle would
have increased not by one-eleventh or $7 million, but by half of that, namely, $4 milfion.
However, as with the branches, location and other factors might change this conclusion.

However, adding a new Simulcast facility has a negative effect on branch handle. The
coefficient on the simulcast variable suggests that doubling the number of simulcast
branches, while keeping the number of OTB branches constant, would decrease total
OTB branch handle by 20%. The negative time trend captures the decrease over time
in interest in OTB parlors, independent of the other factors in the eguation.
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Simulcast

Five variables explain 86% of OTB Simulcast Facility sales:
¢ Connecticut population age 35-44,
« Connecticut population,
¢ Number of simulcast facilities,

¢ The shift of New Haven operations from Teletrack to the Coliseum between
1992 and 1995, and

» Unemployment.
There is no evidence of an effect from Native American Casino gaming.

OTB Simulcast Handle, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year. The vertical line in the chart represents the date that Autotote began
operating the OTB system.

The major events affecting OTB simulcast handle have been the opening of simulicast
facilities, the shifting of New Haven operations to the Coliseum from 1992 to 1995, and
the privatization of the OTB system. The new owner was able both to move the New
Haven operations back into the Teletrack facility and to make substantial improvements
in the facility. The underlying trend in OTB simulcast handle has been captured in the
equation by the proportion of the 35-44 age group in the population, the age group that
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most patronizes the facilities. The fit of the equation is quite good considering the
volatility of the series.

The equation is as follows.

otb_si/ptitct = 0.00088 * num_sim - 0.00191 * teletrack

(3.43401) (5.83769)
+0.18578 * pop3544ct/ptttct - 0.00058 * xrunrct - 0.02021
(3.78879) (6.34277) (2.86267)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.86443
D.w. 1.82737
where:
otb_si = quarterly OTB simulcast facility handle in million doliars,
num_sim = number of simulcast facilities, :
teletrack = variable for the shift of New Haven simulcast operations
from Teletrack to the Coliseum between 1992 and 1995,
pop3544ct = quarterly average Connecticut population, 35-44 years,
thousands,
ptttct = quarterly average Connecticut population, thousands,
xrunrct = quarterly average Connecticut unemployment rate.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

¢ Connecticut Total Personal Income,
e Number of OTB branches,

e OTB branch handie,
» handie from carrying Connecticut pari-mutuel events, and

¢ Foxwoods handte.

The equation indicates that the underlying growth rate of OTB simulcast handie is
approximately three times faster than the population aged 35 to 44 indicating increasing
penetration of the market represented by this age group. The estimated coefficient for
the number of facilities indicates that increasing simulcast facilities would increase
handle proportionally by only a third as much. That is, if another facility opens in
addition to the current four, the equation would predict a net handle increase of one-
third of one-fourth of the current fotal.

For example, WEFA estimates that OTB branch handle will be $159 million in FY1997.
The equation implies that if an additional simuicast facility had been added at the
beginning of the fiscal year, increasing the number from 4 to 5, then handle would have
increased not by one-fourth or $40 million, but by one-third of that, namely, $13 million.
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However, the location of the new branch and other factors might change this
conclusion.

We tested whether the opening of new branches would affect simuicast facility handle
and did not find a statistically significant effect.
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Telephone
Four variables explain 99.7% of the variation in OTB telephone sales:

e« Connecticut Total Personal Income,

e the expansion to 43 states in early 1994 and subsequent reduction to 15
states at the end of 1995, and

* 3 negative time trend.
There is no observed effect from Native American Casino gaming.

OTB Telephone Handle, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996

$Million
9 -
| oTB

8 Privatization '

7 -

6 =

5 -

.- [
Expansion to Cutback to

37 43 states \ 15 states

2° AN

|- M

0 T T T T T T T T T

86 87 88 8 90 91 92 93 94 95 96
Estimated OTB Telephone Handle

e Actual OTB Telephone Handle

Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year. The vertical line in the chart represents the date that Autotote began

operating the OTB system.

Telephone OTB handie, after rising slightly in the late 1980's, was on a downward trend
prior to the expansion to other states. We find that this underlying trend in telephone
QTB handle is explained by a combination of Connecticut Total Personal Income, which
is growing at about 4% a year, and a negative time trend.

