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Executive Summary 
 

Effects of Casino Gambling on Crime and Quality of Life in New Casino 
Jurisdictions 

Grand Award 98-IJ-CX-0037 
 

With the dramatic increase in casino gambling in the 1990s, one of the most 
important domestic policy questions became, What impact do casinos have on 
communities?  Rancorous debate often erupted among the residents in jurisdictions where 
casino legislation was proposed.  Proponents of legalization stressed the economic 
benefits thought to result from the establishment of a casino.  Increased job opportunities, a 
new (or enhanced) tourism industry, and increased tax revenues were compelling 
arguments, especially in economically depressed communities which had few other 
options available.   

Opponents tended to stress the social problems believed to result from casinos and 
the change in the nature of the community itself, as many expected the gambling industry 
would become a major force in the daily life and politics of the community.  Crime, divorce, 
bankruptcy, and a change in traditional community values were seen as problems that 
would inevitably accompany casino legalization.  

Despite the level of acrimony generated by the casino legalization debate, an 
empirical foundation was missing.  Voters and policy makers were often unable to 
separate rhetoric from reality, for research on many of the key questions was incomplete or 
totally lacking.  Consequently, one of the goals of the current research was to provide an 
objective and multi-dimensioned assessment of the impact of casino gambling in new 
casino jurisdictions.   

To accomplish this, a research team composed of an economist and two 
criminologists, assisted by demographers and experts in survey research, completed 
perhaps the most intensive community based research ever conducted on new casino 
jurisdictions.  The research plan as completed involved eight new casino jurisdictions: 
Alton and Peoria/East Peoria, Illinois; Sioux City, Iowa; St. Joseph, St. Louis (city) and St. 
Louis County, Missouri; and Biloxi, Mississippi.  The communities were chosen because 
each had recently initiated casino gambling and law enforcement officials were willing to 
make available Part I and Part II crime data for four years before and four years after the 
casinos began operation.   

The communities ranged in population from 22,385 for East Peoria and 32,905 for 
Alton, Illinois, to 113,504 for Peoria and 396,685 for the city of St. Louis.  All of the 
communities lost population from 1980 to 1990 (Bureau of the Census, 1992).  Each 
community has a riverboat, with the exception of Biloxi, Ms., which has nine casinos 
located on stationary barges.  These barge casinos tend to be larger than the riverboat 
casinos and their size and concentration in Biloxi have resulted in the casinos and the 
tourists they draw playing a much larger role in Biloxi than in the other communities studied. 
 The other extreme is St. Louis, a relatively large city with a single riverboat casino, 
although several others are in nearby communities.  In St. Louis, unlike some of the other 
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communities included in the study, their riverboat casino has relatively little impact on 
tourism and on the overall economy. 

Significant findings of the research indicate that most community leaders in the new 
casino jurisdictions believe that the casinos have been good for the communities, although 
10% to 20% of the leaders saw casinos as a negative influence. The casinos do not 
appear to have any general or dramatic effect on crime, especially in communities that do 
not have a high concentration of casinos.  The data indicate that minor crimes are more 
likely to increase in casino communities than are the index offenses, although there is little 
consistency in types of crimes that significantly change when all the new jurisdictions are 
compared.  Bankruptcy does appear to be influenced, with a significant increase in rate of 
personal bankruptcy found in five of seven communities.  In only one community did divorce 
significantly increase, while it significantly decreased in four of the eight casino 
communities.  Suicide increased significantly in two casino communities, and significantly 
decreased in one.   

The findings suggest that casinos do not affect all communities in a simple, similar, 
or nonvariant fashion. The evidence suggests that casinos appear to be neither as good 
for a community as supporters contend, nor as negative as opponents argue.  More 
detailed descriptions of the research and findings are presented in summary form below. 
 
Method 

 
There were three main components of the research plan.  The first component 

consisted of site visits to each of the eight communities selected for inclusion in the study.  
Research teams composed of an economist and one or two criminologists visited each 
community and sought to interview community leaders to get their views on why casino 
gambling was introduced into the community and their perspective on the impact the 
casino had on their community.  A broad spectrum of community leaders were interviewed, 
from mayors to police chiefs and heads of social service agencies, to get feedback from 
leaders representing diverse perspectives.  

A second major component of the research consisted of telephoning several 
hundred residents in each community to obtain their opinions regarding the impact of the 
casino on the community and their views on how the casino affected day to day living within 
the community.  The survey consisted of a variety of open ended as well as fixed response 
questions covering, among other topics, questions concerning their gambling experiences, 
whether the casino changed their neighborhoods, and whether they knew individuals who 
were problem gamblers.  A total of 2,768 individuals were interviewed for the project.   

The third component consisted of gathering a variety of official data to determine 
how the communities changed once casinos were introduced.  Comparisons were also 
made between the casino communities and a number of matched control communities.  
Bankruptcy, divorce, and suicide data comprise important data sets for this analysis.  
Other data collected had never before been analyzed in such an in-depth manner.  For 
example, crime statistics were gathered not simply for Part I or Index Offenses, but also for 
the more minor Part II offenses, such as simple assault, prostitution,  and DUI, which many 
criminologists believe are more likely to be associated with casinos than are the more 
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serious crimes, such as murder and forcible rape.  Also, the crime rates were calculated 
using both the residential population of the community and the population at risk, which 
includes tourists in the crime rate population calculations. 

 
Results 

 
The interviews with 128 community leaders in the seven casino communities 

revealed that a clear majority (59%) were in favor of the casino=s presence.  Most (65%) 
believed that the casino enhanced the quality of life in the community, had a positive effect 
on the economy (77%), and had little, if any, effect on crime (69%). In all of the seven 
communities, the majority of community leaders believed that the casino contributed to the 
economic well-being of the residents.  In six of seven communities, the leadership believe 
the casinos have little effect on crime.  In five of the seven communities, the majority of the 
key individuals agreed that the quality of life was enhanced by the casino.   

Degree of agreement varied by community, with the most favorable responses on 
several dimensions, especially economic impacts, coming from the leadership of Biloxi.  It 
appears that one of the main determinants of attitudes towards casinos by those in 
leadership positions is degree of economic impact the casino has on the community.  In 
those communities that depend heavily upon a casino for their economic well-being, the 
casinos have been enthusiastically embraced; in those communities where casinos are 
only a minor part of the economy, the leaders tend to be more moderate in their appraisal 
of the impact of the casino on the community.  

The second major component of the study is the community survey. The analysis is 
based on a total 2,768 voluntary and anonymous interviews of adult residents of the seven 
communities. The interviews were accomplished through use of a computer assisted 
telephone interviewing (CATI) survey.  The number of interviews for each community varied 
from a low of 101 in East Peoria to a high of  420 in St. Joseph.  The number of interviews 
from each community is believed sufficient to ensure the reliability and robustness of 
results.   

One element of the survey data examines resident perceptions of problem gambling 
within their communities and, more specifically, prevalence of problem gambling among 
friends and relatives.  Combining the responses of all seven jurisdictions, the mean 
estimate is that 16% of new casino jurisdiction residents have a gambling problem.  The 
range is from 11% in St. Louis County to 18% in Sioux City. The results specifically 
suggest that when problem gambling occurs Αclose to home≅ (among friends or relatives) 
it has a more salient effect on the individual=s perception of problem gambling in the 
community.   It should also be noted that respondent perception of problem gambling within 
these communities is at a much higher level than is found by more objective measures 
(less than 7 percent).  
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Crime Data 
 

To determine the effect of casinos on crime in new casino jurisdictions, crime data 
were collected from police department records in seven jurisdictions.  Each initiated 
casino gambling in the 1990s and have had casino gambling for a minimum of four years.  
This time frame allows comparisons to be made before and after casinos were in 
operation.  Crime rates were calculated for each offense in each community based both on 
population and population at risk, which adds average daily tourist population to the 
resident population.  Crime data for both serious crimes and for relatively minor offenses 
were collected. 

Comparing the before and after crime rates utilizing the population at risk (the more 
conservative measure to gauge a possible casino effect), the data reveal few consistent 
trends in crime.  In three communities (Sioux City, Peoria, and Biloxi), there were many 
more crimes that significantly increased than decreased.  In three other jurisdictions (Alton, 
St. Louis (city), and St. Louis County), there were many more crimes that significantly 
decreased than increased.  In one city (St. Joseph), the vast majority of crimes showed no 
change. The Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test for Paired Differences was used to analyze 
offense categories for which data were available in five or more communities to compare 
crime rates before and after the introduction of casinos.  Few statistically significant 
changes are found in pre and post casino periods.  Analyzing the traditional crime rate 
measure based on resident population, data for burglary and larceny are found to be 
significant at the .10 level and suggest that there was a decline in burglary and an increase 
in larceny.  Results for drug violations and family offenses are significant at the .05 level 
and are consistent with increases in these offenses.  When examining crime rates 
normalized by the population at risk, only burglary and drug violations appear to have 
significantly increased.  

In a second phase of the analysis of the crime data, rates of serious (Part I) and less 
serious (Part II) offenses in each community were compared to a control community 
matched on fifteen demographic, economic, and social variables.  Crime rates were again 
calculated in two ways: based on the resident population and based on the population at 
risk. 

Results indicate little consistency in crime trends for the communities studied.  Of 
the 169 comparisons between the casino and control (noncasino) community crime rates, 
45% revealed no significant change.  A simple tally of the direction of the t values provides 
a rough indication of the evidence concerning a possible casino effect when there is a 
significant change.  Using per capita population as the basis for standardization, 55% of 
the 51 comparisons that achieved statistical significance were positive, indicating an 
increase in crime.  When the communities were compared using the population at risk as 
the basis for standardization, 52% of the 40 statistically significant comparisons were 
positive.  In some communities, the majority of significant changes in crime rates were 
negative; in other communities, the majority of the significant changes were positive.    

The examination of the results indicate that there can be no conclusive statement 
regarding the effect that casinos have on crime.  The fact that the results are mixed 
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suggests that there may be some contextual factors operating in some communities that 
allow for casinos to increase crime under certain, as yet unknown circumstances. 
   
Suicide and Divorce 
 

To analyze the impact that casino gambling has on the social fabric of a community, 
suicide and divorce rates in eight casino communities were compared to the rates in non-
casino control communities.  Five matching control communities were selected for each 
casino community to ensure the results were not sensitive to the selection of any one 
particular control jurisdiction.  The control communities were selected based on their 
similarity to the casino communities on 15 demographic, social, and economic variables. 

Calculating the difference in divorce rates before and after casinos entered  
communities and comparing the changes to their respective control communities indicate 
that the rates significantly decreased in four of the eight casino communities; in only one of 
the comparisons did the divorce rate in the casino community show a significant increase 
when compared to the control communities.  These results suggest that statements 
proclaiming that casinos increase divorce in a community are not supported by the data.   

When suicide rates are compared for casino and control communities, results 
reached statistical significance in only three of the eight comparisons, increasing 
significantly in two cases and decreasing significantly in one case.  When a regression 
equation was run controlling for economic, demographic, and social integration factors, the 
findings indicate that the presence of a casino in and of itself is not associated with a 
statistically significant increase in per capita suicide, but that the size of the casino industry 
does matter.  In particular, larger casino markets (measured by per capita casino revenue) 
are positively associated with higher suicides.  It should be noted, however, that the overall 
fit of the equation is somewhat low (R2=.20), and that once Biloxi is removed from the 
sample, casino size is insignificant.  

Based on the findings of the present research, it is difficult to generalize about the 
effect of casino gambling on suicide and divorce.  Casino communities tended to 
experience a greater decrease in divorce than in the control communities, whereas suicide 
showed the opposite effect.  However, in examining both divorce and suicide, a few 
communities went against the general trend.  What is apparent is that attempting to 
understand how casino gambling affects divorce and suicide in a community is not a 
simple matter and the effect of casinos on these phenomena does not lend itself to 
sweeping generalizations. 
 
Bankruptcy 
 

Bankruptcy rates in the eight new casino communities were compared to 
bankruptcy rates in eight non-casino control communities.  The control communities were 
chosen based on their similarity to the casino communities matched on 15 demographic, 
social, and economic variables.  Comparisons of bankruptcy rates were based on county-
level data for personal bankruptcy, both Chapter 7 and Chapter 13, which were analyzed 
for 1989:Q4 through 1998:Q1.  
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The results indicate that casino gambling is associated with an increase in personal 
bankruptcy in seven of the eight communities.  In five of the seven communities the 
increase is statistically significant.  The most significant changes in bankruptcy occurred 
among Chapter 13, as opposed to Chapter 7, filings.  The results also tend to suggest that 
there is a direct and positive relationship between length of time casinos have been in a 
community and bankruptcy rate, as those communities that have had casinos the longest 
tended to have the greatest increase in bankruptcy.  However, the study shows that an 
increase in bankruptcy rate is not an inevitable product of casinos opening in a community. 
 One community (Biloxi/Harrison County, MS) actually experienced a significant decrease 
in bankruptcy rate.    
 
Social Capital and Quality of Life 
 

Analyses of social capital are attempts to measure degree of residents= connection 
to their neighborhood and community.  Several questions included in the community survey 
were designed to measure satisfaction with neighborhood and community well-being, 
neighborly behavior, and trust in neighbors and government officials. The independent 
variables used were whether respondents believed gambling was good for the community 
and how the respondents= gambling behavior influenced their views of community 
cohesion. 

The analysis of the social capital variables suggests that, contrary to assumptions, 
the introduction of casinos did not tear the fabric of the community.  Overall, although there 
are perceived negatives (increased crime, fear of crime), the perceived positives 
(increased standard of living, the community being a better place to live) are given greater 
importance in contributing to the community=s quality of life.  In all the communities studied, 
the belief that gambling was good for the community was positively and significantly related 
to social capital whereas the respondents= gambling behavior was significantly and 
positively related to social cohesion in only three communities (Biloxi, St. Louis (city), and 
East Peoria).   

Five questions in the community survey were included to permit an analysis of 
respondent perceptions of changes in quality of life due to the casinos= presence. The 
results of the analysis indicate that while many in the community believed that casinos 
increased or decreased their quality of life, none of the measures reached statistical 
significance.  The fact that respondents were fairly evenly divided on the issue of how 
casinos affected quality of life in the community indicates that, even after a minimum of four 
years of a casino=s presence in these communities, opinions continue to be divided 
regarding the impact of casinos on the community.   
 
