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1) Assemblymen Klein and Reid have submitted a joint 

Minority Report, which may be found on page 53. 

2) Senator Hagedorn and Assemblyman Kennedy have 

indicated their opposition to any proposal for 

the extension of legalized 1 garnbling. 

(3) Mayor Jordan did not participate in the final 

meetings of the Commission and was out of the country 

at the time this Report was completed and approved; 

hence he did not sign the Report, and his position 

on its contents is not known. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This Commission was formed pursuant to Senate 

Co1current Resolution 58(0CR) of 1972 (filed April 6, 1972), 

wi _h a broad authorization to study the desirability and 

fe dsibility of extending legalized gambling in the State. 

The full text of the resolution may be found in Appendix A. 

It may be noted here that the resolution was amended before 

fi nal passage to delete specific reference to any study 

of "off-track betting on horse and other races"; this reflected 

the prior establishment of another commission for that 

particular purpose (by L. 1972, c. JR 1, approved March 3, 

19 ~ 2). 

The formation of this Commission and its 

act ivities up to June 1, 1972 are detailed in its Initial 

Re~ort, submitted on that date. 

BACKGROUND 

The work of this Commission between June 1, 1972 

and the date of this Report was undertaken against a background 

of developing interest, both in this State and nationwide, in 

the potential benefits of legalized gambling. The reasons 

for this interest appear to be connected with certain emerging 

social and political trends, and (as typically expressed by 

proponents) are essentially threefold!: 

1. In an era of fiscal stringency, legalized 

gambling holds forth a promise of providing substantial 

revenues through as nearly "painless" a method as can be 

con:eived. 2 
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2. In an era increasingly vexed by problems 

of crime and corruption, legalization of gambling is put forward 

as a means of (a) undercutting organized crime by depriving it of 

the revenues which it now derives from illegal gambling, most 

of which it controls; (b) freeing law-enforcement manpower 

and resources for use against both the "organized crime" and 

the violent "street crime" which alarm the citizenry and 

undermine social order, and (c) eliminating opportunities and 

temptations for the corruption of various public officials 

whose protection or connivance is necessary to the survival 

of most illegal gambling operations.3 

3. In an era when assertion of personal liberty 

against state control has been ever more vociferously expressed, 

the legalization of gambling would remove restrictions on personal 

action which many people resent as puritanical, hypocritical, 

repressive and archaic. 4 

None of these claims is newly devised ,5 but in recent 

years they have commanded increasing attention in proportion, it 

appears, as the problems to which they purport to apply have 

thrust themselves upon the notice of the public and of public 

officials. 

To illustrate: In the past (1972) Session of the 

Legislature 24 separate items of legislation, including 12 

proposed Constitutional amendments, all aimed at the extension 

of legal gambling, were introduced. Five years previously, 

in contrast, the 1967 Legislature had only six such items, in

cluding four proposed Constitutional amendments; none passed. 
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A similar increase of tempo is shown, on a 

national basis, in the development of state lotteries. New 

Hampshire was first in this field; it began, in 1964, a 

lottery with seven drawings a year. Three years later 

New York commenced a monthly lottery. · New Jersey entered 

the field in 1970,6 with weekly drawings that featured such 

innovations as a simplified ticket-selling system and an un-

precedentedly low-priced (50 cents) ticket. In the past 

year, Connecticut, Pennyslvania and Massachusetts entered 

the field, while New Hampshire (in 1971) and New York (in 

1972) revamped their systems along lines suggested by New 

Jersey's highly successful operation. Reports of interest 

in lotteries or similar gambling operations have come from 

states in all sections of the country. 

It was in this context of increased interest and 

awareness that this Commission commenced and carried on 

its hearings and deliberations. 

PROCEDURE 

This Commission, being established without appro-

p~iation or other specific allocation of funds for operating 

purposes, was from its inception aware that it would be unable 

t~ conduct any detailed technical surveys or develop original 

s t atistical data on such matters as revenue projections, 

ma rketability of particular gambling systems, professional-quality 

public opinion research and the like. In all such matters 

t h e Commission found it necessary to rely upon previously 

p1blished research7and upon such expert testimony as it was 

a b le to obtain through a series of public hearings. 
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Public hearings constituted the single most 

important technique of the Commission's work. Six were held 

the opening and concluding hearings at the State Capitol, 

two in the northern part of the State (Jersey City in Hudson 

County and Saddle Brook in Bergen County) and two in the 

southern part of the State (Atlantic City in Atlantic County 

and Cherry Hill in Camden County) .8 Every effort within the 

Commission's resources was made to publicize these hearings. 

Press releases announcing each hearing, recapitulating the 

full schedule and describing the purpose of the hearings were 

distributed to the State House press; in addition, each regional 

hearing was preceded by the mailing of additional releases 

directly to local newspapers in the region. 

• 
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FINDINGS 

1. Gambling, legal or illegal, is widespread, 
has been widely practiced at all times in living memory and 
historical record, and will in all probability continue to 
be widely practiced regardless of legal status. 

