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FOCUS 1: GAMBLING IN NEW MEXICO

Background

Nolonger theexclusivetrademarksof LasV egasand Atlantic City,
coins clinking, cards slapping and dice rolling have become in-
creasingly familiar sightsand soundsthroughout the country. Asof
1994, at least 10 states authorized casino gambling and 37 states
offered lotteries These numbers have continued to rise, and
numerous state governments now have gaming compacts with
Native American tribes and pueblos.

A significant contributor to the growth in gaming has been
the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act. Signed in 1988, this Act
declaresthat if astateallowsgambling, Indian tribesmay establish
gaming facilities offering the same types of gambling free of state
control, although they must enter into a compact with the state.
Since 1988, a plethora of casinos have popped up on reservations
from Connecticut to California. One estimate shows that nation-
wide, Indian gaming revenues will top $6 billion in 1995 and
profits will exceed $1 billion.2

The long-term economic and social effects of this growing
industry remain uncertain. For thetribesthemselves, the economic
benefits seem irrefutable. Many tribes have used casino revenues
toimproveeducational opportunities, health services, and employ-
ment. For example, a survey of the Winnebago Ho Chunk casino
in Wisconsin revealed that before they were hired by the casino,
18% of itsemployeeswere on welfare.® The Mashantucket Pequot
tribein Connecticut claimsthat their casino generatesmoreincome
tax revenues than any other company in the state.*

At the same time, some evidence links casinos to higher
crime rates, and psychologists and socia service providers have
expressed concern that the increased availability of legalized
gambling will lead to an increase in the number of pathological
gamblers. These effects could, inturn, lead to higher costsfor law
enforcement and social services.

New Mexico is home to at least ten Indian casinos (as of
December, 1995) with several moreinthe planning and devel opment
stages. Governor Johnson signed compacts with the New Mexican
pueblos in February, 1995, but in the summer of 1995, the New
Mexico Supreme Court declared thecompactsinvalid andin Decem-
ber, U.S. Attorney John Kelly ordered the casinosto close by January
15, 1996.

1Gold, Steven, “1t'sNot amiracle, It'saMirage,” State L egislatures, 20:2,
February 1994, p.28.

2 Cozzetto, Don A., “The Economic and Social Implications of Indian
Gaming: The Case of Minnesota,” American Indian Cultureand Research
Journal, 19:1, Winter 1995, p. 119.

3Z€lio, Judy, “The Fat New Buffalo,” State L egislatures, 20:6, June 1994,
p.38.

4“Moore, W. John, “A Winning Hand?,” National Journal, 25:29, July 17
1993, p. 1796.
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FIGURE 1
Where New Mexicans Gamble
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Gambling Behavior

Whilethe New Mexico government debates gambling, it isimpor-
tant to know how New Mexicans view the issue. This Quarterly
Profile asked New Mexico citizensaseriesof questionsabout their
gambling behaviors and attitudes. Thirty-nine percent of New
Mexicans surveyed said they gamble at casinos or other facilities.

Of those 203 respondents who said they gamble, Figure 1
shows the percentages that gamble at church fund raisers (27%),
private charitable events (31%), Indian facilities in New Mexico
(64%), casinosoutsideof New Mexico (71%), and | otteriesin other
states (69%).

These gambl ers expected to visit a New Mexico casino an
averageof fivetimesper year and spend anaverageof $185 per visit
on lodging, meals, and gambling. When they travel to casinos
outside New Mexico, respondents said they do so two times each
year and spend $524 per visit. A small portion of respondentsvisit
very frequently and spend large amounts of money, so the median
number of visits and amounts spent are much lower, as shown in
Table 1 on the following page.

(continued on page 2)
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FOCUS 1: GAMBLING IN NEW MEXICO

Gambling Behavior
(continued from page 1)

In light of the debate over the gaming compacts, we asked
respondents if the availability of casinos in New Mexico would
affect their visits to casinos el sewhere. Sixty-one percent of gam-
blersreplied that they would not reduce their out-of-state trips even
if casinos remain available in New Mexico.

If they weren't spending money on gambling, most respon-
dents who gamble said they would spend it on other entertainment.
Thirty-seven percent would spend it on entertainment in New
Mexico, and 18% would spend it on entertainment elsewhere.
Twenty-one percent said they would put it in savings, and 24% said
they would spend it on “something else.”