Limitations of the Research 
 

It should be noted that the new casino jurisdictions included in this research tended 
to have a single casino.  The findings for Biloxi, a community with a high concentration of 
casinos, frequently tended to differ, both positively and negatively, from the other 
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communities studied.  It is also important to note that the communities had casinos for less 
than ten years. The positive or negative impact could well change given greater duration 
within the community.  

The analysis indicates that there are few consistencies between communities when 
comparing the before and after rates for new casino jurisdictions.  It is possible that the 
numbers (as crime and tourism statistics) are so imprecise as to result in these 
inconsistencies.  It is equally plausible that the effects of casinos in a community are quite 
varied, depending on a multitude of variables beyond the scope of the present research.  
Based on the differential impact that casinos have on these communities, we conclude that 
simple analyses and broad generalizations are not sufficient to capture the complexity of 
what occurs in communities when legalized casino gambling is introduced.  
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Chapter 1 
 

The Project and Its Design 
 
 

In order to discuss the project=s accomplishments in the context of its original 

conceptualization the following original project abstract, as included in the project proposal, 

followed by the literature review and the body of the original proposal are presented : 

 

 Original Project Abstract 
 
Project Goals and Objectives 
 

Since casino gambling is a relatively new phenomenon in most areas of the country, few studies 
have systematically examined the impact of casinos on crime and the quality of life in communities with 
newly opened casinos.  Those studies that have analyzed the relationship between casino gambling and 
crime have yielded inconclusive and contradictory results.   The proposed study will examine the effects of 
casino gambling on seven communities in which casinos have recently been introduced.  These jurisdictions 
are: St. Louis, St. Joseph, and St. Charles, Missouri; Alton, and Peoria/East Peoria, Illinois; Sioux City, 
Iowa; and Biloxi, Mississippi.  The study will be done utilizing a multi-disciplinary approach incorporating 
criminological, economic, demographic and sociological perspectives.  

The proposed research will focus on the impact of casinos on communities in three general ways.  
First, the impact of casinos on crime rates for both Part I and Part II UCR offenses will be examined in both 
casino and non-casino (control) communities.  The inclusion of Part II offenses is a major improvement over 
a vast number of the previous studies that have examined only Part I offenses.  The critical element of 
population at risk, which includes the tourist population, will be utilized to calculate crime rates for both 
casino and non-casino jurisdictions.  Second, community surveys (N=2,800) will be conducted to assess 
community perceptions of changes in crime and quality of life that may have accompanied the advent of 
casinos.  In addition, qualitative data reflecting quality of life will be gathered from interviews of community 
leaders and social service providers.  Finally, factors such as suicide rates, divorce rates, bankruptcies and 
various economic indicators will be closely examined for possible casino related fluctuations. 
 
 
 Literature Review 
 

The proliferation of casino gambling across the American landscape has generated a considerable 
amount of debate regarding the benefits and detriments of gambling both as an  industry and as a 
recreational outlet.  Conflicting and seemingly irreconcilable claims are made on both sides of the debate by 
the proponents and opponents of casino gambling.  Worsnop notes that organized campaigns led by 
conservative religious groups have resulted in casino gambling being voted down in 30 of the last 32 casino 
gambling referenda.1  As a result, the casino industry has formed the American Gaming Association, a 
lobbying interest group, to combat what it perceives as unfair characterizations of the gaming industry.  To 
sort through the conflicting claims and to gain an understanding of the impact of gambling on American life, 
the U.S. Congress enacted legislation creating the National Gambling Impact Study Commission.  Though 
this commission will have the responsibility to study the impact of gambling, we believe that the in-depth 
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study proposed here will significantly complement the research endeavors achieved through the auspices of 
the National Gambling Commission.  

Previously, research on the effects of casino gambling on communities has been conducted by 
academics from a variety of disciplines and by a variety of state government agencies.  The research has 
taken numerous forms including analyses of (1) the relationship of casinos gambling and crime, primarily 
focusing on Part I UCR offenses; (2) the relationship of casino gambling to organized crime; (3) the 
prevalence of pathological gambling and its effects on communities; (4) the prevalence of underage 
gambling; (5) effects of legalized casino gambling on the economic sector; and (6) to a limited extent, the 
style and quality of life in legalized casino jurisdictions.  For a thorough review and discussion of casino 
gambling=s impacts on these areas, see ΑGambling and Social Policy: An Analysis of Legalized 
Gambling=s Impact on Communities≅ -- a paper presented at the November 1997 Annual Meeting of the 
American Society of Criminology by Giacopassi and Stitt.2 

Of particular relevance to the present presentation is the Summary and Conclusions from the 
Giacopassi and Stitt paper presented here - 

Despite widespread legalization of casino gambling, it remains controversial both with regard to its 
effect on crime as well as its effects on the more diverse socio-economic aspects of the community.  
Lesieur has summarized what is known about the relationship of gambling to crime.3  ΑFirst of all, we know 
that a heavy concentration of casinos in an area is associated with tourism-related crime.  Secondly, some 
areas seem to have had little or no measurable crime impact.  Thirdly ...we also know that compulsive 
gamblers do crimes to finance their gambling.≅4  Lesieur explains the somewhat contradictory statements 
that pathological gamblers commit crime to finance their habits and that many places have little 
measurable increases in crime by suggesting that the UCR measures are not precise enough to gauge all 
changes in the incidence of crime.5 

Generally, it appears that the number of crimes increases where casino gambling is legalized.  
However, as Eadington points out, this may be a function of increased tourism rather than anything inherent 
in casino gambling itself, as the introduction of resorts and theme parks into an area has similar negative 
effects as do casinos on the area's crime.6  For example, an analysis of crime one year before and one year 
after the Mall of America opened in Bloomington, Minnesota, revealed that UCR Part I crime increased by 
33.6% while Part II offenses increased by 120.8%.  This increase is in raw numbers, and does not take into 
account the 40 million people who annually go to Bloomington to visit the Mall of America.7   At the same 
time, whether or not the effect is the generation of more crime once the increased tourist population is 
factored in remains to be seen.  Regardless, Eadington has concluded that Αthere is no compelling 
evidence that crime rates in cities with casinos are much different than in cities with tourist attractions in 
general≅ .8 

A purely financial analysis tends to support the view that casinos are net contributors (via taxes) to 
municipalities.  In effect, taxes collected from casinos more than pay for the cost of city services expended 
to support casinos.  A key factor as to whether casino gambling leads to economic prosperity in a 
community or simply drains money from the community, funneling it to the large corporations that own many 
of the casinos, may depend both on the number of tourist-gamblers attracted from outside of the normal 
business area and how well the casinos are integrated into the community. 

Clearly casinos do change citizens' patterns of savings and spending.  For example, it has been 
reported that in 1992, Americans spent more on legal gambling than on books, movies, music, and theme 
parks combined.9  The impact of this spending is difficult to calculate, although it almost certainly will be 
negative for a significant number of people and local businesses in casino jurisdictions.  It can also be 
argued that the opposite is true: casinos bring prosperity to significant numbers in a community through 
employment and increased commercial activity. 

The impact of casinos on a community's standard and style of living is also difficult to gauge.  
Clearly, casinos bring tourists and entertainment.  Other recreational amenities often follow (restaurants, 
theaters, golf courses).  They also bring noise, traffic, and a definite change in a community's traditional 
social and cultural environment.  Whether this is positive or negative may depend on the individual and his 
or her view of gambling and the changes it brings to a community. 

Casino gambling is now legal in 23 states.  It has often been promoted as a panacea for economic 
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ills.  While gambling has not generally fulfilled its promoters' promises, it has provided jobs, new capital 
investments, and some degree of economic vitality to areas that were in dire need of economic 
revitalization.  Casinos have brought new prosperity to communities in Mississippi and elsewhere, and have 
been a boon to the financial well-being of several Indian Reservations. Casinos have also brought varying 
amounts of crime and social disruption to these same communities. 

Future research should attempt to broaden both the social and geographic scope of analysis of 
gambling.  In the past, criminologists have analyzed crime trends; economists have studied employment, 
taxes, and real estate values; psychologists have analyzed the impact casinos have on compulsive 
gambling.  However, until research is conducted that analyzes the impact of casinos on a variety of 
communities in toto, no definitive or even convincing answer can be given to the advisability of a community 
legalizing casino gambling.  Although no definitive answer can be given to the wisdom of a community 
legalizing casinos, one thing is apparent:  there are both advantages and disadvantages that go hand in 
hand with legalized gambling.  Ultimately, the evaluation of a casino's impact on a community may well 
depend on the community's pre-casino well-being, the type of control exercised by the community over the 
casino operations, as well as each individual's assessment of the benefits and detriments that casinos 
bring to the community and to each individual=s lifestyle. 
 
 
 Original Project Proposal 
 

The proposed study represents the first such attempt to examine the impact of casino gambling in a 
holistic manner across a number of jurisdictions.   The study will examine crime rates controlling for tourism 
for both Part I and Part II offenses.  The UCR states that Αunderstanding a jurisdiction=s industrial/economic 
base...its economic dependence on nonresidents (such as tourists and convention attendees)...all help in 
better gaging and interpreting the crime known to and reported by law enforcement.≅10  One can appreciate 
the potential importance of tourism for crime by examining the figures for Atlantic City, New Jersey.  Atlantic 
City has approximately 36,000 inhabitants, but an annual tourist population of well over 30 million people.  
Albanese 11 and Curran and Scarpitti 12 note that tourism must be factored into Atlantic City=s Αpopulation 
at risk≅ to provide an accurate assessment of the effects of large numbers of nonresidents on a 
community=s crime rate. 

The inclusion of Part II offenses in the proposed study remedies a weakness of most past research 
which focused only on Part I crime.  Limiting analysis to Part I offenses is a weakness because it is likely 
that crimes such as embezzlement, credit card and check fraud, public order crimes and crimes involving 
domestic violence are most affected by casino gambling vis-a-vis problem gambling.   The proposed study 
will also examine bankruptcy, divorce and suicide rates to determine if they are affected by the presence of 
casinos in a community.  

Finally, the present study will also examine quality of life issues by conducting community surveys 
and interviews.  Anonymous telephone surveys will be taken to determine local citizens= perception of the 
quality of life and sense of community since the introduction of casinos.  Similarly, interviews with local 
officials and social workers will be conducted to determine their perceptions on the benefits and costs of 
casino gambling to a local community.  

A major strength of the proposed study is that the research will be conducted by an inter-
disciplinary team composed of two criminologists/sociologists and an economist who are the principle 
investigators.  Additional inter-disciplinary expertise will be provided by a demographer and criminal justice 
policy specialist.  
 
Methodology 
 
Evaluating the Impact of Casinos on Crime and the Quality of Life 
 

We propose to employ a multi-method approach to evaluate the impact that the introduction of 
casino gambling has on crime, quality of life, sense of community, economic development, and social 
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costs.  To analyze these issues, we have chosen seven communities where casino gambling has recently 
been introduced.  These seven communities are: St. Louis, Missouri; St. Charles, Missouri; St. Joseph, 
Missouri; Peoria/East Peoria, Illinois; Alton, Illinois; Sioux City, Iowa; and Biloxi, Mississippi. 

There were several criteria used in selecting these seven communities.  First, casino gambling had 
to be in place for at least three years.  Thus, only jurisdictions that had casinos prior to 1995 were 
considered.  This was done to allow sufficient time for any impacts to occur and to ensure there were 
enough observations to make any analysis statistically meaningful and credible.   

Second, we selected a set of communities that represents the broad spectrum of casino gambling 
offered.  For example, regulatory constraints vastly differ among jurisdictions.13   Some communities have 
restrictions on gambling losses (Missouri), some have cruising requirements where the boats must actually 
sail (Illinois), while others are land based (Mississippi) or remain dockside (Iowa).  It has been suggested 
that these various types of regulatory constraints may have differential impacts on such factors as economic 
benefits, social costs, and possibly crime.14  Similarly, the sample communities provide examples of 
casinos in various sized metropolitan areas, some of which cater primarily to locals (e.g., Peoria, Alton) 
while others cater to tourists (e.g., Biloxi).  These characteristics are also hypothesized to provide 
differential costs and benefits.15 

The other reasons for selecting these communities were more practical.  For one, we needed a 
manageable number of jurisdictions.  The availability of crime data was also a limiting factor.  A number of 
jurisdictions were contacted and some were eliminated from consideration due to insufficient data.  
Generally, these jurisdictions did not have sufficient data prior to the introduction of casino gambling for 
base-line considerations.  For example, East St. Louis, Illinois had no computers until 1995 due to 
insufficient funds.  In Davenport, Iowa the data was not stored in an accessible form.  This eliminated the 
entire ΑQuad Cities≅ region from contention.  Similarly, Gulfport Mississippi, due to a computer breakdown, 
switched to a new system two years ago and prior data was not recoverable.  Moreover, the city doubled in 
size due to annexation, creating a major analytical problem.  Other jurisdictions were found unsuitable due 
to community characteristics.  Notably, the towns of Black Hawk, Cripple Creek, and Central City, Colorado 
as well as Deadwood, South Dakota were eliminated from consideration because they are isolated mining 
towns with small populations.  Finally, some jurisdictions were not cooperative.  Both Tunica and Vicksburg, 
Mississippi, for example, were not responsive to cooperating with the proposed study. 

Finally, this study decided not to analyze jurisdictions containing only Indian casinos.  The primary 
reason for this decision is the remote, rural location of most Indian casinos.  Given the isolated nature of the 
casino, inferences regarding crime were perceived to be too difficult.  Patrons visiting Indian casinos 
frequently drive many miles to gamble.  The impact of casino gambling on crime and quality of life, therefore, 
is more likely to appear in these distant communities.  Obtaining data from a large number of communities 
in order to analyze the impact of a single casino was deemed impractical.  Secondly, information on Indian 
casinos (size, revenue, etc.) is not publicly available.  Finally, data from tribal authorities is likely to be 
unavailable, unreliable and/or not comparable with other jurisdictions.   

In order to examine the various impacts that the introduction of casino gambling may have on 
communities, this study will gather various types of quantitative and qualitative data.  In particular, the 
following types of information will be gathered: (1) Part I and Part II criminal offenses obtained from the local 
police departments; (2) A community perception survey conducted in the communities where casino 
gambling is offered; (3) Interview data gathered from local officials and prominent community leaders (e.g., 
chiefs of police, mayors, city council members, chamber of commerce officials, etc.); (4) Data on quality of 
life and social disruption collected through interviews with social workers, problem gambling hotline 
organizations, substance or spouse abuse centers, etc., and collected from public sources (e.g., suicide 
data from the Center for Disease Control); and (5) Data on the economic impact of casino gambling gathered 
through public data sources (e.g., Bureau of Economic Analysis) and local sources (e.g., Chambers of 
Commerce, Bankruptcy Courts). 
 