So much gambling today is illegal and clandestinely 

practiced that accurate data are necessarily unavailable. Even 

well-informed sources differ so markedly in their estimates 

of total wagering that no figure can be reliably quoted. 

Th=re is really no disagreement, however, about the fact that 

illegal gambling is "big business". No one seriously expects 

th1t repressive laws are likely to curtail this activity 

• 

mu:h below its present level. On the other hand, law-enforcement 

of Eicials and others differ in their assessment of the pro-

ba:>le effects of further legalization. Some feel that the 

av1ilability of legal betting opportunities and the removal 

of legal sanctions will encourage much more gambling than 

now exists, with the possibility of attendant social ills. 

Others, however, maintain that the total potential "market" 

fo r gambling services is relatively fixed, so that money 

att racted to any new wagering outlets will for the most part be 

att racted away from those already in existence. 

2. Public sentiment in this State is generally 
favorable to extension of legalized gambling. 

That the practice of gambling is favored and practiced 

by many New Jerseyans is shown by its prevalence in the State. 

Tha t they also favor its legalization might be assumed; furthermore, 

we have, in the form of election returns dating back to 1897, more 
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accurate and reliable evidence of public sentiment. 

Beginning in 1939, the voters of this State have, 

by majorities ranging from decisive to overwhelming, approved 

referenda to legalize parimutuel horse racing (1939), 

night racing (1966), bingo and raffles (1953), amusement 

games of chance (1959), the extension of such games to 

agricultural fairs (1962), the State Lottery (1969) and, mos t 

recently, the conduct of bingo games by senior citizen 

organizations (1972). 

Reference has been made to the 1897 referendum, 

which first placed in our Constitution the stringent anti-gamb

ling provision that remained in force -- except for the au

thorization of parimutuel horse racing by the Constitutional 

amendment approved in 1939 -- until it was somewhat liberalized 

by the framers of the 1947 Constitution. This was the 

only occasion on which anti-gambling sentiment prevailed at t he 

polls, and it would appear to be an exception to the general 

observation that public sentiment in this State favors 

legalization. It is, however, one of those apparent exceptions 

which, on closer inspection, reinforce the general rule. The 

1897 amendment was proposed in the wake of one of the most 

scandalous episodes in the history of the State a scandal 

attributed to the efforts of gambling interests to corrupt 

the Legislature and obtain legal sanction for activities 

which they had deliberately begun contrary to law. It was also 

an era of nationwide gambling scandals, and it was about this 

time that the nationally-promoted, lucrative and notorious 

Louisiana Lottery was finally suppressed. Despite all these 
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developments, which naturally disposed the public to favor 

suppression, the 1897 anti-gambling amendment passed by only 

800 votes in a total vote of about 140,000. The slimness 

of the margin is illustrated by the fate of the other two 

anendments on the same ballot: one, restricting the 

GDvernor's power of ad interim appointments, passed by about 

8,000 voters; the other, which would have given women the vote, 

was defeated by about 10,000 -- nearly the same total of 

VJtes having been cast on all three referenda. 9 

3. Scandal and abuses of gambling have consis
t=ntly resulted not from legalization, but from inadequate 
cJntrols over gambling. 

The gambling interests responsible for the scandals 

t ~at disgraced the 1893 Legislature were not legal interests. 

T ~ey were, in fact, a classic instance of the abuses which 

r=sult when the guardians of the law wink at its consistent 

\ 

violation. While bookmaking was forbidden, the tracks operated 

u~hindered, and the bookmakers plied their trade. Local 

o f ficials refused to prosecute; grand juries were drawn 

wh ich would refuse to indict. The scandal reached its climax, 

when the gamblers attempted to suborn the Legislature to legalize 

t hese practices -- not, in fact, to regulate racing, as 

i s done today, but simply to cast the mantle of legality 

ov er the existing state of affairs. 

A similar pattern is evident in the original 

1 844 Constitution provision to forbid "lotteries". These 

we re not State-controlled like the Lottery we have today. 

Va rious lotteries, to raise funds for a variety of public 

a11d quasi-public purposes, such as the building of churches 
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and schools, had been authorized by the Legislature from 

time to time. Their purposes were similar, in fact, to those 

for which various organizations today raise money through 

legalized bingo and raffles. But they were privately con-

ducted and not closely regulated by the .State, and abuses developed. 

The concept of continuing regulation under general statute was 

not then well developed (it was not until many years later that 

even business corporations became incorporated under general 

laws rather than by special legislative charter in each case) 

and the penal statutes of the time apparently proved insuff icient 

to curb the abuses -- despite the contention of some of the 1844 

Convention delegates that those statutes would be sufficient, 

if adequately enforced. The result was a decision in favo r of 

the total suppression of lotteries. (Note that control of 

other forms of gambling continued to be a matter of statute 

only, until 1897.) 