Attitudes Toward Gambling

In addition to asking about gambling behavior, we asked New
Mexicans to express their attitudes toward gaming. Over three-
fourths of respondents (79%) disagreed with the statement that
“gambling ismorally wrong and should not be permitted.” Women
(27%) were morelikely to say that gambling is morally wrong than
weremen (14%). (Weexpected similar sex differencesto appear for
all of the gambling questions we asked, but this was the clearest
difference we found.)

Forty-six percent of New Mexicans surveyed believed that
when they visited an Indian gaming facility, they werelikely tolose
money. Thirty-five percent expected to break even, and 19% antici-
pated winning money. Respondentsreiterated thisview when asked
why they gambled: 60% said they found it entertaining but did not
expect towinalot of money. Only 3% expected to win abigjackpot
or win more than they lost in the long run; however, an additional
25% declined to answer this question, which could indicate an
unwillingness to discuss why they gamble.

A bare majority of New Mexicans (53%) said that gambling
isgood for the state’s economy, and 71% believed that the people
most likely to lose at gambling are those who can least afford it.
These responses demonstrate that the general public perceives
gambling to havethepotential for both aggregate economic benefits
and individual economic harms.

Public Support For Gambling

Whenweasked New Mexicansdirect questionsabout their support or
opposition to different forms of gambling, respondentswerein favor

of alottery, Indian casinos, and horse races, but the extent of public
support varied considerably. As Table 2 shows, 67% of respondents
supported having a New Mexico lottery, whereas 58% supported
gambling on in-state horse races, and 49% supported Indian gaming
facilities. In addition, Table 2 shows some polarization, with signifi-
cant numbers of New Mexicans either strongly opposing or strongly
supporting the three different forms of gambling.

TABLE 1
Freguency of Visits and Amount Spent per Visit at
Indian Gaming Facilities or Casinosin New Mexico
and Elsewhere

Indian gaming facility or casino
In New Mexico Elsewhere
Average Number of Visits 4.5 3.6
Median Number of Visits 1 1

Average Amount Spent per Visit $185 $524
Median Amount Spent per Visit $80 $300
TABLE 2

Support for a Lottery, Horse Racing and Indian Casinos
in New Mexico

Horse Indian
Lottery Races Casinos

Strongly Oppose 17% 17% 23%
Oppose 4% 5% 6%
Somewhat Oppose 3% 8% 8%
Neutral 10% 12% 14%
Somewhat Support 13% 19% 16%
Support 10% 12% 10%
Strongly Support 44% 27% 23%
Total 100% 100% 100%
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SURVEY DATA

TheUNM Ingtitutefor Public Policy conducted itssurvey of New Mexico citizensthrough
telephoneinterviewswith 525 adult New Mexicansin September of 1995. Thetelephone
numbersweresel ected randomly by computer. Theresultsof thepoll haveafour percentage
point marginof error at a95 percent level of confidence, which meansthat 19 out of 20times
the findings should be within four percentage points of the results that would be obtained
if all New Mexico householdswere surveyed. Themargin of error islarger for subgroups
of thesamplebecause of thesmaller number of observations. Aswithany survey apotentia
source of error isthe possibility that variation in the wording of questions or the order in
which questions are asked could produce different results.




FOCUS 2: ETHNIC IDENTITY IN NEW MEXICO
Diversity of Ethnic Labels

This Quarterly Profile posed severa questions to examine ethnic
identity inthe Stateof New Mexico. Weused thissurvey tolearnthe
diversity of ethnic labels that New Mexicans use to describe
themselves. Most surveys ask respondents to classify themselves
using astandard list of racial or ethnic terms. This standardized list
evolved from the U.S. Census classifications. Using this standard-
ized list, 55% of our respondents identified themselves as White,
Non-Hispanic, 27% as Hispanic, 13% as Something Else, 3% as
American Indian, 1% as Black, and 1% as Asian.

It is difficult to compare directly these figures and 1990
Census data because the Quarterly Profile randomly samples New
Mexicohouseholdsrather thanindividual s. Averagehouseholdsize
varies among ethnic groups, so individual-level Census data does
not match our random survey of households. In addition, it is
difficult to compare these data because 12% of respondentsin the
Quarterly Profileidentify themselvesas* something el se,” acatch-
all category that includes self-identified “Americans’ and people
with mixed ethnicidentities(e.g., “ African American and Cuban”).
Keeping these difficulties in mind, 51% of respondents in the
Census identified themselves as White, non-Hispanic, 38% as
Hispanic, 8% as American Indian, 2% as Black, and 1% as Asian.