Part I  and Part II Criminal Offenses  
 

Data on the number of Part I and Part II criminal offenses will be obtained from local police 
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departments.  The time period covered will be at least three years prior to the introduction of casinos up to 
the present.  In addition, we will be collecting identical data from Αcontrol≅ communities.  These 
communities will have similar economic, social, and demographic characteristics to the casino 
communities.  They are intended to be the Αtwin city≅ to the casino jurisdiction, similar in every way with 
the exception of casinos.  We will be hiring a highly qualified demographer as a consultant to choose the 
control jurisdictions.  By comparing crime rates by type of offense before and after the introduction of 
casinos in both the casino and control jurisdictions, inferences can be drawn about what impacts, if any, 
casinos have on crime.  

While comparing the number of crimes is useful, it only tells part of the story.  Casinos draw a large 
number of people, many of whom may be tourists or out-of-town visitors.  Therefore, crime rates that are 
adjusted by the population of the community rather than the population at risk (community population plus 
visitors) will bias crime rates upward.16  To avoid this bias, we will be controlling for the population at risk by 
gathering data on the number of visitors to the community from local Visitor and Convention Authorities.  
Moreover, in Iowa, Illinois, and Missouri, the number of visitors to the casino will be collected from Gaming 
Control.  Data on the number of casino visitors is available since the casino opened. Data on visitors to the 
community are available prior to the opening of casinos, generally for three years prior to the opening of 
casinos to present. 

Of course, when examining the link between casino gambling and crime, it is important to control 
for other factors that influence crime rates in a community.  In particular, as documented in the academic 
literature, the economic conditions, demographic makeup, and deterrence efforts of communities must be 
considered.17  This study will control for socioeconomic factors by gathering data on economic and 
demographic characteristics of the chosen communities from sources such as the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, the Census Bureau, and, where appropriate, the local community itself.  This information will be 
used as a set of control variables in the statistical analysis.  Below is a description of the various economic 
and demographic control variables that have been shown in the aforementioned literature to be correlated 
with crime.   
Economic Factors 

According to the economic approach to crime, as the gains from criminal activity increase relative to 
the opportunity costs (foregone wages from legal activity and incarceration), criminal activity will rise).18  The 
primary determinant of committing a crime, therefore, is the differences in opportunities people face.  The 
variables capturing these differences include the median household income and the unemployment rate.19  
For example, higher rates of unemployment, lower median incomes, and/or lower real wages are expected 
to be positively correlated with criminal activity because the opportunity cost of incarceration (lost wages) 
are lower.  Similarly, crime rates are expected to be higher during economic downturns or as the proportion 
of the population below the poverty line increases.  

In addition, we are able to collect casino level data through Gaming Control in the various states.  
Information is available on a monthly basis on the number of slot machines, the number of table games, 
gross gaming revenue (how much players lost), the number of admissions, and the size of the casino.  It 
seems plausible to us that these might be important factors in determining the crime rates as increased 
opportunities to gamble (more slots and tables) may lead to social problems and crime. 
 
Demographic Variables 
 

In addition to economic variables, demographic variables have also been shown to be associated 
with crime.20  Factors such as tourism, the proportion of the population that is young, urbanization, 
industrialization, church affiliation, population growth, ethnic makeup, and the level of education will all be 
considered.   

The extent of tourism in the area has been shown to influence crime rates.21  Tourists make easy 
targets as they frequently carry cash and have other items (jewelry, cameras, etc.) that are easily converted 
to cash.  Similarly, tourists are less likely to return for a court appearance.  Therefore, a higher proportion of 
tourists should increase crime rates.  This is an especially important factor to be aware of and control for 
when examining the relationship between casino gambling and crime as it may be the attraction of tourists, 
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as opposed to the casino per se, that is driving crime rates.  
Urbanization may also influence crime rates, but the impact is ambiguous.22  On the one hand, 

more rural areas tend to be isolated and have less neighborhood surveillance, a factor conducive to crime.  
On the other hand, urban areas make it easier for criminals to blend in with the crowd and there may exist 
neighborhood apathy as neighbors do not want to get involved with crime prevention. 

The proportion of the population that is young (aged 15-24) and/or poorly educated is expected to 
positively impact crime rates23 Younger or less educated people may be more inclined to commit crimes 
because lower incomes and wages imply a lower opportunity cost of incarceration.  Moreover, the myopic 
view of young people that Αgetting caught can=t happen to me≅ may cause them to overestimate the 
benefits of crime and/or underestimate the costs. 

Finally, variables such as church affiliation may reflect the moral fabric of a community.  High 
church membership may also be associated with more concern and involvement with the community.  It is 
expected, therefore, that higher church membership would be associated with lower crime rates.  Similarly, 
population growth and ethnic makeup of a community are considered as these have been shown in the 
literature to impact crime rates24. 
 
Community Survey 
 

This survey will be a computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) survey and will be completely 
voluntarily and anonymous.  The information collected will contain opinion and perception data.  At no time 
will information that could adversely effect an individual be collected.  

There will be 2800 total surveys conducted, 400 in each casino community.  This number was 
chosen to ensure the reliability and robustness of the survey results.  The questionnaire development, case 
programming, training, field testing, and data collection will be done by the Center for Applied Research, a 
multi-disciplinary research institute at the University of Nevada specializing in survey research.  

This community survey will focus on quality of life issues.  How do residents evaluate the impact 
casinos have on their community in general and their lives in particular?  Do the residents perceive changes 
in crime, noise, and traffic?  Is there a decrease in sense of community and a perceived shift in the locus of 
political control?  Is there an increase in recreational opportunities, employment options, and financial well 
being?  Are casinos good or bad for the community?  These are fascinating and important questions, and 
are issues that are not likely to show up in an examination of crime statistics. 

The survey will be designed to ask questions in three general areas.  The first area will include 
background information on the survey participants.  This will include demographic information such as years 
residing in the community, age, marital status, and gender.  We plan to only interview those that are of legal 
age to gamble and who have resided in the community both before and after the introduction of casino 
gambling.  Information on economic variables such as income, educational attainment, and church affiliation 
(how often church is attended) will also be gathered. 

The second area of the survey will ask questions of social capital and sense of community.  The 
importance of understanding informal social processes and criminal behavior has long been noted in the 
criminological literature (e.g., social disorganization theory).  Lacking from this area is any linkage between 
theory and policy, particularly, how do these informal social processes effect government response to 
issues such as crime and disorder?  The recent emergence of social capital from the fields of sociology and 
political science and sense of community from community psychologists, provide an important conceptual 
and operational connection between theory and practice.  Broadly, a sense of community is a feeling that 
members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared 
faith that members= needs will be met through their commitment to be together25.  Closely related, social 
capital can be defined as the norms and networks of trust that exist among individuals and between 
individuals and government officials. 

The most recent research in both of these areas indicates that communities that hold low levels of 
social capital and sense of community are less able to counter the deteriorating effects of crime and 
disorder.  In fact, evidence suggests that those communities that have high levels of both are better able to 
deal with complex social problems.  Overall, developing a better understanding of the informal social 
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processes of a community is important in developing local governmental responses, such as policing 
programs or other social programs.  

Finally, the survey will ask questions regarding casino behavior.  Have the interviewees ever been to 
the casino, how many times last week (month, year) did they go, how long did they spend gambling on 
average, and did they set and stick to spending limits? 
 
 
 
Data Gathered from Personal and Phone Interviews with Local Officials 
 

While obtaining data on Part I and Part II offenses from local police chiefs, we will also spend time 
personally interviewing local officials.  These will include, chiefs of police, mayors, city council members, 
etc.  This information, while primarily qualitative, will be gathered to augment information that is gathered 
through the community survey and crime data.  Questions asked might include:  Has there been an 
increase in the number of case loads brought before the court? What positive (negative) contributions has 
the casino made to the community (e.g., increased tax revenue, infrastructure improvement, increased 
police resources)?  Has there been a significant change to the casino (e.g., expansion, deregulation) and/or 
the community (e.g., plant closure, new industry) that had a positive or negative impact?  This type of 
information, which is not likely to appear in the quantitative data, is crucial to understanding the impact that 
casino gambling has on a community.     

Similarly, as mentioned above, an important determinant of crime is deterrence efforts.  For 
example, suppose there is an increase in the number of DUIs in a casino community.  This increase may 
stem from two sources.  One, casinos often serve free alcohol.  Two, police may have increased DUI 
enforcement.  Without speaking to police departments, this type of information is simply not available.  
Similarly, has there been an increase in the number of police, police workloads, and number of cases 
brought before the courts?  These are important differences and crucial in determining the link between 
gambling and crime.  To the extent possible, we will gather this data through voluntary personal interviews.  
Due to limited time in each jurisdiction, however, much of it will be gathered over the phone.   
 
Data on Quality of Life and Social Disruption   
 

Stories of suicide, broken families, spouse abuse, divorce, bankruptcy, and other social disruptions 
are often mentioned when discussing the impact of casino gambling.  These are important determinants of 
the social costs of casino gambling.  Unfortunately, it is difficult to obtain quantitative information on these 
variables.  While the number of divorces and suicides is available by county, the portion of those caused by 
gambling related problems is not available.  Data on spouse abuse and problem gambling are frequently not 
publicly available at all.  Personal and phone interviews with social workers, gambling hotline centers, and 
gambling anonymous centers provides an excellent opportunity to make inferences and better estimate the 
social costs of gambling.  Any evaluation of the benefits and costs of casino gambling necessarily entails 
the impressions and responses of these groups. 
 
Data on the Economic Impact of Casino Gambling 
 

The final area of analysis will be on the economic impact that casino gambling has on a community. 
 What contribution do casinos make to the tax coffers of the local community?  Have other businesses 
(e.g., restaurants, movie theaters, motels) been adversely or positively affected by casinos?  What impact 
do casinos have on employment, tourism promotion, wages, the number of people on welfare, pawn shops, 
and property values.  These data will be gathered from police records, public records, U.S. government data 
sources (e.g., the Bureau of Economic Analysis has data on transfer payments by major program by 
county), and personal and phone interviews with public officials, local businesses, and the chamber of 
commerce.  

Just as the social costs of casino gambling are an important consideration when examining casino 
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gambling, so too are the benefits.  Improvement to local infrastructure, tourism development, increased 
resources for public schools and other good causes are some of the benefits that casino gambling may 
provide.  This type of information is generally not available publicly, but is readily available by speaking with 
officials in the chamber of commerce or the superintendent of schools.   

Information on welfare roles and income is publicly available, and it is difficult to say a priori whether 
casino gambling will increase or decrease welfare roles.  On one hand, casinos may provide jobs and 
reduce welfare roles.  On the other hand, problem gambling may lead to job loss and an increase in welfare 
roles.  Similarly, casino gambling may help other businesses if they promote tourism or downtown 
development, or harm other businesses if potential customers spend their money solely at the casino.  The 
opinions and perceptions of local community officials and business leaders will provide valuable insight into 
these important issues.   

Finally, the local news media is also a valuable source of information.  Speaking with editors and/or 
simply conducting a content analysis of newspaper articles will provide additional information on the impact 
and perception of casino gambling.  This information may be gathered on site from local newspapers or 
through a search engine such as NEXIS/LEXIS.  
 
Analysis Design 
 

The data gathered in this study will be a mix of quantitative and qualitative data.  Due to the quantity 
and complexity of the data, analysis of quantitative data will be conducted first.  The analysis of the 
qualitative data will occur concurrently with and continue after the quantitative analysis.  We propose to 
analyze the data using a number of methods. 
 
Quantitative Data 
 

Much of the data collected will be quantitative.  Data on Part I and Part II criminal offenses, suicide, 
divorce, welfare roles, income, and much of the survey data will be quantitative and eligible for statistical 
analysis.  Several statistical approaches will be used to ensure the robustness of any findings.  All methods 
will involve before-and-after analysis to test whether there has been a systematic shift in crime following the 
introduction of casino gambling.  A comparison of means for the various types of Part I and Part II crimes 
will provide insight into which crimes are most and least affected by casinos gambling. The use of control 
jurisdictions will ensure that casino gambling, as opposed to exogenous shifts in crime rates, is the cause 
of changing crime rates. 

Multivariate analysis will also be employed.  In particular least squares regression analysis, where a 
particular crime rate is the dependent variable, will provide insight and allow for more variables (e.g., income 
levels, population changes, the number of casinos in an area, etc.) to be controlled for.  The multivariate 
analysis can involve analysis of individual jurisdictions or the analysis of all jurisdictions by pooling the data. 
 In this respect, an overall picture of crime can be presented along with the crime picture for the individual 
communities.  This will provide valuable insight and allow for the determinants of differences in crime rates 
between the communities to be assessed. 

An interjurisdictional comparison is expected to be especially useful.  Do jurisdictions with stricter 
regulations have different crime rates?  Does the size of the casino and/or the number of casinos have a 
significant impact on crime.  Do riverboat casinos that sail have different crime patterns than dockside or 
land based casinos?  Are more tourist-oriented casino jurisdictions more subject to increases in crime than 
local-oriented jurisdictions?  Similar questions may be asked for other social disruptions such as 
bankruptcy, divorce, suicide, etc.  By gathering data on a number of different jurisdictions, the proposed 
study is not only able to answer whether casinos impact crime, but what characteristics of a casino 
jurisdiction are the determining factors of changes in crime.  This is especially important knowledge to gain 
since it may provide insight into where law enforcement and community resources are best allocated.   

An additional way of examining the casino/crime connection will be through the use of intervention 
analysis26.  This technique is applied to time series data in order to determine the impact an event or 
intervention (the opening of casinos) has on a series of data (the crime rate).  The attractiveness of this 
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technique is its ability to determine the pattern of change.  For example, are changes in the crime rate 
following the opening of casinos permanent or temporary?  Do changes occur abruptly or with a lag?  Do 
changes occur and then slowly wear off over time?  The answers to these questions are determined by 
examining the dynamic effects of the time series and choosing the model which best fits the data.  The fact 
that the length of time after casinos opened will vary by jurisdiction also enables us to examine both the 
short run and long run impact of casino gambling on crime.  
 