There is also a similar background to the 

history of bingo and raffles. For many years prior to the i r 

legalization these forms of gambling were practiced in 

many parts of the State, under sponsorship of impeccable 

respectability and with the indulgent disregard of many local 

officials. In such areas bingo games became both popular a nd 

respectable, though strictly illegal. One result of this 

extra-legal toleration was a regulatory void which attracte d 

professional gamblers; and these professionals, while undeniably 

efficient in running pro£itable operations, often enriched 

themselves at the expense not only of the players but also of 

the worthy organizations which turned to them for assistance 

in fund-raising projects. 
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In all three cases -- lotteries, horse betting 

rnd bingo we may note that suppressive legislation proved 

Lmpotent to curb the abuses; while regulatory legislation has 

·)een effective in those spheres where it has been operative. 

4. The success of legalization, in those 
ireas where it has been applied, has been related both to the 
·?trictness of regulation and to the flexibility of the 
.'.'."egulatory mechanism. 

The substance of this f indin~ is to a large extent 

c omprehended within the foregoing. It is evident that the 

( ~omprehensive powers of the Racing Commission, the Legalized 

Games of Chance Commission and the Lottery Commission have 

l argely succeeded in preventing dishonest and abusive practices 

.· n their respective spheres of jurisdiction. Public confidence 

:_n the honesty of these legalized operations is high and, 

:_ t appears, justifiably so. 

The importance of flexibility, however, should~ 

also be emphasized. One of the objects of legalization is 

t o draw patronage away from illegal and unregulated gambling 

c~erations; this can be done only if the regulatory authority 

has power to bring under its jurisdiction those modes of 

g ambling which will attract such patronage. It must be 

r ecognized that a narrow legal definition of what is permitted 

does not in fact prevent bettor patronage of those modes 

which fall outside the definition; it merely assures that 

s uch modes will remain outside the scope of regulation. 

A notable instance of .the value of flexibility is 

t he outstanding success of the State Lottery. The 

Constitutional authorization for this operation was drawn 
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in the broadest manner conceivable. The implementing 

legislation was preceded by a comprehensive practical 

study indicating how such a lottery could best be organized 

to achieve broad popular participation, simplicity of 

administration and absolute integrity of operation. One 

result was that the New Jersey Lottery, from its beginning, 

enjoyed such success, as measured by popularity, public 

confidence, broad participation and substantial revenue, that 

it has become a model for other states either in setting up 

new lottery operations or in revamping those which had 

previously proved less successful. 

Two recent developments illustrate both the 

advantages of flexibility and the disadvantages of t~e reverse. 

When the Lottery Commission decided, on the basis of ; its 

continuing studies, that the time was opportune for the establishment 

of a daily lottery, it was able to implement this decision 

by administrative action. In this case, not even legislative 

authorization, which might have involved the decision in 

extraneous political complications, was necessary. 

By contrast, a relatively minor adjustment in the 

law governing bingo games -- to allow senior citizen organiza-

tions to play such games, for small prizes at their meetings -- · 

required the full-dress procedure for a Constitutional amendment, 

including a State-wide referendum at the past general 

election, despite the fact that there was hardly any serious 

opposition. Yet we may assume, on the basis of common experience, 

that senior citizens (and others) have been playing such 

small-stake games of chance as bingo (and others) for years, and 
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would continue to do so no matter what the Constitution said; 

and further, that few law-enforcement officers would put 

devotion to duty so far ahead of common sense as to try 

to enforce the letter of the law against them . 

..,... 5. Possible revenue from legalized gambling 
is substantial, but has often been exaggerated, and is not 
the most significant justification for legalization. 

Perhaps the most popular single argument in favor 

of legalized gambling is that it would divert into the 

pu blic treasury vast sums which now go to line the pockets 

of racketeers. The potential diversion, however, is problematical, 

anj the vastness of the sums appears to have been over-

estimated. Obviously, the State Government cannot operate 

or even countenance such an exploitation of its citizens_. 

as is the common relationship between the professional 

ga:nbler and his patrons~or "suckers", as they are commonly 

knJwn) . It cannot deliberately lead them into the quicksands 

of unlimited wagering credit, enlist a corps of Civil Service 

hoJdlums to "enforce" gambling debts, or maintain an auxiliary 

squ ad of loansharks to finance their losses at usurious 

int erest. Nor can it connive with large bettors to conceal 

the ir winnings from the Federal revenue service. There are many 

aspects of gambling in which honesty and fair dealing are 

ini mical to profit. The same may be said, however, of other 

bus inesses and occupations; in legitimate business, however, 

the re is such fair opportunity for honest profit that un-



-16-

ethical practices are discourage~, and one may hope that a 

similar situation might develop in the business of gambling 

under an adequate system of legalization. 

Allowing for such considerations, one might posit 

a hypothetical sum, namely the "divertible profit" of 

present illegal gambling, which could come to the State as 

a result of legalization. As noted above, there is no 

really reliable estimate on which to base such an overall 

figure. 10netailed studies of particular proposed systems may 

furnish a more useful basis for conjecture. It has previously 

been pointed out that this Commission had not the resources 

for such studies. One such study, relating to casino 

gambling, has been done for Atlantic City resort interest by 

Horace DePodwin Associates; another, relating to Off-Track 

Betting, has been done by the State Off-Track Betting Com-

mission. 