This suddenly changed when telephone OTB betting was offered in other states in early
1994. The initial expansion to 43 states was cutback to 15 at the end of 1995 because
of concermn about being in compliance with state and federal laws. The excellent fit of
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the equation is primarily because of the impact of the expansion to other states and the
low volatility in the data.

The equation is as follows.

otb_tl = 0.00007 * yrpicct + 0.09140 * 0tb9495 + 4.02769 * otb96

(6.20273) (91.9958) (39.7100)
-0.36170 * trend + 715.586
(8.75756) (8.79768)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.9969
D.W. 1.2694
where:
otb_tl = quarterly OTB telephone facility handle in million dollars,
yrpicet = Connecticut Personal Income, quarterly, million dollars,
0tb9495 = variable to capture the offering of telephone betting to 43
states in early 1994,
otb96 = variable to capture the reduction of telephone betting from
43 to 15 states at the end of 1995,
trend = time trend.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

+ Connecticut demographics,
+ the Connecticut unemployment rate, and
¢ Foxwoods handle.

OTB telephone handle rose very rapidly when offered in other states and declined
when the number of states was reduced. This is the dominant factor in telephone
sales. The income factor and the time trend currently almost exactly offset one

another.
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Pari-Mutuels

Greyhound Racing

Six variables explain 97% of the variation in Greyhound wagering:
o Connecticut population age 35 and over,

e A negative time trend,

e Greyhound track performances,

e Infiuence of Foxwoods in CY1993 and CY 1994,
+ Connecticut Total Personal Income, and

s Seasonal factors.

Greyhound Racing Handle, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year.

The major factor in greyhound racing handle has been a long-term decline in
attendance, captured in our equation by a negative time trend. This trend was
accentuated in 1993 and 1994 by the opening of Foxwoods. The growth in Connecticut
Total Personal Income and the population age 35-44 offsets the decline to some extent,
as bettors have more in their pockets to spend and as there are greater numbers able
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to bet. Both the seasonality of attendance and the humber of performances capture the
shoit term volatility in the handle data, resulting in an excellent fit of the equation.

The equation is as follows.

log(pmgrey/pop35¢ct) = 0.43004 * log(greyperf) - 0.22965 * trend - 0.09792 * fox93

(4.91817) (12.6550) (2.29125)
- 0.09103 * fox94 + 2.34723 * log(yrpicct/pop35ct) + 441.491
(1.90249) (4.80728) (12.9258)
+0.06212 * SEASON_2 + 0.09131 * SEASON_3 - 0.03869 * SEASON_4
(1.79881) (2.69617) (1.14920)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.9725
D.W. 2.4194
where:
pmgrey = quarterly greyhound track handle in million dollars,
pop35ct = quarterly average Connecticut population, 35 years and
older, thousands,
greyperf = greyhound track performances,
trend = time trend,

variables to capture Foxwoods influence in CY1993 and
CY 1994, respectively,

quarterly Connecticut total personal income, million dollars,
seasonal variable for quarter i. If one seasonal factor is
significant, two others must be included in the equation.

fox93, fox94

yrpicct
SEASON_

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

« OTB handle from carnrying Connecticut greyhound events, and

e variables to capture Foxwoods influence in years other than 1993 and 1994,
and

¢ Connecticut average unemployment rate.

Because the history of Connecticut greyhound track handle is characterized by a strong
downward time trend, the appropriate form of the equation is logarithmic. The
coefficients of the Foxwoods variables imply that the opening of video facsimile
terminals at Foxwoods reduced the handie at Plainfield Greyhound Park from what it
would otherwise have been by 9.8% and 9.1% in CY 1893 and CY 1894, respectively. In
CY1995 and CY 1996, the effect of Foxwoods on the greyhound track handle was not
statistically significant at the 95% level of confidence.
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Greyhound frack races are carried on the OTB system. Our original concemn was that
the OTB offering may be taking business from the tracks. The opposite appears to be
true, if there is any effect at all. While the coefficient of OTB handle from offering
Connecticut greyhound races was not statistically significant, it did enter the equation
positively. A positive estimated coefficient would suggest that the OTB offering
stimulates interest in track attendance and betting.
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Jai Alai

Six variables account for 94% of the variation in jai alai wagering:

*

L 4

A negative time trend,

The strike in April 1988,

Connecticut population 35 years and older,
Connecticut Total Personal Income,
Foxwoods handie, and

Seasonal factors.