Qualitative Data 
 

This proposal also includes a rich body of qualitative data.  Discussions with community officials, 
social workers, business operators and leaders, and local police are a few examples of the people that will 
be interviewed regarding the impact of casino gambling on the community.  

In addition to augmenting the quantitative data, this qualitative data can be gathered and 
summarized in tabular or graphical form.  For example, what proportion of the community, police officers, 
etc. perceive that casino gambling has been beneficial to the community?  What proportion feel as though it 
has had a negative impact?  What proportion of social workers feel that the casino has had a positive 
(negative) impact on the community?  Do different groups of people view the casino differently?  For 
example, is the proportion of police that feel casino gambling has increased crime significantly different from 
the number of social workers who feel that the casino has increased crime? 

Finally, the gathering of qualitative data through surveys and discussion raises some important 
ethical issues.  We will take extreme care to ensure that no harm comes to the subjects of our research 
and that anonymity is preserved.  The research will result in no human subjects= rights violations, and no 
survey instruments will be used without securing approval from the Rights of Human Subjects Committee at 
the University of Nevada.  Furthermore, all qualitative data obtained will be opinion/perception information 
and will not in any way take a self report form where the information could in any way adversely effect 
respondents. 
 

 
 Project Results and Accomplishments 

 

As this project has drawn to a close, members of the research team can report that 

they have generally succeeded in carrying out the research as proposed in the grant 

application.  With two exceptions, St. Charles, Missouri and East Peoria, Illinois, the 

researchers were able to obtain the necessary Part I and Part II crime data needed to 

ascertain whether or not casinos had an effect on crime in the site communities.  For both 

St. Charles and East Peoria, though letters of intent to cooperate with the research project 

were obtained, when contacted for the necessary data, it was learned that the police 

departments could not provide the necessary information.  As a result, one of these 
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communities, St. Charles, was completely dropped from the study before data gathering 

commenced.  However, the inability of East Peoria to provide the necessary crime data 

was not learned until after data gathering on other variables had begun.  Consequently, all 

non-crime variables analyzed for the other casino jurisdictions are also analyzed for East 

Peoria.  At the same time, it should be noted that through investigator initiative it was 

possible to include all of St. Louis County into the analysis, since it was discovered at the 

time of the site visit to this region that the crime data were available through the office of 

the St. Louis County Police Department.  So, for the analysis of crime, the casino 

communities studied were Sioux City, Iowa; Alton and Peoria, Illinois; St. Joseph, St. Louis 

City, and St. Louis County, Missouri, and Biloxi, Mississippi.  For the analysis on quality of 

life and other variables, these cities as well as East Peoria, Illinois were analyzed.   

The site visits were conducted at the chosen communities and community leaders 

representing various segments of the communities, including mayors, city council 

members, convention and visitors bureau heads, economic development officials, 

chamber of commerce officials, bankers, police chiefs and social service providers,  were 

interviewed.  This portion of the project proved invaluable since it yielded information about 

the dynamics of the communities and local political issues that later could be taken into 

account in understanding outcomes revealed through data analysis.  The results of the data 

gathering from that phase of the project appear in Chapter 2. 

The community surveys were conducted using a very inclusive instrument designed 

to assess community perceptions of changes in crime and quality of life that have 

accompanied the advent of casinos into the communities.  The survey instrument appears 
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in its entirety in Appendix A. Though the survey, which was contracted out, was not 

conducted in a time frame acceptable to the principal investigators, the data was obtained 

with a concern for the greatest possible methodological rigor.   A description of the 

methodology used in completing the community surveys appears in Appendix B.  

Unfortunately the dilatory manner in which this phase of the project was completed has 

precluded the analysis of community survey data to the extent that the researchers had 

hoped would be possible before the project=s termination date. 

An important phase of the project was the selection of control communities, data 

from which could be used for comparison purposes.  This was achieved in a timely manner 

through the assistance of contracted demographers.  A discussion of the procedure used 

to obtain the control jurisdictions appears in Appendix C.  Data were then obtained from 

police departments and other sources in the control jurisdictions and has and continues to 

be analyzed relative to the casino community data.  The results of analyses of all of the 

police/crime data conducted so far appear in Chapter 3.  Results of the various community 

survey analyses and a discussion of analyses in progress appear in Chapter 4.  

Additionally, suicide, divorce, and bankruptcy data were obtained from various secondary 

sources and have been analyzed for both casino and control communities.  The results of 

these analyses also appear in Chapter 4. 

Obviously this research project has produced a plethora of valuable data from which 

we plan to continue to analyze and write scholarly research papers.  However, as indicated 

in our two previous semi-annual reports, the project got off to a slow start due to the delay 

in what we hoped would be the starting date and scheduling that needed to be done to be 
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compatible with our academic calendars.  Additionally, we had problems with the timely 

completion of the community survey portion of the study due to poor organization and 

planning by the Center for Social Research at the University of Nevada, Reno, who were 

paid to do the phone interviewing.  These problems not withstanding, all of the data have 

been in an analyzable form since late June 1999, and we have been making tremendous 

progress in writing up our findings.  In order to document our accomplishments the 

following is a list of presentations and publication acceptances that have been done, as 

well as proposed papers that are planned for presentation through November, 2000. 

Presentations and Publications 

A.  ΑPerceptions of the Impacts of Casino Gambling on New Casino Jurisdictions.≅ 
 Presented at the 1998 Annual meeting of the Southern Criminal Justice 
Association, Biloxi, MS.  Also appears in the Journal of Gambling Studies under the 
title, ΑAttitudes of Community Leaders in New Casino Jurisdictions Regarding 
Casino Gambling=s Effect on Crime and Quality of Life,≅ Volume 15, Number 2, 
Summer 1999, pps. 123-147. 

 
B.  ΑHow Do Casinos Affect Communities?≅ Business Perspectives (a publication 
of the Bureau of Business and Economic Research, The University of Memphis) 
Vol. 11, No. 4 (Summer 1999), 23-27. 

 
C.  ΑThe Effect of Casino Gambling on Crime in New Casino Jurisdictions,≅ 
presented at the Annual Meeting of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences 
(March, 1999), Orlando, Florida.  This paper is forthcoming at the Journal of Crime 
and Justice, Spring, 2000. 

 
D.  ΑCasino Gambling and Bankruptcy in New U.S. Casino Jurisdictions,≅ 
presented at the University of Salford (England), Department of Economics 
Seminar Series, March 1999.  This paper is forthcoming at the Journal of Socio-
Economics, Vol. 29, Number 5, 2000. 

 
E.  ΑSuicide and Divorce as Social Costs of Casino Gambling,≅ presented at the 
1999 Annual Meeting of the Pacific Sociological Association, (April, 1999), 
Portland, Oregon.  This paper is currently under journal review. 
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F.  ΑCasino Gambling Behavior and Perceptions of Problem Gambling,≅ presented 
at the 13th National Conference on Problem Gambling, (June, 1999), Detroit, 
Michigan.  This paper is forthcoming in The Journal of Gambling Studies. 

 
 

G.  ΑIncluding Population at Risk in Casino Crime Rate Calculations: What 
Difference Does It Make?≅ Presented at the 1999 Annual meeting of the Southern 
Criminal Justice Association, Chattanooga, TN.  Forthcoming in the American 
Journal of Criminal Justice.  

 
 

H.  ΑLegalized Casino Gambling and Its Effects on Social Capital,≅ Presented at 
the 1999 Annual Meeting of the Western and Pacific Association of Criminal Justice 
Educators, Fall 1999, Reno, NV.  This paper is currently under journal review. 

 
I.  ΑCommunity Perception of Casino Gambling=s Effect on Crime in New 
Gambling Jurisdictions.≅  Presented at the 1999 Annual Meeting of the American 
Society of Criminology, Fall 1999, Toronto, Canada.  This paper is being revised for 
submission to an academic journal. 

 
J.  ΑDoes the Presence of Casinos Increase Crime? - The Most Definitive Test 
Yet.≅  To be presented at the 2000 Annual Meeting of the Academy of Criminal 
Justice Sciences, New Orleans, LA.  This paper is being revised for submission to 
an academic journal. 

 
K.  ΑCommunity Assessment of Effects of Casinos on Quality of Life?≅ To be 
presented at the 2000 Annual Meeting of the Western Social Science Association, 
April, San Diego, CA.  This paper is being revised for submission to an academic 
journal. 

 
L.  ΑCasino Gambling as a Catalyst of Economic Development: Perceptions of 
Residents in New Casino Jurisdictions.≅  To be presented at the 11th International 
Conference on Gambling and Risk-Taking, June 12 - 16th, 2000, Las Vegas, NV.  
This paper is being revised for submission to an academic journal. 

 
M.  ΑCommunity Satisfaction with Casino Gambling: An Assessment After the 
Fact.≅  To be presented at the 11th International Conference on Gambling and Risk-
Taking, June 12 - 16th, 2000, Las Vegas, NV.  This paper is being revised for 
submission to an academic journal. 

 
 

N.  ΑCasino Gambling, Crime and Quality of Life - A Roundtable Discussion.≅  To 
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be presented at the 2000 Annual Meeting of the American Criminological 
Association, November, 2000, San Francisco, CA.  This paper is being revised for 
submission to an academic journal.  

 
At this point these are all the papers that are scheduled for presentation.  

Summaries of all papers currently written appear in the following chapters.  A number of 

other papers will be generated from the data.  Some will be presented in future meetings 

and others will be submitted directly to scholarly journals for publication.  
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 Chapter 2 

 Perceptions and Attitudes of Community Leaders 

This chapter discusses findings related to the perception and attitudes of 

community leaders.   To date, these have been published in three separate, but 

overlapping publications.27  This important phase of the project involved interviewing 

community leaders representing various perspectives within the site communities where 

gambling had been introduced. The purpose of this initial entry into the community was to 

familiarize the researchers with the city=s history, political climate, power structure and 

problems and concerns seen as being in the forefront of community-wide policy issues.  

Since none of the researchers were familiar with the communities selected for the study, 

this initial information gathering and familiarization was thought to be extremely important.  

As the researchers have proceeded to analyze the multitudinous data collected it has 

become apparent that this was indeed an important facet of the project. 

Methodology 

Interviews were conducted with 128 key individuals in the seven communities.  Most 

of the interviews were conducted in person by one or more of the research team that 

consisted of two criminologists and one economist.  Since all cities selected for the study 

initiated casino gambling in the 1990s and had casino gambling for a minimum of four 

years it was important to query the community leaders on the impacts that they perceived 

the casinos to have had.   At the same time it was the intention of the researchers to 

ascertain during these interviews the extent to which the idea of introducing casinos into 

the communities had been a divisive one .  
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The individuals selected for interviews included mayors, members of the city 

council, leading members of the business community, convention and visitor=s bureau 

representatives, tourism officials, bankers, law enforcement officials and social service 

providers.  The respondents provided insights into the positive and negative effects that 

casinos had on their communities.  A series of core questions was asked of all 128 

respondents followed by additional questions designed to elicit specific information based 

on the individual=s position.  The core questions were the following:   

1.  Overall, have casinos had a positive or negative impact on the quality of life 
in your community? 
2.  Has the impact of the casinos been limited to the immediate vicinity or 
impacted the community more generally? 
3.  What specifically are some of the positive impacts you have observed? 
4.  What specifically are some of the negative impacts you have observed? 
5.  What effect have casinos had on the volume of crime/types of crime? 
6.  Economic impact (specifics)? 
7.  Are you in favor of having casinos in your community?   

Strongly Favor     Favor     Neutral     Oppose     Strongly Oppose 
8.  What percent of the community do you believe are in favor of casinos in 
the community? 
9. Are there any other comments or observations you would like to make 
about casinos? 
 

A content analysis was conducted comparing responses both within and between 

communities by leadership position. 

Results 

Table 2.1 presents the results for all 128 individuals interviewed for four core 

questions: Do the casinos have a positive or negative impact on the quality of life in their 

communities?  How do the casinos affect the economy in their communities?  How do the 

casinos affect crime in their communities?  Are they personally in favor of having casinos in 
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their communities? 

 
Table 2.1 

Key Residents= Responses to Core Questions Concerning  
Effect of Casinos on the Community* 

 
 
Core Questions 

 
 

 
Response 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Negative 

 
Neutral 

 
Positive 

 
No Answer 

 
Effect on Quality 
of Life 

 
18% 

 
16% 

 
65% 

 
1% 

 
Effect on Economy 

 
6% 

 
15% 

 
77% 

 
3% 

 
Effect on Crime** 

 
12% 

 
69% 

 
8% 

 
12% 

 
Favor Casino in 
Community 

 
15% 

 
23% 

 
59% 

 
3% 

 
N=128 
 
*Responses may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 
**Negative effect on crime is a perceived increase in crime. 
 

 
 

The table indicates that for three of the four questions, the majority of those 

interviewed viewed casinos in a positive light. Almost two-thirds (65%) believed that 

casinos had a positive effect on the quality of life in their community, more than three-

fourths (77%) believed the casino benefitted the local economy, and nearly six out of ten  

(59%) personally were in favor of the casino being in their community.  The only question 

for which the majority of those interviewed did not believe casinos had a positive effect was 

on crime.  However, the majority here (69%) believe that the casinos have no effect or only 

a minimal effect on crime in their community.  It should also be noted that a much higher 

percentage for this question (12%) than for the other core questions indicated that they did 
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not know or could not answer the question.  This appears to indicate that a substantial 

amount of confusion exists on the relationship of casinos to crime. 

It should also be noted from Table 2.1 that although the majority of these key 

individuals view casinos in a neutral or positive light, a significant number believe casinos 

have a negative effect on the community.  While relatively few (6%) believe casinos hurt the 

economy, between 12 and 18 percent believe casinos negatively affect quality of life in 

their community (18%), increase crime (12%), and are personally opposed to the casinos 

operating in their community (15%). 

Although the data presented in Table 2.1 indicate that the majority of key individuals 

interviewed for this study have a relatively neutral to positive view of casinos, combining the 

data from the seven communities may  result in masking differences in responses in the 

individual communities.   Therefore, Tables 2.2 through 2.5 will present the data for the four 

core questions broken down by community.   

Table 2.2 presents the assessment by the key individuals of the impact of casinos 

on the quality of life in their communities.  Table 2.2 indicates that in five of the seven 

communities, the majority of key individuals interviewed believed that the casinos have a 

positive impact on the quality of life of the residents.  In Alton, Biloxi, East Peoria, and St. 