Both these recent studies project significant 

revenues; but the figures must be measured against both 

revenue needs and other actual or potential revenue sources. 11 

Compared with the sales tax at present levels, or with an 

income tax at any levels which have been recently proposed, the 

most optimistic estimates of gambling revenue fade if not 

into insignificance, at least into a distant perspective. 

Compared with the massive levies of the current real property 
12 

tax, they are trivial. 
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These comparisons are emphasized because of two mis

conceptions which have come to the notice of this Commission 

in the course of its public hearings. One misconception is that 

adequate exploitation of gambling revenue will be a useful 

instrument of reforming the revenue system of the State. This 

misconception apparently arises from the dramatic publicity 

which has been given to the most exaggerated estimates of 

gambling revenue. (Although the official estimates of 

State Lottery revenue were, in fact, far below the revenue 

actually realized when it first began, it appears that the 

estimates which actually stuck in the public mind were both 

unofficial and much, much higher.) 

One source of such overestimation, obviously, must 

b~ a confusion between the gross volume and the net revenue in 

many forms of gambling. Vast sums must be handled, must be 

WJn and lost many times over, in .order to provide a certain 

q~antum of revenue. The net return, therefore, is not comparable 

t o ordinary taxation, in which only the costs of assessment 

a nd collection must be allowed for. 

The second misconception, voiced by responsible 

a nd informed citizens, is that this Commission and other 

r e sponsible public officers and agencies are offering or pre

paring to offer legalized gambling as an alternative to 

" t ax reform". Every member of this Commission has dissociated 

h i mself from such a position. It is not a position that 

cin be sincerely put forward by any responsible public official 
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familiar with the realities of public finance. 

The principal object of "tax reform" as it has been 

conceived is to alter the revenue structure so as to ease the 

bone-crushing burden of the current property tax. A 

comparison of the most optimistic gambling revenue projections 

with the actual level of property levies immediately illustrates 

the absurdity of the proposition that - gambling can do the 

job. 

The usefulness of gambling revenue should not be 

overlooked. To bring any "big business" -- which gambling un-

doubtedly is within a revenue system which it has 

previously escaped is not a negligible reform of that system. 

It is only because that usefulness has been so often overstated 

and has so exaggeratedly impressed itself upon the public 

imagination that this Commission feels it necessary to emphasize 

a more sober perspective upon the revenue potentialities. 

6. Among officials involved in law-enforcement 
there seems to be general agreement that a disproportionate 
amount of time, manpower and other resources is devoted to 
enforcement of existing anti-gambling laws, both in relation 
to the actual benefits achieved and in relation to the amount 
of such resources thus diverted from more urgent needs of 
public order and safety. 

So far as appears from testimony before this 

Commission, the above view is shared both by those officials 

who favor, and those who oppose, extension of legalized 

gambling. Those who favor it seem to feel that there will be 

a net relief of the enforcement burden, that manpower now 
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d E~voted to gambling enforcement will be shifted to more 

e ::fective use. Those in opposition feel, on the contrary, 

t hat the legalized operations will require considerable policing 

a nd, furthermore, may enlarge the social ills which are associated 

w:_ th gambling generally and which lead to law-enforcement prob-

l E ~ms: pauperization, crime such as burglary and embezzlement 

which are committed by losers, loansharking and the takeover 

o .: losers' legitmate businesses by racketeering usurers, 

a :traction into communities of "undesirable elements" traditionally 

aBsociated with gambling. 

Responsible opinion seems to be divided upon this 

ma tter. This Commission's attempt to resolved the contradiction 

w:.11 be found in the "Conclusions" section of this report. 

7. As noted, there is general agreement that 
o r ganized crime derives considerable revenue from illegal 
gambling operations, and law-enforcement officials agree that 
n~venue from this source is used to finance many other 
criminal endeavors, including the takeover of legitimate 
businesses and the corruption of public officials. 

That the facts are as stated is not seriously 

questioned. Open to interpretation, however, is the extent to 

wh ich the involvement of organized crime is based simply 

upon the illegality of gambling. It has been pointed out 

t hat other aspects of gambling operations, such as the 

c onsiderable volume of cash transactions and the ease with 

wh ich the source and amount of such cash can be concealed or 

mi srepresented, also answer the needs which gambling satisfies 

f o r the racketeering entrepeneur. 

On the whole, however, it is evident that, to the 

de gree that legalized and adequately regulated gambling results 
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in a withdrawal of patronage from the illegal operations, 

organized crime would be deprived of the financial opportunities 

associated with such patronage. 

8. In some forms, the establishment of a 
legal gambling "industry" can be expected to have locally 
beneficial economic impact; but the economic benefits to 
the State generally are more problematical. 

Casino gambling has many proponents, especially 

in Atlantic City, where local interests appear to be convinced 

that it would restore the city's pre-eminence as a resort 

and tourist attraction. Similar benefits have been suggested 

for other shore areas and also for the resort areas of the 

northwest. 

Not only business interests, but also -- and perhaps 

even more impressively -- representatives of organized labor 

speaking on behalf of many thousands of persons whose liveli-

hood depends upon the continued vigor of the State's tourist 

and resort industry have testified before this commission as 

to the projected benefits to be derived from the legalization 

of gambling. 