Acceptable and Unacceptable Labels

Respondents were asked which termswould be acceptable to them
when describing their ethnic or racial background. More than 76%
of New Mexicansaccept only oneor tworacia or ethnic descriptors.
A plurality (43%) considered only oneterm acceptable. Among the
acceptabl e terms or label s respondents mentioned, most were stan-
dardidentifiers. Twenty-six percent of respondentsnamed“White,”
19% “Hispanic,” 14% “ Caucasian,” and 13% " Anglo.” Only 5% of
respondentssaidthat “ American” wasan acceptableterm or label to
describe ethnic or racial background.

We also asked respondents an open-ended question, “When
other peopledescribeyour ethnic or racial background, whichterms
or labels are unacceptable?’ Overall, 24% said that any term was
acceptable, 22% were unsure what they would find unacceptable,
and the other 54% gave a variety of answers. Eighteen percent of
Hispanicssaid “Mexican” was unacceptable, 9% did not approve of
thelabel “Chicano/a,” and another quarter named specific, unprint-
ablederogatory labels. For Whites* honkey” wasthe only unaccept-
able label named by a noticeable percentage (9%). (Sample sizes
weretoo small in other ethnic groupsto permit similar analysesfor
them.)

Preferred Labels

We also asked respondents to identify their preferred label among
the ones they found acceptable. Overall, only 8% listed the term
“American” astheir label of choice. Of those respondents who did
provide an identifying ethnic label, answers varied within each
broad ethnic group. Tables 3 and 4 show the responses to these
questions broken down by ethnic categories and compare New
Mexicans' responseswith those obtained by the U.S. Labor Depart-
ment.®

Theoverwhel ming majority of Hispanic New Mexicans(72%)
preferred the label “Hispanic” or “Hispanic American,” and only

TABLE 3
Ethnic Labels Preferred by Hispanics in New Mexico
and the Nation

National New Mexico
Hispanic 66% 72%
Spanish 14% 19%
Latino 13% 1%
Other 7% 9%
Totals 100% 100%

Note. New Mexico results based upon a subsample of n = 165.

TABLE 4
Ethnic Labels Preferred by Whitesin New Mexico and
the Nation
National New Mexico
White 74% 42%
Caucasian 20% 28%
European (or Specific
European Nationality) 3% 7%
Anglo 1% 23%
Totals 100% 100%
Note. New Mexico results based upon a subsample of n = 344.

19% said “ Spanish American,” “ Spanish,” or “ Spanish Origin” was
their preferred term.

National figuresweresimilar to our survey results, except that
13% of nationa respondents chose “Latino,” which only one re-
spondent in the Quarterly Profile chose. Our figures are close to
thoseobtained by the1992 L atino National Political Survey (LNPS),
which found that nationally, only a small fraction of Hispanic
respondents identified themselves as Latino. Many Latino intelli-
gentsia have argued that “L atino” and “Latina” are the best 1abels
one can useto identify individual s of Spanish origin, but these data
suggest the term is not popular among Hispanics.®

Toprovideyet another perspective on thisquestion, we asked
those respondents who identified themselves as Hispanic whether
they viewed themsel ves as M exican-American, Spanish-American,
or something else. Sixty-percent identified themselves as Spanish
American, and 30% said they were Mexican-American.

Table 4 shows that among White respondents, a plurality
(42%) preferred“ White,” 28% said“ Caucasian” wastheir preferred
label, and 23% chose “Anglo.” The national figures were quite
different, with 74% preferring White, 20% choosing Caucasian, and
only 1% calling themselves “ Anglo.” Anglo appears to be a much

more widely accepted term in New Mexico.
(continued on page 4)

5L abor Department figuresfrom asurvey of 60,000 householdsreportedin
U.S News and World Report (November 20, 1995), p. 28.

5Rodolfo O. delaGarza, Louis DeSipio, F Chris Garcia, John Garcia, and
AngeloFalcon, LatinoVoices(Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1992), p. 13.



FOCUS 2: ETHNIC IDENTITY IN NEW MEXICO

Reflections on Ethnic Labels

(continued from page 3)

These findings suggest that there are labels that are almost
uniformly acceptable and, generally, preferred within each
ethnic group. None of the Native Americans surveyed found
“American Indian” unacceptable, and only one objected to
“Native American” itself. Among Hispanics, "Hispanic” was
the preferred term, and unacceptable terms were derogatory
variations, “Chicano/a,” and the assumption of “Mexican” na-
tional origins. For Anglos, “White,” “ Caucasian,” and “Anglo”

were generally preferred, and very few found these terms
unacceptable.