Joseph, between 70 and 94 percent of the respondents believe that casinos improved the 

quality of life in the community.  Only in Peoria (which does not presently have a casino) 

and Sioux City do fewer than half of those interviewed believe that  casinos generally 

benefit the community.  Approximately one-third of those interviewed in these two 

communities believe that the casinos are a negative influence, with about one-fourth 
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believing the positives and negatives balance out.  It should also be noted that about 20% 

of those interviewed in St. Joseph and in St. Louis believed the casinos negatively affected 

the community.    

 
 
 

Table 2.2 
Assessment by Key Residents of Casino Gambling=s 

Effect on Quality of Life, by City (N=128) 
 
 

 
 
 
Negative 

 
Response 
 
Neutral 

 
 
 
Positive 

 
Alton 
(n=17) 

 
6% 

 
6% 

 
88% 

 
Biloxi 
(n=17) 

 
0% 

 
6% 

 
94% 

 
East Peoria 
(n=11) 

 
0% 

 
9% 

 
91% 

 
Peoria 
(n=18) 

 
29% 

 
29% 

 
42% 

 
Sioux City 
(n=23) 

 
35% 

 
22% 

 
43% 

 
St. Joseph 
(n=20) 

 
20% 

 
10% 

 
70% 

 
St. Louis 
(n=22) 

 
23% 

 
23% 

 
54% 

 
 

Greater consensus  was obtained when those interviewed were asked how the 

casino had affected the local economy (see Table 2.3).  In every one of the seven  

 
 

Table 2.3 
Assessment by Key Residents of Casino Gambling=s 
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Economic Impact, by City (N=128) 
 
 

 
 
 
Negative 

 
Response 
 
Neutral 

 
 
 
Positive 

 
 
 
No Answer 

 
Alton 
(n=17) 

 
12% 

 
12% 

 
76% 

 
0% 

 
Biloxi 
(n=17) 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
100% 

 
0% 

 
East Peoria 
(n=11) 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
100% 

 
0% 

 
Peoria 
(n=18) 

 
0% 

 
22% 

 
67% 

 
11% 

 
Sioux City 
(n=23) 

 
17% 

 
22% 

 
61% 

 
0% 

 
St. Joseph 
(n=20) 

 
10% 

 
0% 

 
90% 

 
0% 

 
St. Louis 
(n=22) 

 
0% 

 
32% 

 
60% 

 
9% 

 
 
communities a majority stated that the casino improved the local economy.  There was 

unanimity in Biloxi and East Peoria (100% agreement) that the economy had improved as 

a result of the casino=s presence.  Similarly, 90% of those in St. Joseph believed that the 

casino had improved the economy of the community.  The lowest levels of agreement were 

in Peoria, where 22% said the casino had a minimal impact, and Sioux City, where 39% 

said the casino had a minimal or negative impact on the community=s economy. 

Responses to the question of how casinos affected the volume of crime in the 

community were more varied (see Table 2.4).  The majority of people in all but one 

community (Peoria) believed that the casino had no effect or only a very limited effect on 
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crime; the percentage indicating a minimal or neutral effect ranged from 55% in St. Louis 

to 88% in Alton and Biloxi.   

 
 

Table 2.4 
Assessment by Key Residents of Casino Gambling=s 

Effect on Crime, by City (N=128) 
 
 

 
 
 
Increased 

 
Response 
 
Neutral 

 
 
 
Reduced 

 
 
 
No Answer 

 
Alton 
(n=17) 

 
0% 

 
88% 

 
12% 

 
0% 

 
Biloxi 
(n=17) 

 
12% 

 
88% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
East Peoria 
(n=11) 

 
9% 

 
73% 

 
9% 

 
9% 

 
Peoria 
(n=18) 

 
17% 

 
39% 

 
11% 

 
33% 

 
Sioux City 
(n=23) 

 
13% 

 
70% 

 
4% 

 
13% 

 
St. Joseph 
(n=20) 

 
15% 

 
75% 

 
5% 

 
5% 

 
St. Louis 
(n=22) 

 
14% 

 
55% 

 
14% 

 
18% 

 
 
Of the  respondents who believed that casinos did have an impact on crime,  individuals 

were slightly more likely to say  that the casinos increased crime in Biloxi, Peoria, Sioux 

City, and St. Joseph.  Only in Alton did more say it would decrease crime than increase 

crime.  Once again, it should be noted that a fairly high percentage did not know how 

casinos affected crime. One-third (33%) of respondents in Peoria and nearly one-fifth 

(18%) in St. Louis would not offer an opinion on the casino and crime issue.  In many 
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communities, individuals were able to point to news reports of an embezzlement or a bank 

robbery that was apparently related to problem gambling.   However, they had no 

knowledge and were not willing to offer an opinion as to whether casinos had caused crime 

in general to increase in their communities.   

When these community leaders were asked whether they personally favored 

casinos in their communities, the response categories presented formed a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from strongly oppose to strongly in favor (see Table 2.5).  From Table 2.1, 

we know that nearly 6 of 10 (59%)  were generally in favor of casinos in their communities.  

However, we see from Table 2.5 that responses varied greatly by community.  In only two 

communities (Alton and Biloxi) did a majority strongly favor casinos operating locally.  

When the Αstrongly favor≅ and Αfavor≅ categories are combined, in only four of the seven 

communities do clear majorities of these key individuals favor casinos.  Except for Alton, a 

significant number in each community are neutral on the issue, with percentages ranging 

from 18% in Biloxi and East Peoria to 39% in Sioux City.  

On the other hand, relatively few in each community are strongly opposed to the 

casinos.  None of those interviewed in Biloxi, East Peoria, or Peoria was strongly 

opposed, with only one or two key respondents in Alton, St. Joseph, and St. Louis 

indicating strong opposition.  When the Αoppose≅ and Αstrongly oppose≅ categories are 

combined, in five of the seven communities the total is below 20%.  The strongest 

opposition is present in St. Louis (23%) and Sioux City (26%). 

 
 

Table 2.5 
Attitudes of Key Residents towards 
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Casinos in their Community, by City (N=128) 
 
 

 
 
 
Strongly 
Oppose 

 
 
 
Oppose 

 
Response 
 
Neutral 

 
 
 
Favor 

 
 
 
Strongly  
Favor 

 
 
 
No 
Answer 

 
Alton 
(n=17) 

 
6% 

 
12% 

 
0% 

 
23% 

 
59% 

 
0% 

 
Biloxi 
(n=17) 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
18% 

 
29% 

 
53% 

 
0% 

 
East Peoria 
(n=11) 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
18% 

 
36% 

 
45% 

 
0% 

 
Peoria 
(n=18) 

 
0% 

 
17% 

 
33% 

 
22% 

 
11% 

 
17% 

 
Sioux City 
(n=23) 

 
13% 

 
13% 

 
39% 

 
26% 

 
9% 

 
0% 

 
St. Joseph 
(n=20) 

 
5% 

 
5% 

 
25% 

 
45% 

 
20% 

 
0% 

 
St. Louis 
(n=22) 

 
9% 

 
14% 

 
23% 

 
27% 

 
23% 

 
4% 

 
 

From Tables 2.2 through 2.5, it is clear that there is generally no consensus 

regarding the critical issues surrounding casino gambling among the leaders in the 

communities studied.  A majority of those interviewed in every community were supportive 

or neutral towards casinos operating in their community; however, in all but two of the 

communities, several of the key individuals were opposed to the casinos.  By focusing on 

key individuals and asking a series of follow-up questions which probed how casinos 

affected their particular areas of expertise, we are able to gain greater insight into how 

casinos affect communities and are able to determine if there is agreement within and 

across communities by those in key positions.  Therefore, we asked those in law 
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enforcement to elaborate about crime, social service workers about social and family 

problems associated with casinos, bankers about economic development and credit 

problems within the community, and those in elected office about why casinos were 

legalized and how they have affected city services.  The following section will analyze 

responses from mayors and city council members; law enforcement officials; Chamber of 

Commerce and others involved in economic development; social service providers; other 

community influential (editors, city managers); and casino officials. 

Mayors and City Councils 

Mayors from six of the seven cities and a total of 34 members of the city councils 

were interviewed.  The number of council members from any one city ranged from 3 in East 

Peoria to 8 in St. Louis.   

The mayors, with one exception, believe that the presence of the casino benefitted 

the community.  In the one exception, the mayor listed both benefits and detriments and 

stated that the casino was, in effect, a mixed blessing.  All of the mayors listed benefits 

such as job creation, tourism, and increased tax revenues as major benefits accruing from 

the casino=s presence.  Several of the mayors indicated that the casino was a focal point 

for redevelopment and attracting new businesses (hotels and restaurants) to the waterfront 

area. Several of the mayors also stated that the increased tax revenue enabled the city to 

improve its infrastructure and provide better services to their residents.  One of the mayors 

listed higher paying casino jobs with good fringe benefits as a benefit to the community; 

one mayor listed a labor shortage and increased wage scale as a problem for existing 

businesses.   



 
 

33

On the negative side, there was little commonality other than the concerns that some 

residents would become problem gamblers and this would lead to family and economic 

problems. Two of the five mayors noted that the casinos and the tourists visiting the 

casinos would place added demands on roads and municipal services. Two of the five 

mayors also stated that there were no unusual problems associated with casinos that 

would not be found with any new, sizable business moving into the area.   Three of the 

mayors were strongly in favor of the casinos operating in their communities, one was in 

favor, and two were neutral. 

When asked why casinos were brought to their communities, the answers were, 

without exception, for economic development.  Several of the mayors stated that their 

communities had been struggling economically.  Once casino gambling was legalized by 

the state, the choice was to ignore it and have money flow out of the community or endorse 

it and have the community benefit.  When asked whether the economic promise had been 

fulfilled, all answered in the affirmative.  When asked how existing businesses had been 

affected, one said negatively through increased labor costs and by unfair competition by 

the hotel and restaurant operated by the casino and subsidized by the gambling revenue.  

All the mayors noted that city services and infrastructure had improved as a result of tax 

revenue generated from casino operations.  Only 1 of the 5 mayors interviewed believed 

that casinos were a divisive issue in the community, although several stated that initially the 

casinos had been controversial.    

            Although the majority of members of the city councils tended to be in agreement with 

the mayor of their respective communities,  there were divided opinions among the council 
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members in the majority of the communities.  Whereas four of the five mayors interviewed 

believed that casinos had improved the quality of life in the community, the council 

members interviewed were uniformly in agreement concerning the favorable impact on 

quality of life in only three of the seven communities (Alton, Biloxi, and East Peoria).  In two 

communities (Peoria and Sioux City), there was little agreement among council members 

regarding whether the presence of the casino in the community was a favorable 

development. Only 3 of the 34 members of the city councils  interviewed stated that the 

presence of the casino was a divisive issue in the community.  Each of the three came 

from a different city.  Overall, the personal views of the city council members toward the 

casinos were less favorable than those of the mayors.  Where 50% of the mayors were 

strongly in favor of casinos, only 29% of the 34 council people were strongly in favor, 35% 

were in favor, 27% were neutral, and 9% were opposed to casinos in their communities. 

             Council members in the seven communities who thought the effect on quality of life 

was neutral (6) or negative (4) tended to agree with the positive factors associated with 

casinos (increased tourism, tax revenue, jobs for the community), but they also found more 

negative consequences.  Several mentioned that they thought that the state profiting from 

gambling was short-sighted and poor public policy.  They believed it undermined traditional 

values and sent the wrong message to young people.  Several believed that there was a 

substitution effect whereby money spent in casinos was money not being spent to support 

other local businesses.  Several also mentioned that they thought the increased tax 

revenue was needed to offset the increased public safety demands and state assistance to 

those who would become problem gamblers.  
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Law Enforcement  

A total of 16 interviews were conducted with representatives of law enforcement 

agencies. The chief of police or other high ranking officer was interviewed in each of the 

seven communities.  In addition, eight other law enforcement officials were interviewed (3 

from the  District Attorney=s office, 3 Gaming Enforcement officials, 2 high ranking officers 

from the sheriff=s department, and one commander of the Highway Patrol).   On the core 

questions, 12 of 16 (75%) believed that casinos had improved the quality of life of 

residents, 2 (13%) were neutral, and 2 (13%) believe that casinos negatively affect the 

quality of life in their community.  When asked what effect casinos had on the volume of 

crime, 14 (88%) said it had no effect or a minimal effect, 2 (13%) said it increased crime. 

When the chiefs of police from the communities were asked if their budget and 

manpower were affected by the casinos, three of seven answered that they now had more 

police on the force and a larger budget.  Several commented that they had been 

understaffed and underbudgeted for years, and with the increased tax revenues from the 

casinos, they were now able to do their jobs better because of the additional staffing and 

better equipment (e.g., new and better maintained squad cars).  In three communities, new 

public safety complexes were completed or were in the works.   

The police in each community were asked specifically about whether traffic 

problems, vice/prostitution, and drug use had increased.  In 3 instances, traffic problems 

had worsened; in all other cases, the police officials said the problems had not worsened.  

When police were asked whether they had noticed more nonresidents as victims and/or as 

offenders, in only one instance did the police official indicate that there had been a Αslight 
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increase≅ in these occurrences.  In only one of the communities did the police answer that 

casinos had required a reallocation of resources.  Without exception, the police officials 

said they had a good working relationship with the casino security.  

Although six of the seven police chiefs said that the effect on the volume of crime 

was slight or negligible, 3 chiefs mentioned some change in the types of crimes.   With the 

large parking lots and hotels constructed around casinos, more thefts from cars and hotel 

rooms were seen.   Some other crimes that previously were quite rare became more of a 

problem, such as counterfeit money, credit card fraud, bad checks, and embezzlement.  

Bank robberies occurred in two of the communities, which the police thought were 

gambling related. 

 Several chiefs stressed that the nature of the riverboat casino, with controlled 

access and good security on the premises, led to a minimum of problems for the local 

police.  Another law enforcement official stated that strict regulations on the riverboats 

precluded many problems that police would normally have to deal with.  One law 

enforcement agency head stated that casinos actually caused few problems, but that police 

departments had to be prepared for the arrival of casinos. He believed that, immediately 

after the casino opened, his department went through a period of Αtesting≅ by criminal 

outsiders who sought to determine if they could run casino-related scams, pass counterfeit 

money, etc.  He believed his department was prepared and, although current problems 

related to the casinos are minimal, he believes departments must heighten their 

awareness and training to deal with different types of problems than previously seen. 