For the business interests, these benefits involve an 

ability to extend the "season" beyond the summer months --

an extension during which not only the casinos, but also 

the hotels, restaurants, shops and other associated enterprises 

can derive additional revenue. The added revenue would enable 

them to restore and improve their facilities and attractions, 

leading to still further increase in patronage and thus to a cumu-

lative upgrading of the entire resort industry. 
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Labor contemplates the consequent increase of 

employment opportunities and the diminution of seasonal 

layoffs. 

It may be assumed that these advocates of casino 

gambling understand their own interests, and that their own 

interests would be advanced thereby, as they claim. A question 

remains as to the overall economic benefits to the State. 

First, as to casino gambling alone, it is obvious 

that the number of locations must be limited. This means 

that the local economic benefits must be restricted. On the 

other hand, the health of the resort industry is vital to 

the overall economy of the State; hence, if the maintenance 

of that industry requires the establishment of casinos, then 

casinos will be of benefit to the entire State and not only 

those areas where they happen to be located. (We are 

leaving out of account here the revenue which the State 

Treasury may expect to derive, which has been dealt with else

where.) Any estimate of these benefits must, however, take 

into account the fact that the necessary limitation of 

competition is only partly within the power of this State. 

Nearby States may also establish or license casinos; and 

it appears that the State of New York may, in fact, contem

plate such establishments.1 3 

Casino gambling designed to attract tourists in 

certain well-defined areas is a quite different proposition 

from legalized gambling in general. Legalized bookmaking 

or "numbers", for example, may be expected not to generate any 

new sources of wealth to a significant extent. It may take some 

patronage away from the existing illegal operations. Or it 
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may generate some new wagering among those who would otherwise 

have spent their money on other goods or services. In 

neither case is there a net creation of wealth -- assuming 

that, unlike the tourist-oriented casino, these forms of gambling 

will be patronized by New Jerseyans mainly or exclusively. 

On the other hand, as has been pointed out to this commission 

in testimony, legalization of such gambling would tend to 

upgrade the economic status of the lower-echelon labor force 

now employed in such operations; they would become eligible 

for such standard benefits as union representation, minimum-

wage protection and other perquisites which their illegal 

status currently denies them. Legalization of their status would 

certainly enable persons employed in this field to assert 

themselves against any exploitation which they now suffer; 

and, considering the reputation of "management" in the business, 

it is not likely that many opportunities for such exploitation 

have been neglected. 

9. "Compulsive gambling" is an affliction 
comparable to alcoholism, affects a significant proportion 
of the population and poses a problem for public policy 
which will continue to exist regardless of whether gambling 
is legalized. 

While interpretations of the problem of the 

conpulsive or addictive gambler differ, most authorities 

seem to agree that the person who gambles in this manner "wants 

to lose" (and, of course, he usually gets his wish) --

that is, that, like alcoholism or drug addiction, it is usually 

a self-destructive impulse, a symbolic act of suicide. 
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This Commission heard considerable testimony 

from persons who had either suffered from this affliction 

er had been involved in studying it or counseliQg its 

victims. These persons were reluctant to approve any form 

cf legalized gambling; it was their feeling that legalized 

gambling would mean additional gambling, additional facility 

cf access to gambling opportunities -- hence, the creation 

cf more gambling addicts who might not have otherwise 

tecome involved. 

One point agreed upon was that the origin and 

nature of the affliction are not well understood, and that it 

has not been seriously studied to the extent that alcoholism, 

for example, has been. 

The gambling compulsion has been dealt with 

in classic literature -- notably Dostoyevsky's The Gambler 

(autobiographical in nature) and Beerbohm's James Pethel, 

and is undoubtedly a permanent aspect aspect of the human 

psyche. It is also, if the testimony before this Commission 

may be credited, a social problem of sufficient magnitude 

to warrant serious interest of public agencies. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

I 

Gambling is a pervasive and perhaps innate form of 

human activity. It is also an activity inherently vulnerable 

to abuses, the abuses being of two principal kinds: (1) 

those arising out of the ruinous compulsion which afflicts 

some bettors, and (2) those which stem from the deceptive, 

dishonest and fraudulent practices which appear to be 

common among "professional gamblers" (who are not, of course, 

"gamblers" at all) . 

In both social acceptability and potentiality for 

abuse, gambling has been compared with the use of beverage 

alcohol. In our culture, at any rate, it seems to be too 

popular to be suppressed, to dangerous to be let run 

uncontrolled. 

Historically, the social ills connected with gambling 

appear to have been kept within tolerable limits only by strict 

regulation. Total suppression has been unsuccessful; indeed, 

such laws have proven ' counterproductive in that they have 

led to extra-legal but accepted forms of toleration, have 

habituated both citizens and public officials to such extra-legal 

arrangements, and have prepared the way for extensive 

corruption. 

Regulation within a framework~ of law is necessary. 