To put it simply, the average New Mexican is not per-
suaded by either side in the debates on “Native American”
versus“American Indian,” “Hispanic” versus*“ Spanish origin,”
or “White” versus“Anglo.” If onewishesto use aterm so asnot
to offend, these all appear to be adequate label smost of thetime
for the vast majority of New Mexicans.

TRENDS
Most Pressing Policy Concerns

By anarrow margin, crime surpassed jobs and the economy asthe
most pressing problem facing New Mexico in this Quarterly
Profile survey. Twenty-eight percent of those surveyed identified
crime as the biggest problem, whereas 26% cited jobs and the
economy. Drug abuse was third with 18%, followed by education
at 17%.

Comparing these results with those from a year ago, it
appears that general concerns about crime have declined slightly,
but more specific worries about drug abuse have risen. Combining
the four surveys conducted in 1994, about 38% of New Mexicans
listed crime as the biggest problem, and only 11% viewed drug
abuse as most serious. In all, 49% viewed crime or drugs as the
primary probleminthestate. Inthe present survey, 46% viewed one
of theseissuesas primary, but compared to 1994, ahigher percent-
age focused their concerns on drug abuse.

FIGURE 2
"What would you say is the single biggest problem
facing people in New Mexico today?"
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TRENDS
Citizen Approval Ratings

After experiencingaslightincrease

between February (45%) and May
(47%) of this year, Governor

Johnson’'s approval rating fell to 80%

"How would you rate the job performance of ..."

FIGURE 3
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TRENDS

Citizen Approval Ratings

(continued from page 4)

Telegrams to the Mayor
The steady, high approval ratings

for Mayor Martin Chavez prompted
us to ask an additional question,
probing thereasonsunderlyingthe
public’ sviewsof the Mayor. After
asking our standard approval ques-
tions, we gave Bernalillo County
residents the opportunity to “send
a telegram” to Mayor Martin
Chavez. The respondents could
voice their opinion on any topic
related to the Mayor himself and
hisjob performance. The vast ma-
jority of respondentschoseto send
atelegram, andtheir responsesfell
into four different categories:

Community
Involvement

15%

» His accomplishments or
failures as mayor (e.g., “Heisdo-
ing what he promised”);

e Commentson specificis-

FIGURE 4

Categories Reflected in "Telegrams' to Mayor Chavez
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Accomplishments
or Failures

40% Issues

sues(e.g., “not enough support for
public institutions like education

and safety”);

e Comments on his com-
munity involvement and commu-
nication with citizens (e.g., “He
seems to be involved with the

FIGURE 5

Number of "Telegrams' in Each of the Four Categories by Overall Approval Rating
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issue (40% of all telegrams) or the
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ures (32%). Thirteen percent of the 201
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in the community.
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Figure5showsthat therewas
agreater propensity for those who
rated the mayor asfair or poor to comment onissues or accomplish-
ments and failures, rather than on community involvement or
personal characteristics. Among thosewho rated him asfair or poor,
issues and accomplishments/failures accounted for 88% of the
comments, versus 67% percent among those who rated him as
excellent or good.

Ninety percent of thosewho rated the Mayor as“ excellent” or
“good” also made positive comments when asked to “send the

mayor atelegram.” When respondents mentioned specific issues,
they usually weremaking apositivecomment about Mayor Chavez' s
actionsregarding the Montafio Bridge or crime. Of thosetel egrams
discussing specific issues, 33% mentioned the bridge, and 74% of
those comments were positive (i.e. they supported the mayor’'s
position). Another third of the telegrams dealt with crime and
related topics; 82% of these comments were favorable to the
mayor’s performance on these issues. (continued on page 6)



TRENDS

Citizen Approval Ratings

(continued from page 5)

The President and Congress

At the national level, the ap-
proval ratingsfor the U.S. Con-
gress and President Clinton for
the past nine months follow an
interesting path, shown in Fig-
ure 6. In November, 1994, the
President’ sapproval rating was
double that of Congress. The
President’ srating hasfluctuated
around 28% since that time, but
Congress' rating rose steadily
until it nearly matched the
President’s rating in May. In
this most recent Quarterly Pro-
file, however, Congress ap-
proval rating fell eight points
while the President's dropped
only four. These changes ap-
pear to reopen the gap between
approval of the President and of
Congress.

FIGURE 6

Approval Ratings for President Clinton and Congress Snce November, 1994
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