Chamber of Commerce/Economic Development/ and Visitor Bureau Heads 
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The 21 individuals interviewed from this area tended to be among the strongest 

supporters of casino gaming within the community.  Seventeen of 21 (81%) believed 

casinos improved the quality of life by providing jobs, increased tourism and convention 

business, and by providing local residents with an additional entertainment option.  Fully 20 

of 21 (95%) believed casinos helped the local economy. In only one community did anyone 

from this group voice the opinion that casino gambling negatively affected the quality of life 

of the residents and that it hurt rather than helped the local economy.  It should be noted that 

in this community, only 2 of 5 held these views.  The majority of individuals in this grouping 

firmly believed that the casinos spurred business growth, increased tourism, and 

contributed greatly to the tax base and financial well-being of their communities. 

In many of the communities, the casinos have become major employers.  Those 

involved with economic development stress that the jobs generally come with full medical 

benefits and often have resulted in an increased wage scale for service workers in the 

community. They also stress that, unlike some recent bidding wars that state and local 

governments have engaged in to lure industries by giving substantial inducements in the 

form of tax breaks, casinos are not given similar inducements.  In fact, in addition to the 

regular real estate taxes paid to the municipalities, many communities benefit from a 

Αhead tax≅ which has resulted in large sums of money flowing to the local governments. 

One individual stated that the taxes collected from the boats are highly beneficial not only 

because of the large amount but also because they do not come with any Αfederal 

government strings attached.≅  

The few in economic development that were neutral or critical of casinos believed 
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that they led to a variety of social ills, and that those who could least afford to were the ones 

that gambled.  They also mentioned that the majority of gamblers in their community were 

Αlocals≅ and that instead of spurring the economy, the result was one of substitution effect. 

The only other criticism in this area was by one individual who noted that there is some 

seasonality to the work as determined by the tourist season. 

Social Service Providers 

A total of 25 individuals were interviewed in this category.  Perhaps not surprisingly, 

this category had  the highest percent who believed the casinos negatively affect quality of 

life in a community (10 of 25, 40%).  Several said that their caseloads had increased, not 

only from residents but also from newcomers looking for work or transients drawn to the 

casino environment.   Interestingly, many in the treatment or counseling field did not blame 

casinos for the problems, but tended to view casino gambling as one more stressor that 

tended to exacerbate the problems of individuals with poor credit, drinking problems, or 

pre-existing family problems.  Many stressed personal responsibility, not casino 

responsibility.  However, the representative of a gambling treatment facility did believe that 

casino gambling was, socially, the most dangerous form of gambling because of the 

availability, speed of play, and more immediate gratification (than lotteries or horse racing). 

   

In some of the communities, the agency representatives took a more benign view of 

casinos.  Of all social service providers, 9 of 25 (36%) believed the casinos improved the 

quality of life in the community.  Several stated that casinos were good corporate citizens.  

Grants that casinos provided directly, or tax revenue collected from the riverboats and 
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earmarked to bolster social services, convinced some social service providers that the 

casinos were a neutral if not a positive force in the community. Others believed that while 

casinos resulted in some individuals having economic problems, the jobs provided by the 

casinos enabled many others to achieve a better life.     

Casino Officials 

A total of six individuals in managerial positions in the local casinos were 

interviewed.  Not surprisingly, they were as a group the biggest supporters of casino 

gambling, emphasizing not only the economic benefits but also the fact that they were 

Αgood corporate citizens.≅   The managers are well aware of the controversial nature of 

their business and make an effort to counter the image by being involved in civic projects, 

and by encouraging casino employees to be similarly involved.  In some of the casinos, 

employees are given time off from work to aid in community causes.   These efforts appear 

to be successful, at least to the degree that many of the casinos have won local awards for 

their charitable efforts and in every community several of the  leaders praise the casino 

management for their community involvement.    

Other Community Influentials 

The last group is the result of combining a number of individuals whom we call 

Αcommunity influentials.≅  This group is composed of editors of the local newspaper (2) 

and a diverse group of  appointed officials (6) such as city managers and city treasurers. 

Six of 8 of these individuals (75%) believed that the casinos improved the quality of 

life in the community, with one being neutral and one believing the casinos lowered the 

quality of community life.  Similarly, 6 of 8 (75%) believed there was no effect by the 
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casinos on crime.  The two (25%) who believe casinos have an effect believe crime has 

increased.  Seven of 8 (88%) believed the economy had profited as a result of the casino 

being in the community, with one (12%) believing it was a negative factor in the economy.  

Consistent with these responses, 6 (75%) were personally in favor of the casinos being in 

the community, with one opposed and one neutral. 

One of these community influentials believed that those in government tended to 

downplay the social problems that result from casinos because of the revenue that they 

generate.  The major concern expressed by several in the group was the addictive 

potential of casino gambling and the worry that the community was not doing enough to 

prevent or treat these occurrences.  

Summary and Conclusions 

Interviews were conducted with 128 key individuals in 7 communities that are new 

casino jurisdictions. The individuals interviewed are community leaders (mayors, members 

of the city council, leading members of the business community) or work in areas (banking, 

law enforcement, social services) which would provide insight into the good and bad 

effects that casinos have on communities.   It should be emphasized that although an 

attempt was made to interview a broad spectrum of key individuals in each community, the 

method lacks the rigor of a random sample or a systematic sample where the total 

population (leaders or individuals working in key positions within the community) is known.  

A series of core questions were asked of all respondents, along with a set of questions to 

probe the individual=s particular area of expertise.   

A clear majority (59%) of the 128 individuals interviewed were favorably disposed 
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towards the presence of a casino in their community.  Most believed that the casino 

enhanced the quality of life (65%), had a positive effect on the economy (77%), and had 

little if any effect on crime (69%).  Yet, between 10% to 20% of respondents saw casinos 

as a negative influence on each of the core items.   

To determine whether there was much variation between communities on 

responses to these core questions, the answers were analyzed by community.  In 5 of the 7 

communities, the majority of these key individuals believed that the quality of life was 

enhanced by the casinos, and in 7 out of 7 communities, that the economy was affected 

positively by the casino.  In 6 of 7 communities, the key individuals stated that they believed 

the casinos have little or no effect on crime.  In the one city where this response was not a 

majority, 39% answered casinos made little difference in crime, with 33% providing no 

answer, indicating a good deal of uncertainty in this regard.  The responses of these 

individuals by community as to whether they favored casinos ranged from 94% favorable in 

Biloxi to 42% in Peoria.  

 Clearly, communities varied widely as to rate of approval.  It appears that one of the 

main determinants of attitude within a community is degree of economic impact the casino 

has on the community.  In those communities that depend heavily upon a casino for their 

economic well-being, the casinos are enthusiastically embraced; in those communities 

where a casino is only a minor part of the economy, the community leaders tend to be more 

moderate in their assessments and more apt to find problems associated with the 

casino=s presence. 

When responses were analyzed by position across communities, there was, once 
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again, a high degree of agreement within position but considerable variation by 

occupational groupings.  For example, those individuals in economic development 

positions tended to be overwhelmingly positive toward casinos, with 95% indicating 

casinos have a positive economic impact on the community and 86% saying it improved 

the quality of life of residents.  However, only 60% of social service providers believed that 

casinos were a positive factor enhancing quality of life within their city or town.  As with 

community, there is considerable variation in response by work or position within the 

community.   

The final variable judged to be a significant determinant of attitude toward casinos 

is whether the individual has had a personal experience (perhaps through association with 

friends or family members) with a problem gambler whose life has been devastated by the 

problem.  Although a significant number of those interviewed mentioned problem gambling 

as a negative associated with having a casino in one=s community, most were swayed by 

the tangible benefits casinos provide to the community (jobs, taxes, tourism).  However, the 

few respondents who were personally acquainted with a problem gambler tended to see 

this as the major factor in determining whether casinos were desirable in their community. 

Although the findings of this study indicate that the majority of key individuals 

interviewed believe casinos benefit the community, several qualifications need to be 

added to that statement.  Clearly, there is a lack of agreement within and across 

communities.  Those who deal most closely with the personal problems associated with 

gambling (social service providers) are the least in favor of casinos in the community.  

Also, it should be noted that the communities selected for study tend to be communities 
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that have been economically depressed and, quite naturally, place a high value on the 

economic benefits the casino provides to the community.  It should also be noted that all 

the communities have had casino gambling for less than 10 years.  As time passes, 

assessments, both pro and con, may change.   Lastly, the individuals selected for interview 

are believed to be key individuals in the community.  However, it was impossible to do a 

random selection of community leaders and not all leaders in a community were 

interviewed.  

Nevertheless, even given these limitations, the interviews should be seen as the first 

large scale effort to evaluate the benefits and detriments of casinos as seen through the 

eyes of a community=s leadership.  By interviewing a broad range of individuals in key 

positions within these seven communities, both the good and the bad consequences are 

considered, but with the considerations firmly anchored to a community perspective.    
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 Chapter 3 
 Findings Relating Official Crime Statistics to the Advent of Casinos 
  

Part of the national debate surrounding casino gambling is whether crime increases 

as a result of the presence of casinos in a community.  Casino supporters argue that 

casinos bring economic benefits to an area and point to Las Vegas, the world mecca of 

casino gambling, as the prime example. Since 1980, Las Vegas has grown faster than any 

other city in America  (Bureau of the Census, 1998: 42), yet for many of those years Las 

Vegas ranked as one of America=s safest cities (Margolis, 1996).28  The critics of casino 

gambling point to Atlantic City, its failed promise of economic rejuvenation, and its crime 

rate which increased dramatically after casinos began operating there in 1978 

(Harshbarger, 1996).29   

Part of the difficulty in trying to understand the debate over the benefits and the 

problems associated with gambling is that each side has enough ammunition to make 

credible arguments.  An explanation for this is that gambling is a term that covers a variety 

of activities and operates in a wide variety of venues. Even a good analysis comparing 

casino gambling=s effect on crime in two locales may be flawed.  Some casinos are large, 

others are small; some are land based, others are riverboats; some appeal primarily to 

locals, others appeal almost exclusively to tourists; some are located in urban areas, others 

are distant from any population center; some have been in operation for many years 

allowing the development of a casino culture that allows the community to efficiently deal 

with the problems casinos may present, others are new to an area and treated as novelties 

without any understanding of the potential problems that casinos may bring to a community. 
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 Finally, the communities themselves may be quite different in population size, 

demographics, and economy.  Simple comparisons often overlook the complexity of the 

problem. 

Another difficulty surrounding the research studying the effect of casinos on crime is 

the operationalization of the dependent variable, that is, what crimes are being studied and 

how is the crime rate being measured?   The UCR index offenses are the most frequently 

analyzed data since the figures for most cities are readily available, having been collected 

and  published annually by the FBI since 1931. The index offenses are seen as appropriate 

to analyze because these eight offenses are taken as a proxy for the level of Αserious 

crime≅ found in a jurisdiction.  However, many of the crimes included in the index have little 

logical connection to casinos.  Casino related crime is most likely of an instrumental nature, 

being a means used by problem gamblers to obtain money to enable them to Αchase≅ or 

recoup their losses (Lesieur, 1977).30  Although it is possible to come up with scenarios 

where violent crime may be gambling related, it is evident that the UCR property crime and 

some offenses not included in the UCR (forgery, credit card fraud) are more reasonably 

connected to casinos than are murder and rape. 

After a determination is made of what crimes are to be studied, a valid measure of 

the crime must be utilized.  If research analyzes changes in the numbers of crimes 

committed in a community without taking into account population, the analysis is clearly 

flawed and the conclusions that can be drawn from the study are clearly limited (Albanese, 

1985).31  If crime rate is the dependent variable, a more controversial question is whether 

the denominator utilized in calculating the crime rate is the resident population of the 
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community or the population at risk, which takes into account both the residents and the 

tourists who are in a community during a given period of time. 

To determine the effect of casinos on crime in new casino jurisdictions, crime rates 

were calculated for each offense in each community based both on resident population and 

population at risk, which adds tourists to the resident population.  Crime data for both 

serious crimes and for relatively minor offenses were collected since logic dictates that 

such crimes as credit card fraud and DUI are more likely related to gambling than are 

murder and rape. 

The results of the analyses of the effects of casino gambling on crime in the 

designated research site cities appear in Tables 3.1-3.4.  The tables present the average 

crime rate per 1,000 population, per time period, before and after the introduction of 

gambling into these communities standardized on a per capita basis, as well as on the 

basis of the population at risk when the average daily number of tourists are taken into 

account.  For all jurisdictions with the exception of St. Louis County, the time periods were 

months.   In the case of St. Louis County, the crime data were only available quarterly.  The 

exact crime offenses presented for each city differ due to the categorizations of data made 

available by the respective police departments.  