A prerequisite to such regulation is legalization of the 

activity to be regulated. State policy should recognize 
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not only the futility of total suppression, but also the 

positive social ills and corrupting influence which arise 

f : ~om attempting to maintain a set of suppressive laws which 

g ( ~nerate hypocrisy in their enforcers and resentment among 

t1e general citizenry. 

II 

Assuming legislation upon the above principles, it 

i3 necessary that an adequate regulatory system be devised. 

A question arises whether, to assure sufficient stringency 

oE regulation, the operation of legal gambling should be 

r=stricted to direct State agency. There is no doubt that, 

iE the State is to embark upon extensive legalization, such 

dLrect State Government involvement would serve to enhance 

p·1blic confidence and provide reassurance in the initial 

stages of the new venture. 

On the whole, however, such a restriction seems un-

wise at least, if it is to be regarded as a permanent principle 

of public policy. The possibility of licensing arrangements, 

with the State regulating but not directly operating certain 

gambling facilities, should not be totally precluded. Indeed, 

it may be questioned whether some forms of gambling, such 

as casinos, are proper activities for direct State involvement 

rather than external supervision. Furthermore, the history 

of horse racing and other licensed operations indicates that 

supervision, rather than direct operation, is quite sufficient, 

if the system is properly devised and competently administered, 

to assure the highest possible integrity of operation. 
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Another question of administrative system 

involves the relationship between the various regulatory 

agencies. Different forms of gambling naturally pose 

differing regulatory problems and require different 

regulatory techniques and procedures. In many respects, 

however, they have common features and, especially from the 

financial point of view, reciprocal impact; due consideration, 

therefore, must be given to a proper coordination of regula-

tory agencies and activities. This need will increase in 

proportion to the separate modes of gambling authorized 

and the number of separate regulatory agencies established. 

Aside from the foregoing considerations of 

administrative system, an adequate system of controls 

requires: 

(1) That the regulatory agency be given 
sufficiently broad jurisdiction to encompass all the modes 
of gambling which are or may reasonably become fit subjects 
for regulation by that agency. 

(2) That the regulatory agency be given sufficient 
powers, disciplinary techniques and enforcement resources to 
assure its ability to effectuate the regulatory policy. 

(3) That the regulatory agency be insulated to the 
greatest practicable extent from political issues, in
volvement in policy decisions and reliance upon political. 
processes for the determination of questions relating to 
administrative details. 

The enabling legislation should so clearly state 

its aims and so amply delegate the powers needed to achieve 

those aims that it would not be necessary for the agency to s eek 

repeated legislative clarification or revision, and that 

c 
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the Legislature would not have to act further except upon 

actual changes in fundamental policy. 

III 

As a corollary of the foregoing conclusion, it 

may be again emphasized that a regulatory agency, within the 

scope of its jurisdiction, should be endowed with sufficient 

flexibility to deal with . future developments as they arise. 

There appears to have been a tendency in past gambling 

legislation to incorporate detailed regulations in 

statutes, or even in the Constitution. This impedes the 

ability to adapt to changing circumstances. It also tends 

to make great debates out of small questions. Reference 

has heretofore been made to the disproportionate difficulties 

encountered in legalizing senior citizen organizations' 

bingo games, and a contrast made to the simplicity of the 

procedure by which the daily lottery was authorized. Any 

model of regulatory administration should approach more 

closely to the latter than to the former of these examples. 

IV 

If the objectives of legal regulation of gambling 

are to be achieved in line with the principles set forth 

in this Report, it is necessary that the existing form of 

Constitutional restrictions in this area be removed. 

The existing Constitutional provision is a partial 

and hesitant liberalization of the 1897 amendment. The 

1.897 amendment was totally suppressive, forbidding the 

authorization of any form of gambling or the legalization 
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of any gambling activity or even the relaxation of any of 

the penal laws against gambling then in force. These strictures 

could be altered only by further amendment, which was 

done in 1939 to permit par~-mutuel horse race betting. 

Alteration of this provision was one of the most 

controversial topics at the 1947 Constitutional Convention.14 

The compromise measure finally incorporated in the new Consti

tution retained the language banning legislative authori

zation of any kind of gambling (the ban upon repeal or 

relaxation of penalties was dropped) , but added an exception 

which was the key to the compromise: the Legislature might 

authorize any form of gambling if it submitted its proposal, 

including the "specific kind, restrictions and control" of 

that form, to the people at a general-election referendum 

and received their approval. 

The referendum procedure was meant to find a middle 

ground between those who feared blanket legalization and those 

who demanded legalization of certain forms -- specifically, 

bingo and raffles, which commanded considerable support 

among Convention delegates. 

As a compromise for the occasion, this was 

masterful and effective. As a continuing guide for policy, 

it has proven nugatory. Of the three forms of legal 

gambling instituted since 1947, only the so-called "amusement 

games of chance" -- the sort of petty gambling run by boardwalk 

concessionaires -- gained authorization through this method. 

Bingo and raffles (formally separate types, but submitted 
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and approved in tandem) and the State Lottery were authorized 

by further amendment of the Constitution itself -- a method 

alBo requiring referendum, but not the detail of "specific 

kind, restrictions and control" in the public question. 