Jai Alai Handle, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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in addition to the strike in April 1988, the major factor in jai alai handie has been a long-
term downtumn in attendance. This downward time trend is counterbalanced to some
extent by the growth in income and population over age 35, but this growth is too slow
to offset the declining interest in jai alai. These factors, together with the seasonality of
attendance and handle, provide a very good fit of the equation to the data.
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The equation is as follows.

log{pmijail/pop35¢ct) = + 0.80941 * log(jailperf) - 0.70106 * jai_stk

(13.6258) (7.59466)
- 0.16221 * trend - 0.06937 * logfox + 0.84887 * log(yrpicct/pop35ct)
(9.7947) (3.24359) (1.97464)
+311.761 + 0.01478 * SEASON_2 + 0.06086 * SEASON_3
(9.9106) (0.51048) (2.17179)
- 0.07669 * SEASON_4
(2.78749)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.9869
D.wW. 2.0101
where:
pmjaif = quarterly jai alai handle in million dollars,
pop35ct = quarterly average Connecticut population, 35 years and
older, thousands,
jailperf = quarterly jai alai performances,
trend = time trend,
jai_stk = variable for April 1988 strike,
yrpicct = quarterly Connecticut-total personal income, million doliars,
logfox = zero before 1992, natural logarithm of Foxwoods handle
1992 forwards,
SEASON_i = seasonal variable for quarter i. If one seasonal factor, is

significant, two others must be included in the equation.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

« OTB handle from carrying Connecticut pari-mutue! events, and
o the Connecticut unemployment rate.

As with the history of Connecticut greyhound track handle, Connecticut jai alai fronton
handle is characterized by a strong downward time trend, and the appropriate form of
the equation is logarithmic. Also, as with the greyhound handle equation, the offering of
jai alai fronton events on the OTB system did not enter the equation with a statistically
significant coefficient.

The evidence for the effect of Foxwoods is mixed. When we specified an effect for
Foxwoods separately for each year, as we did for greyhound track handie, the
coefficients of the Foxwoods variables were not significantly different from zero at the
95% level of confidence. In contrast, when we specified a single variable, as is shown
in the above equation, the coefficient is significantly different from zero.
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The value of the coefficient on the Foxwoods term indicates that the decrease in jai alai
handle from diversion of betting to Foxwoods rose from 1% of jai alai handle in 1993, to
2% in 1994, to 4% in 1995 and to 5% in 1996. This is consistent with the size of the
effect we found for greyhound racing, but in that case, the effect disappears after 1994,

The WEFA Group 27 Final Report



Charitable Gaming

Three variables explain 46% of the variation in charitable gaming mcludmg bingo,
raffles, sealed tickets, Las Vegas nights and bazaars:

+ Connecticut population age 65 and older,
s Unemployment, and
e Seasonal factors.
There is no observed effect from Native American Casino gambling.

Charitable Gaming Sales and Receipts, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year.

The underlying trend in charitable gaming sales and receipts is explained by the size of
the retirement age population. The economy and the seasonality of charitable gaming
sales and receipts explain the deviations from trend. Compared to the volatility of the
data, the underlying trends and effects of the economy and seasonality are small. As a
result, even though the equation fits the data rather well, the measure of the
explanatory power of the equation, the R-squared, is rather low.
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The equation is as follows.

tot_char = -0.53277 * xrunrct + 0.07212 * ptt65ct - 19.9161

(2.24802) (2.92890) (1.55856)
+0.92021 * SEASON_2 + 1.67885 * SEASON_3 + 1.38765 * SEASON_4
(1.56215) (2.72422) (2.25041)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.4572
D.W. 2.2667
where:
tot_char = quarterly charitable gaming sales in million dollars,
xrunrct = quarterly average Connecticut unemployment rate,
pit65ct = quarterly average Connecticut population, 65 years and
over, thousands,
SEASON_i = seasonal variable for quarter i. If one seasonal factor is

significant, two others must be included in the equation.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant

coefficients were:
+ sales of each of the different lottery games,

« Foxwoods handie,

o Connecticut Transfer Payments (the major part of which is social security

payments),

¢ Connecticut Dividends, Interest and Rent, part of which is retirement income

from savings, and
e Connecticut Personal Income.