Looking first at Table 3.1, the results for Sioux City indicate that a substantial 

number of offense categories increased significantly after the introduction of casino 

gambling.  Of the twenty-two offense categories for which data were available, twelve 

registered statistically significant increases.  Those categories were homicide, robbery, 

aggravated assault, burglary, motor vehicle theft, forgery, credit card fraud, prostitution,  
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 Table 3.1 
 Percent Differences in Offence Rates Before and After Casino Gambling Per 1,000 Population and Population at Risk in Sioux City, Iowa and Biloxi, Mississippi 
 

 
Sioux City, Iowa 

 
Biloxi, Mississippi 

 
Per Capita  

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Per Capita 

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Offense 
Category  

Before 
Gambling 

 
After 
Gambling 

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling  

 
After 
Gambling  

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling 

 
After 
Gambling 

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling  

 
After 
Gambling  

 
% 
Difference 

 
Homicide 

 
.0049 

 
.0101 

 
106.12*** 

 
.0035 

 
.0071 

 
102.86*** 

 
.0089 

 
.0083 

 
-7.19 

 
.0035 

 
.0028 

 
-19.83 

 
Sexual Assault 

 
.0488 

 
.0517 

 
5.94 

 
.0344 

 
.0362 

 
5.23 

 
.0524 

 
.0516 

 
-1.57 

 
.0205 

 
.0174 

 
-15.31* 

 
Robbery 

 
.0756 

 
.0938 

 
24.07*** 

 
.0532 

 
.0662 

 
24.44** 

 
.2231 

 
.3510 

 
57.37*** 

 
.0859 

 
.1187 

 
38.21*** 

 
Agg. Assault  

 
.3604 

 
.7675 

 
112.95*** 

 
.2537 

 
.5365 

 
111.47*** 

 
.5903 

 
.6284 

 
6.44* 

 
.2252 

 
.2127 

 
-5.57 

 
Burglary 

 
1.347 

 
1.507 

 
11.89* 

 
.9453 

 
1.0484 

 
10.91* 

 
2.0965 

 
1.6406 

 
-21.74*** 

 
.8172 

 
.5531 

 
-32.32*** 

 
Larceny 

 
3.5245 

 
3.5676 

 
1.22 

 
2.4755 

 
2.4904 

 
.60 

 
5.0422 

 
5.8417 

 
15.86*** 

 
1.9456 

 
1.9668 

 
1.09 

 
 Vehicle Theft 

 
.2109 

 
.3130 

 
48.41*** 

 
.1476 

 
.2174 

 
47.29*** 

 
.6712 

 
.5284 

 
-21.27*** 

 
.2602 

 
.1784 

 
-31.43*** 

 
Arson 

 
.0353 

 
.0339 

 
-3.97 

 
.0248 

 
.0232 

 
-6.45 

 
.0318 

 
.0237 

 
-25.29* 

 
.0124 

 
.0080 

 
-35.56*** 

 
Simple Assault 

 
.9377 

 
.9041 

 
-3.58 

 
.6585 

 
.6335 

 
-3.79 

 
.9738 

 
1.6578 

 
70.23*** 

 
.3769 

 
.5548 

 
47.22*** 

 
Forgery 

 
.1666 

 
.2064 

 
23.89*** 

 
.1173 

 
.1442 

 
22.93*** 

 
.1111 

 
.2115 

 
90.34*** 

 
.0414 

 
.0713 

 
72.09*** 

 
Fraud 

 
.1771 

 
.1253 

 
-29.25*** 

 
.1246 

 
.0879 

 
-29.45*** 

 
.1467 

 
.2072 

 
41.32*** 

 
.0564 

 
.0693 

 
22.96** 

 
Check Fraud 

 
.1183 

 
.0775 

 
-34.49*** 

 
.0833 

 
.0545 

 
-34.57*** 

 
.0069 

 
.0036 

 
-48.35*** 

 
.0028 

 
.0011 

 
-59.47*** 

 
C. Card Fraud 

 
.0035 

 
.0211 

 
502.86*** 

 
.0025 

 
.0147 

 
488.00*** 

 
.0136 

 
.0510 

 
274.02*** 

 
.0052 

 
.0173 

 
233.97*** 

 
Embezzlement 

 
.0083 

 
.0045 

 
-45.78*** 

 
.0058 

 
.0032 

 
-44.83*** 

 
.2249 

 
.3273 

 
45.48*** 

 
.0854 

 
.1102 

 
28.89*** 

 
Prostitution 

 
.0266 

 
.0370 

 
39.10** 

 
.0186 

 
.0261 

 
40.32* 

 
.0134 

 
.0634 

 
372.36*** 

 
.0052 

 
.0211 

 
310.96*** 

 
Sex Offenses 

 
.1318 

 
.1701 

 
29.06*** 

 
.0925 

 
.1190 

 
28.65*** 

 
.0530 

 
.0635 

 
19.75* 

 
.0202 

 
.0214 

 
6.38 

 
Drug Violations 

 
.1744 

 
.3810 

 
118.46*** 

 
.1228 

 
.2647 

 
115.55*** 

 
.4638 

 
.8874 

 
91.35*** 

 
.1779 

 
.2969 

 
66.93*** 

 
Family Offense 

 
.0443 

 
.0881 

 
98.871*** 

 
.0312 

 
.0613 

 
96.47*** 

 
.1041 

 
.1220 

 
17.19* 

 
.0402 

 
.0409 

 
1.64 

 
DUI 

 
.6647 

 
.6779 

 
1.99 

 
.4683 

 
.4746 

 
1.35 

 
.3974 

 
1.5172 

 
281.81*** 

 
.1544 

 
.5010 

 
224.45*** 

 
Liq. Violations 

 
.0637 

 
.0804 

 
26.22*** 

 
.0448 

 
.0560 

 
25.00*** 

 
.0424 

 
.0477 

 
12.38*** 

 
.0163 

 
.0161 

 
-1.14 

 
Public Drunk 

 
.9090 

 
.7306 

 
-19.63*** 

 
.6392 

 
.5093 

 
-20.32*** 

 
1.0049 

 
1.2351 

 
22.91** 

 
.3799 

 
.4130 

 
8.72 
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Sioux City, Iowa 

 
Biloxi, Mississippi 

 
Per Capita  

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Per Capita 

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Dis. Conduct 

 
.6471 

 
.6380 

 
-1.41 

 
.4551 

 
.4441 

 
-2.42 

 
.4931 

 
.9133 

 
85.20*** 

 
.1900 

 
.3063 

 
61.22*** 

 
Significance Levels    * = p < .05 ** = p < .01*** = p < .001Degrees of Freedom for Sioux City df = 67 and for Biloxi df = 74 
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sex offenses, drug violations, family offenses and liquor law violations.  At the same time four 

offenses decreased significantly.  Those were fraud, check fraud, embezzlement, and public 

drunkenness.  All of the increases or decreases were statistically significant regardless of 

whether or not tourists were added and true population at risk was considered. 

The results for Biloxi also appear in Table 3.1.  Biloxi is unique because it has the most 

casinos and also the casinos provide free drinks to patrons which could directly or indirectly 

affect the crime situation.  Of all of the cities examined, Biloxi has the most crimes that have 

significantly increased since the advent of casinos, whose increases might be directly 

attributable to the advent of casino gambling.  Using the per capita measure, crimes increase for 

fifteen out of twenty-two offense categories comparing rates before and after the introduction of 

casinos.  When the population at risk measure is used this number decreases to ten.  

Interestingly, the offenses that increased significantly were robbery, simple assault, forgery, fraud, 

credit card fraud, embezzlement, prostitution, drug violations, DUI, and disorderly conduct.  Many 

of these offenses are ones whose increases are suggested by both logic and criminological 

theory. 

When comparisons are made between percent differences before and after the advent of 

casinos using the per capita versus population at risk figures, there are two offenses where the 

relationship changes from positive significant differences to negative non-significant ones, 

aggravated assault and liquor violations.  There are four offenses that showed a significant 

increase after casinos using the per capita measure that remained positive but lost there 

significance.  These were larceny, sex offenses, family offenses, and public drunkenness.  One 

offense, sexual assault, showed a decrease after casinos opened when both per capita and 

population at risk measures were used.  However, the decrease became statistically significant 

when the population at risk was used as the population base. 
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An examination of the results of the comparisons for offense categories before and after 

the inception of casino gambling for St. Louis City (see Table 3.2) again reveals mixed results.  

Here, of twenty-two offense categories, eight increased at a statistically significant magnitude for 

both per capita and population at risk calculations.  These offenses were larceny, arson, simple 

assault, sex offenses, drug violations, family offenses, and liquor law violations.  By contrast, ten 

offense categories decreased significantly.  These were sexual assault, aggravated assault, 

burglary, motor vehicle theft, forgery, fraud, check fraud, credit card fraud, prostitution, and public 

drunkenness.  Only one offense, disorderly conduct, significantly decreased when the at risk 

measure was used to calculate the before and after measure as opposed to the per capita 

measure.  This leaves robbery, DUI, and embezzlement as offenses that did not change 

statistically in either direction for either the per capita or the at risk measure. 

The results for St. Louis County, which were available only on a quarterly basis and 

represent nineteen offense categories also appear in Table 3.2.  Of those nineteen offense 

categories, six increased significantly between the time periods before and after casino 

gambling came to the area for both per capita and population at risk calculations.  Those were 

larceny, simple assault, embezzlement, drug violations, family offenses and disorderly conduct.  

Eight offenses decreased significantly for both calculations.  Those were sexual assault, 

aggravated assault, burglary, arson, forgery, prostitution, sex offenses, and liquor law violations.  

Three offense categories, robbery, motor vehicle theft and fraud, decreased significantly for only 

the population at risk calculation.  Homicide and DUI did not change significantly, but DUI 

changed from an increase to a decrease when population at risk was used as the denominator. 
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Table 2 
Percent Differences in Offence Rates Before and After Casino Gambling Per 1,000 Population and Population at Risk in St. Louis City and St. Louis County, Missouri  

 
 
St. Louis City 

 
St. Louis County 

 
Per Capita  

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Per Capita 

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Offense 
Category  

Before 
Gambling 

 
After 
Gambling 

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling  

 
After 
Gambling  

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling 

 
After 
Gambling 

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling  

 
Af ter 
Gambling  

 
% 
Difference 

 
Homicide 

 
.0444 

 
.0416 

 
-6.31 

 
.0299 

 
.0272 

 
-9.03 

 
.0111 

 
.0123 

 
10.81 

 
.0065 

 
.0067 

 
3.08 

 
Sexual Assault 

 
.0686 

 
.0594 

 
-13.41** 

 
.0461 

 
.0385 

 
-16.49** 

 
.0547 

 
.0490 

 
-10.42* 

 
.0323 

 
.0266 

 
-17.65*** 

 
Robbery 

 
2.0631 

 
2.0645 

 
0.07 

 
1.390 

 
1.336 

 
-3.898 

 
.2614 

 
.2574 

 
-1.53 

 
.1542 

 
.1398 

 
-9.34* 

 
Agg. Assault  

 
1.6621 

 
1.473 

 
-11.33*** 

 
1.1176 

 
.9555 

 
-14.50*** 

 
.6365 

 
.5599 

 
-12.03*** 

 
.3753 

 
.3042 

 
-18.95*** 

 
Burglary 

 
5.3226 

 
4.9087 

 
-7.78** 

 
3.5842 

 
3.1798 

 
-11.28*** 

 
1.9844 

 
1.4702 

 
-25.91*** 

 
1.1771 

 
.7981 

 
-32.20*** 

 
Larceny 

 
11.1040 

 
12.8528 

 
15.75*** 

 
7.4767 

 
8.3258 

 
11.357*** 

 
6.7786 

 
7.7464 

 
14.28*** 

 
4.0027 

 
4.2008 

 
4.95* 

 
 Vehicle Theft 

 
2.9825 

 
2.8243 

 
-5.30* 

 
2.0086 

 
1.8271 

 
-9.036*** 

 
.9881 

 
.9846 

 
-.35 

 
.5824 

 
.5349 

 
-8.16** 

 
Arson 

 
.1611 

 
.1846 

 
14.59** 

 
.1085 

 
.1191 

 
9.769 

 
.0739 

 
.0636 

 
-13.94** 

 
.0439 

 
.0345 

 
-21.41*** 

 
Simple Assault 

 
2.1855 

 
2.4105 

 
10.30*** 

 
1.4717 

 
1.5608 

 
6.054* 

 
1.2250 

 
1.5554 

 
26.97*** 

 
.7219 

 
.8433 

 
16.82*** 

 
Forgery 

 
.0876 

 
.0645 

 
-26.37*** 

 
.0593 

 
.0415 

 
-30.017*** 

 
.2280 

 
.2044 

 
-10.35* 

 
.1349 

 
.1111 

 
-17.64*** 

 
Fraud 

 
.2901 

 
.2452 

 
-15.48*** 

 
.1956 

 
.1583 

 
-19.070*** 

 
1.0639 

 
1.0354 

 
-2.68 

 
.6306 

 
.5625 

 
-10.80*** 

 
Check Fraud 

 
.0751 

 
.0523 

 
-30.36*** 

 
.0507 

 
.0337 

 
-33.531*** 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
C. Card Fraud 

 
.0310 

 
.0234 

 
-24.52*** 

 
.0209 

 
.0151 

 
-27.751*** 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
Embezzlement 

 
.0282 

 
.0308 

 
9.21 

 
0.019 

 
0.020 

 
5.263 

 
.0495 

 
.0610 

 
23.23** 

 
.0293 

 
.0330 

 
12.63* 

 
Prostitution 

 
.1309 

 
.1001 

 
-23.53*** 

 
.0881 

 
.0645 

 
-26.788*** 

 
.0134 

 
.0081 

 
-39.55*** 

 
.0079 

 
.0044 

 
-44.30*** 

 
Sex Offenses 

 
.1746 

 
.2121 

 
21.48** 

 
.1175 

 
.1367 

 
16.340* 

 
.2096 

 
.1920 

 
-8.40** 

 
.1239 

 
.1042 

 
-15.90*** 

 
Drug Violations 

 
.6812 

 
1.0268 

 
50.73*** 

 
.0460 

 
.6640 

 
44.348*** 

 
.6689 

 
1.2246 

 
83.08*** 

 
.3929 

 
.6641 

 
69.03*** 

 
Family Offense 

 
.0648 

 
.0852 

 
31.48*** 

 
.0436 

 
.0551 

 
26.376*** 

 
.1063 

 
.1625 

 
52.87*** 

 
.0627 

 
.0881 

 
40.51*** 

 
DUI 

 
.2053 

 
.1940 

 
-5.50 

 
.1386 

 
.1259 

 
-9.163 

 
.8948 

 
.9506 

 
6.24 

 
.5315 

 
.5171 

 
-2.71 

 
Liq. Violations 

 
.2694 

 
.4861 

 
80.44*** 

 
.1804 

 
.3107 

 
72.228*** 

 
.5921 

 
.3494 

 
-40.99*** 

 
.3542 

 
.1889 

 
-46.67*** 

 
Public Drunk 

 
.0044 

 
.0019 

 
-56.82*** 

 
.0030 

 
.0012 

 
-60.000*** 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 
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St. Louis City 

 
St. Louis County 

 
Per Capita  

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Per Capita 

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Dis. Conduct 

 
.6557 

 
.6363 

 
-2.96 

 
.0441 

 
.4122 

 
-6.594* 

 
.9150 

 
1.2129 

 
32.56*** 

 
.5377 

 
.6572 

 
22.22*** 

 
Significance Levels    * = p < .05** = p < .01*** = p < .001Degrees of Freedom for St. Louis City df = 51 and for St. Louis County df = 14 



 
 

53

Table 3.3, presenting the results for both Alton and Peoria, Illinois, appears next.  For 

Alton there were statistically significant increases for per capita and per population at risk rates 

only for credit card fraud and drug violations.  There were corresponding statistically significant 

decreases for robbery, burglary, larceny, simple assault, and fraud.  Comparing per capita versus 

population at risk results revealed a difference for eight offense categories.  For aggravated 

assault, arson, prostitution, sex offenses and family offenses, there were statistically significant 

decreases in before and after rates when population at risk was taken into account, but not for 

the per capita measure.  For forgery, the difference decreased below significance when 

population at risk was used rather than merely the per capita measure, though in both situations 

there was an increase in the before to after rate.  For two offenses the sign of the relationship 

actually changed direction, going from positive to negative for homicide and aggravated assault, 

with only the population at risk difference for aggravated assault being statistically significant.  