Constitutional amendment was also used for the 

rec::ent extension of bingo to senior citizen organizations. The 

st.itutory referendum procedure has been used also to permit 

niqht racing and to extend the "Amusement Games Licensing 

Lah111 to agricultural fairs. 

It is evident that, in this area, recourse has 

be!:m had to the electorate upon relatively trivial questions. 

Th.Ls is an almost inevitable consequence of the highly 

re3trictive framework erected by the Constitutional provision. 

Su~h restrictions, it is evident, are derived from a fear 

of the usual abuses and corruption to which gambling seems 

prone, and to a belief that legalization is a direct means 

of extending and facilitating such undesirable consequences. 

But on the basis of the findings of this Commission it appears 

tha t the reverse is true: that legalization, as a 

nec essary precondition of effective regulation, is a means 

toward obviating or diminishing such consequences. 

• 

It has been pointed out that the regulatory benefits 

of legalization can be fully realized only through a ·system with 

ade quate flexibility. For this purpose, the referendum pro-

cedure is of no use, since its effect and, indeed, its 

purpose -- is to tie the hands of the Legislature and, a fortiori, 
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any regulatory body established thereby. In practice, this 

procedure has been very nearly a nullity; with one minor 

exception, every significant development in legalization of 

gambling has been accomplished through the only alternative 

method -- Constitutional amendment. The brief, comprehensive 

State Lottery amendment amounted to a practical recognition 

of the fact that detailed referenda are an impractical, 

cumbersome and undesirable method of instituting and main

taining legal regulation of any form of gambling. 

One defense of the referendum method is that it 

precludes abuse of the legislative prerogative. This 

defense gains power from the memory of old scandals. No doubt 

the curtailment of legislative power protects legislators 

from pressures, importunities and temptations; but this 

line of argument suggests its own refutation. The surest way 

to preserve the purity of the Legislature (or any other arm 

of government) would be to deprive it of all its powers, 

since powers not possessed can never be abused. The absurdity 

of the proposition, however, is obvious, since the exercise 

of power and the assignment of responsibility cannot be 

avoided. Vast powers and responsibilities, dwarfing in 

scope and in potential for abuse the powers associated with 

gambling regulation alone, are and .always have been accorded 

to the Legislature in consequence of the fundamental principles 

of representative government. It is true that such powers 

have occasionally been abused, in this State and elsewhere and 

at all eras of history. But the type of remedy embodied in 
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our existing Constitutional provision on gambling is 

anide from its inherent absurdity in bringing such a solemn 

WE~ight of Constitutional sanction to bear upon a single, relatively 

t J~ ivial phase of the legislative prerogative -- no remedy at 

a :_ l, and in fact merely complicates the affliction. It is as 

i f the 19th-century scandals associated with issuance of 

corporate charters had led to a Constitutional requirement that 

e v ery such incorporation be subject to State-wide referendum. 

Wl1at actually occurred, of course, was that the Legislature 

was empowered to pass only "general" laws in such matters 

(f ormerly covered by innumerable "private" and "special" laws) 

laying down general principles and leaving their application 

in individual cases to the administrative mechanism. 

It is in line with such principles of general 

legislation that Conclusion II, above, emphasizes . the need for 

a definite separation between the political (polacy-making) 

and administrative (policy-effectuating) aspects of 

gambling regulation. It should be an object of the original 

l e gislative framework to obviate the need for repeated legis

l a tive intervention in the details of the regulatory system. 

An d recourse to popular referendum should be confined to 

i s sues of great moment and decisions of highest policy. 

v 

From legal, regulated gambling, operated in 

c onformity with the principles suggested in this Report, cer

t a in benefits may be expected, as summarized below: 
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1. With realistic recognition of the 
public's gambling propensities, safer and more honest outlets 
for those propensities will be provided. It must be recog
nized that vast numbers of ordinary citizens will never 
be persuaded that their wish to wager is wicked or anti
social; they will, on the contrary, resent such laws as 
tyrannical and violate them without compunction. Under 
present conditions, such citizens become perforce the 
patrons of illegal gamblers, the tolerators and indirect 
supporters of official laxity and corruption. Such 
citizens, it must be emphasized, are in the main law-abiding 
individuals and do not nurture crime by choice; their behavior 
as bettors is much more a rebellion against what they conceive 
to be unwarranted governmental dictation of private 
morality. It may be assumed that most such individuals would 
prefer to patronize legal establishments if such were available. 

2. Along with realistic legalization and 
regulation would go an elimination of the hypocrisy and most 
of the corruption which the present anti-gambling laws foster. 
It is common knowledge that suppressive laws have not pre
vented illegal gambling from reaching the status of "big 
business'r, nor have they seriously curtailed its operations 
or endangered its profitability. The average citizen knows 
this, and his respect for law and law-enforcement is not much 
enhanced thereby, regardless of his personal views on gambling 
per se. 