Charitable gaming appears to be unaffected by spending on other forms of legalized
gambling in Connecticut and only to be affecied by demographics and the
unemployment rate. This latter variable may be registering players’ confidence in the

economy.
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Native American Casinos

Four variables explain 99.5% of the variation in wagering at Native American Casinos in
Connecticut:

» Connecticut population age 35 years and older,
s The average number of video facsimile machines,
« Atime trend to capture increasing penetration of the market, and

+ Seasonal factors,
Native American Casinos Handle, Calendar Years 1986 Through 1996
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Note that the horizontal axis ticks indicate the first quarter of the calendar year rather than the
beginning of the year.

Since opening in February 1992, Foxwoods handie has grown rapidly, primarily by its
increasing market penetration in New England. Most of the patrons currently come
from Connecticut and neighboring New England states. This is captured in our
equation by the upward time trend. In addition, the number of video facsimile machines
also provide part of the upward trend. We also found a strong seasonal pattern to the
data, particularly in third quarter and to a lesser extent in second guarter, as a result of
summer vacations. The resuiting equation is an outstanding fit and explains essentially
all of the variation in the data.
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The equation is as follows.

tot_char = - 0.53277 * xrunrct + 0.07912 * ptt65ct - 19.9161

(2.24802) (2.92890) (1.55856)
+0.92021 * SEASON_2 + 1.67885 * SEASON_3 + 1.38765 * SEASON_4
(1.56215) (2.72422) (2.25041)
Adjusted R-Squared 0.4572
D.W. 2.2667
where:
tot_char = “quarterly charitable gaming sales in million dollars,
xrunrct = guarterly average Connecticut unemployment rate,
pit65ct = quarterly average Connecticut population, 65 years and
over, thousands,
SEASON_i = seasonal variable for quarter i. If one seasonal factor is

significant, two others must be included in the equation.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant

coefficients were:
o sales of each of the different lottery games,

e Foxwoods handle,

¢ Connecticut Transfer Payments (the major part of which is social security

payments),

¢ Connecticut Dividends, Interest and Rent, part of which is retirement income

from savings, and
s Connecticut Personal Income.

Charitable gaming appears to be unaffected by spending on other forms of iegalized
gambling in Connecticut and only to be affected by demographics and the
unemployment rate. This latter variable may be registering players’ confidence in the

economy.
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[ANTURERUN

The equation is as follows.

foxwoods/pop35ct = 0.21181 * foxslotdavg/1000 + 0.45911 * trend - 914.481

(8.22279) (14.6677) (14.6644)
+0.19411 * SEASON_2 + 0.49458 * SEASON_3 + 0.06014 * SEASON_4
(4.37242) (11.0862) (1.27408)

Adjusted R-Squared 0.99543

D.w. 2.17952

where:

foxwoods = quarterly Foxwoods handle in million dollars,

foxslotdavg = quarterly average number of video facsimile machines,
thousands,

pop35ct = quarterly average Connecticut population, 35 years and
older, thousands,

trend = time trend,

SEASON_i = seasonal variable for quarter i. If one seasonal factor is

significant, two others must be inciuded in the equation.

Other variables tested that not enter the equation with statistically significant
coefficients were:

e Connecticut total personal income, and
¢ the Connecticut unemployment rate.

The equation is specified on a per capita basis, where the population variable is the
Connecticut population 35 years and older. Over haif of Foxwoods patrons are from
out-of-State. Here we are assuming that those 35 years and older in those populations
grow proportionally to those in Connecticut.

The growth in handle is explained in the equation both by the time trend (representing
increasing market penetration} and by the growth in video facsimile machines. The
time trend explains about $4 million, over half, of the growth in Foxwoods handle.
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