For sexual assault, the relationship changes to no difference in before and after casino rates for 

the population at risk measure from a non-statistically significant increase when the per capita 

population was used to calculate the rate. 

For Peoria, the community for which there is the least number of offense category data 

available, the results resemble those of Sioux City and Biloxi (see Table 3.1).  Here nine of the 

twelve offense categories for which there are data show rate increases from before to after 

casinos appeared for both per capita and population at risk calculations.  Those nine offenses 

are sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, larceny, motor vehicle theft, arson, simple 

assault, prostitution and drug violations.   Burglary and deceptive practices (a composite 

measure of forgery, various forms of fraud, and embezzlement) decreased significantly for both 

per capita and population at risk measures from before to after casinos  
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 Table 3.3 
 Percent Differences in Offence Rates Before and After Casino Gambling Per 1,000 Population and Population at Risk in Alton and Peoria, Illinois 
 

 
Alton, Illinois 

 
Peoria, Illinois 

 
Per Capita  

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Per Capita 

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Offense 
Category  

Before 
Gambling 

 
After 
Gambling 

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling  

 
After 
Gambling  

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling 

 
After 
Gambling 

 
% 
Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling  

 
After 
Gambling  

 
% 
Difference 

 
Homicide 

 
.0161 

 
.0162 

 
0.15 

 
.0102 

 
.0089 

 
-12.36 

 
.0064 

 
.0084 

 
31.25 

 
.0052 

 
.0066 

 
26.92 

 
Sexual Assault 

 
.0755 

 
.0873 

 
15.69 

 
.0478 

 
.0478 

 
0.00 

 
.0992 

 
.1453 

 
46.47*** 

 
.0810 

 
.1128 

 
39.26*** 

 
Robbery 

 
.2253 

 
.1851 

 
-17.86** 

 
.1432 

 
.1025 

 
-28.39*** 

 
.2465 

 
.3910 

 
58.62*** 

 
.2009 

 
.3040 

 
51.32*** 

 
Agg. Assault  

 
.3588 

 
.3595 

 
0.18 

 
.2271 

 
.1957 

 
-13.85*** 

 
.9065 

 
1.2723 

 
40.35*** 

 
.7412 

 
.9847 

 
32.85*** 

 
Burglary 

 
2.6889 

 
2.5159 

 
-6.43* 

 
1.7118 

 
1.3779 

 
-19.51*** 

 
1.8759 

 
1.7426 

 
-7.11** 

 
1.5357 

 
1.3539 

 
-11.84*** 

 
Larceny 

 
3.3811 

 
2.8266 

 
-16.40*** 

 
2.1594 

 
1.5488 

 
-28.28*** 

 
4.305 

 
4.7137 

 
9.49*** 

 
3.5207 

 
3.6557 

 
3.8344* 

 
 Vehicle Theft 

 
.3027 

 
.3713 

 
22.65*** 

 
.1921 

 
.2003 

 
4.31 

 
.3018 

 
.7022 

 
132.67*** 

 
.2467 

 
.5435 

 
120.31*** 

 
Arson 

 
.0682 

 
.0580 

 
-14.97 

 
.0437 

 
.0313 

 
-28.38*** 

 
.0571 

 
.0896 

 
56.92*** 

 
.0466 

 
.0695 

 
49.14*** 

 
Simple Assault 

 
2.4484 

 
1.4728 

 
-39.85*** 

 
1.5565 

 
.8115 

 
-47.86*** 

 
.2963 

 
.4907 

 
65.61*** 

 
.2425 

 
.3791 

 
56.33*** 

 
Forgery 

 
.0925 

 
.1215 

 
31.36*** 

 
.0595 

 
.0671 

 
12.87 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
Fraud 

 
.2611 

 
.2310 

 
-11.55* 

 
.1683 

 
.1274 

 
-24.26*** 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
C. Card Fraud 

 
.0108 

 
.0214 

 
99.18** 

 
.0069 

 
.0115 

 
67.40* 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
Deceptive 
Practices1 

 
 na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
.2992 

 
.2335 

 
-21.96*** 

 
.2453 

 
.1813 

 
-26.09*** 

 
Prostitution 

 
.0311 

 
.0243 

 
-21.74 

 
.0197 

 
.0128 

 
-34.86* 

 
.0824 

 
.1116 

 
35.44*** 

 
.0674 

 
.0865 

 
28.34** 

 
Sex Offenses 

 
.1085 

 
.1033 

 
-4.81 

 
.0689 

 
.0574 

 
-16.69* 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
Drug Violations 

 
.1823 

 
.5738 

 
214.79*** 

 
.1140 

 
.3072 

 
169.38*** 

 
.2093 

 
.6184 

 
185.46*** 

 
.1714 

 
.4773 

 
178.47*** 

 
Family Offense 

 
.2550 

 
.2380 

 
-6.675 

 
.1586 

 
.1304 

 
-17.71* 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
na 

 
na 

 
---- 

 
1 Deceptive Practices includes forgery, fraud, embezzlement, check fraud and credit card fraud. 
 
Significance Levels    * = p < .05 ** = p < .01*** = p < .001Degrees of Freedom for Alton for Part I offences df = 79 and for Part II offences df = 72 

    Degrees of Freedom for  Peoria df = 74 
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came to the community.  One offense, homicide, increased using both measures of population 

but it did not achieve statistical significance.   

The last city to be considered is St. Joseph, Missouri (see Table 3.4).  Unfortunately, data 

were only available for nine months after the introduction of casino gambling into this community, 

so the results should be considered tentative at best.  For this reason statistical significance was 

not as easily achieved as in the other communities where more degrees of freedom apply to the 

significance calculation.  The results reveal that for four offenses, aggravated assault, fraud, sex 

offenses, and drug violations, increases in before/after rates were positive and achieved 

statistical significance for both per capita and population at risk calculations.  For one offense, 

larceny, increases were significant when per capita population was the basis for standardization, 

but not when population at risk was utilized.  There were no rate decreases that were significant 

when both population measures were used, but burglary and motor vehicle theft decreases were 

statistically significant when population at risk was considered.   Three offense categories, 

homicide, arson and check fraud, did not occur after the advent of casino gambling, but given the 

short span of comparison for after effects their decrease is viewed as likely unrelated to the issue 

at question. No other offenses appearing in Table 3.4 had changes that achieved statistical 

significance.  

Turning next to an  examination of results by offense category across all jurisdictions, the 

following consistencies and inconsistencies are revealed.  The only offense category that 

increased from before to after casinos in all jurisdictions was drug violations.  It should be noted 

that in all situations the increases were statistically significant and occurred regardless of which 

population measure was used for standardization. It is possible that this increase could have 

occurred without the introduction of casinos into the communities.  If one were to ask which 

offenses increased most frequently, the answer can be ascertained by looking across all 
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before/after comparisons.  Offenses that increased in prevalence to the point of achieving 

statistical significance for a majority of the comparisons when the population at risk measure was 

used (the most conservative to gauge a possible casino effect) were simple assault (66% -four of 

six comparisons) and credit card fraud (75% -three of four comparisons)  Whether these 

instances of increase are due to casino effects at this point would be a matter of conjecture.  Of 

the Part II offenses that might be related to casinos and problems related to losing and/or 

problem gambling, none with the exception of credit card fraud seem to increase dramatically. 

Table 3.4 
Percent Differences in Offence Rates Before and After Casino Gambling  

   Per 1,000 Population and Population at Risk in St. Joseph Missouri 
 

 
St. Joseph, Missouri 

 
Per Capita  

 
Per Population at Risk 

 
Offense 
Category  

Before 
Gambling 

 
Af ter 
Gambling 

 
% Difference 

 
Before 
Gambling  

 
After Gambling  

 
% Difference 

 
Homicide 

 
.0026 

 
0 

 
-100.00NA 

 
.0016 

 
0 

 
-100.00NA 

 
Sexual 
Assault 

 
.0256 

 
.0170 

 
-33.59 

 
.0157 

 
.0087 

 
-44.59 

 
Robbery 

 
.0488 

 
.0480 

 
-1.64 

 
.0306 

 
.0251 

 
-17.97 

 
Agg. Assault  

 
1.2512 

 
1.8425 

 
47.26*** 

 
.7663 

 
.9688 

 
26.43** 

 
Burglary 

 
1.0753 

 
1.0398 

 
-3.30 

 
.6861 

 
.5450 

 
-20.57** 

 
Larceny 

 
3.5226 

 
4.2364 

 
20.26* 

 
2.2092 

 
2.2247 

 
.70 

 
 Vehicle Theft 

 
.2451 

 
.2138 

 
-12.77 

 
.1537 

 
.1220 

 
-27.13* 

 
Arson 

 
.0030 

 
0 

 
-100.00NA 

 
.0022 

 
0 

 
-100.00NA 

 
Forgery 

 
.1738 

 
.1782 

 
2.53 

 
.1080 

 
.0952 

 
-11.85 

 
Fraud 

 
.1826 

 
.2852 

 
56.19** 

 
.1127 

 
.1504 

 
33.45* 

 
Check Fraud 

 
.0112 

 
0 

 
-100.00NA 

 
.0075 

 
0 

 
-100.00NA 

 
Embezzlemen
t 

 
.0017 

 
.0015 

 
-11.76 

 
.0011 

 
.0008 

 
-27.27 

 
Sex Offenses 

 
.1211 

 
.1999 

 
65.07* 

 
.0742 

 
.1055 

 
42.18* 

 
Drug 
Violations 

 
.0372 

 
.1085 

 
191.67*** 

 
.0224 

 
.0575 

 
156.70*** 

 
Family 
Offense 

 
.0153 

 
.0496 

 
224.18 

 
.0089 

 
.0056 

 
60.00 

 
Liq. Violations 

 
.0011 

 
.0093 

 
745.45 

 
.0006 

 
.0049 

 
716.67 

 
Dis. Conduct 

 
.0150 

 
.0372 

 
146.36* 

 
.0092 

 
.0197 

 
114.13 
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Significance Levels    * = p < .05** = p < .01*** = p < .001.  Degrees of Freedom for St. Joseph df = 9 

Overall, using the population at risk and comparing the number of crimes that significantly 

increased or decreased in each city after casinos were introduced, we find the following: 

Significant          Significant        No                Number 
Increases           Decreases        Change        of Crimes 

 
Sioux City               12 (54.5%)       4 (18.2%)         6 (27.3%)   22 
Biloxi      10 (45.5%)       5 (22.7%)         7 (31.8%)     22 
St. Louis (City)     6 (27.3%)      11 (50.0%)         5 (22.7%)   22 
St. Louis (County)     6 (31.6%)      11 (57.9%)         2 (10.5%)    19 
Alton       2 (12.5%)     10 (62.5%)          4 (25.0%)   16 
Peoria       9 (75.0%)        2 (16.7%)          1 (6.3%)   12 
St. Joseph      4 (23.5%)       2 (11.8%)        11 (64.7%)   17 

 

From these data, we see that there is little consistency in the before and after casino 

comparisons for changes in crime.  In three communities (Sioux City, Peoria and Biloxi) there 

were many more crimes that significantly increased than decreased.  In three other jurisdictions 

(Alton, St. Louis (city) and St. Louis County) there were many more crimes that significantly 

decreased than increased.   In one jurisdiction (St. Joseph), twice as many increased than 

decreased, but a vast majority (11 of 17) showed no change. 

Despite the inconsistency of the results across jurisdictions, we can estimate which 

offenses had an overall significant change using the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test for Paired 

Differences (WSRT), a nonparametric test used to compare two probability distributions.   To 

calculate the statistic, the ranks of the absolute values of the differences in before and after 

offense rates are computed.  So, for example, the difference in homicide rates before and after 

the introduction of casinos are computed for all seven jurisdictions, and the absolute value of this 

difference is then ranked.  After the absolute values are ranked, the sum of the ranks of the 

positive differences (increases in the offense), T+, and the sum of the negative differences 

(decrease in the offense), T-, are computed.  The WSRT test statistic, T, is the smaller of T+ and 

T-.  The smaller the value of T, the greater is the evidence that the two probability distributions, in 



 
 

58

this case offense rates before and after the introduction of casino gambling, are different, i.e., 

there has been a significant change in crime following the introduction of casinos.  Critical values 

of T are provided in most statistics books.   

As might be expected from the results, there are very few instances where the results from 

the WSRT are able to reject the null that the probability distributions for per capita or per 

population at risk offenses are identical, i.e., that there was no significant change in the offense 

category between pre and post casino periods.  Nevertheless, when examining the per capita 

offenses for those offenses for which data were available from five or more communities, there 

were statistically significant changes in burglary (T- = 25, T+=3), larceny (T- = 3, T+= 25), drug 

violations (T- = 0, T+=28), and family offenses (T- = 1, T+=20).  The results for burglary and larceny 

are significant at the 10% level and would suggest that there was a decline in burglary and an 

increase in larceny.  Results for drug violations and family offenses are significant at the 5% level 

and are consistent with increases in these offenses.  When examining offenses normalized by the 

population at risk, only burglary (T- = 27, T+=1) and drug violations (T- = 0, T+=28) appear 

significant. 

With regard to what might be expected from relevant theory such as routine activity theory 

and the corollary notion of Αhot spots,≅ the expectation that crime rates would rise as a result of 

the advent of casino gambling in the communities under study was not born out.  In fact only two 

communities, Peoria and Sioux City, showed an overall increase in crimes across all categories 

and for three communities, Alton, St. Louis City and St. Louis County, significant decreases in 

crimes were more prevalent than either incidents of no change or significant increases.  

Ultimately, there is no way of knowing what the crime rates would have been had casino 

gambling not been introduced into these communities.  Also, relative to routine activity theory 

there is really no way to factor in an empirical equivalent for Αcapable guardians.≅  However, 