3. Governmental corruption is a necessary 
consequence of unrealistic suppressive laws. To the extent 
that the public patronizes illegal operations, resents their 
suppression and encourages public officials to toleLate them, 
it condones the corruption which necessarily results from 
a system of extra-legal toleration. While public opinion 
denounces bribery and other outright criminal involvement by 
public officials, it condones and even encourages laxity 
in enforcement to a degree that such involvements can 
logically be expected to occur. Legalization would remove the 
underpinning of public toleration of illegal gambling upon 
which the edifice of corruption is erected. 

4. A substantial amount of bettor patronage 
would be withdrawn from the existing illegal operations. The 
precise amount of such withdrawal cannot be estimated. That 
it would be substantial may be concluded from the fact that the 
ordinary bettor -- one who enjoys wagering but does not 
pursue it as a means of livelihood or a consuming passion -
prefers legal channels and will transfer his patronage 
to a legal system which is realistically designed to provide 
him with the amounts and forms of gambling entertainment to which 
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h= feels himself entitled. It is not to be expected that 
illegal operations would automatically wither away; many 
b =ttors are not ordinary and will demand "services" (even 
S•)me which are, in fact, harmful to themselves) which the State 
c~n neither provide nor condone. But it is evident that 
S'1ch withdrawal of patronage as does occur will directly 
d=prive organized crime of the corresponding revenue, will 
i :.1directly weaken illegal gambling systems through the loss 
o E the broad base of "ordinary" wagering, and will increase 
t~e vulnerability of illegal operations by drastically 
r=ducing public sentiment for their toleration. 

5. The foregoing considerations persuasively 
s ·1pport the additional conclusion that legalization and 
r=gulation would significantly reduce the burden now placed 
u:?on law-enforcement by du-"cies associated with gambling. 
FLrst, it would divert wagering into legal channels, which, 
~lile requiring strict regulation, could be controlled mainly 
b? administrative agencies other than the police. Second, 
i · ~ would (as discussed above) increase the vulnerability of 
t:1e remaining illegal operations and remove many of the con
d L tions which now hinder or undermine police efforts in this 
a .rea. 

6. To some extent, there would be a favorable 
e Gonomic impact upon the State through conferring legal status, 
w.L th consequent upgrading of working condi t:io:r;is, upon 
p1=rsons employed in gambling; by increasing the overall 
n-1mber of employment opportunities, and, to a degree (de-
p 1 ~nding upon the form of gambling involved) , attracting additional 
t ourist patronage and spending. Casino gambling may be 
e . .<:pected to have a more pronounced economic benefit to those 
l ocalities in wh~ch casinos might be located. 

7. As previously noted, substantial public 
r e venues may be anticipated through taxation of legal gambling. 
I t would be a mistake, however, to approach legalization with 
maximization of revenue as a major goal. 

VI 

Government should take an interest in contributing 

t o the understanding and solution of the problems of compulsive 

g ambling. This is an affliction comparable to alcoholism 

i n its social consequences as well as its personal devastation. 
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One witness before the Commission stated that, upon an 

average, the personal dislocation suffered by the compulsive 

gambler touches about 15 other individuals; these include 

wives, children, friends, employers, business associates 

and others whose lives are disrupted or distressed by direct 

consequence of their relationship to the primary victim. 

Another estimate cited in testimony was that there are up

wards of three million compulsive gamblers in this country; 

but one witness cautioned that, if the extent of compulsive 

gambling were to be as thoroughly explored as alcoholism has 

been, the estimate would need to be revised upward. It seems 

fair, therefore, to state that compulsive gambling is a public 

health problem affecting upwards of 40 million Americans. 

Accordingly, it is suggested that the State establish a program 

in this area comparable to that which has heretofore been 

established (by L. 1948, c. 453) for the rehabilitation of 

alcoholics and the prevention of alcoholism. 

The problem and the need to deal with it exist 

independently of the question of legalization. This Commission, 

however, considers it appropriate to point out the State's 

responsibility in this matter. 

Moreover, the witnesses who came before the 

Commission for the purpose of testifying on this aspect of 

gambling were unanimous in their belief that legalization would 

lead to an increase of compulsive gamblers in direct proportion 

to the increase in legal and openly operating gambling es-
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ta~lishments. If true -- and it seems likely -- then any 

State action to expand legal gambling will increase the 

State's moral obligation to address itself to the problems 

of compulsive gambling. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Upon the basis of the foregoing findings and 

conclusions, this Commission offers the following specific 

recorrunendations: 

1. That a Constitutional amendment be sub-
mitted to the people in substantially the form annexed hereto 
as Appendix B. 

The first paragraph of this amendment provides, 

in surrunary: 

(a) The existing requirement for a referendum 
on any legislation to authorize a form of gambling is deleted, 
permitting the Legislature to pass general regulatory legis
lation. 

(b) The types of gambling which may be so 
authorized must be either operated by the State (the entire 
net proceeds going into the Treasury) or by persons operating 
under State licensing, supervision and control. 

(c) The "specific kind, restrictions and control" 
of any authorized gambling must be set forth in the law 
authorizing the same; and in the case of operations other than 
those conducted by the State itself, the authorizing legis
lation must establish a licensing system and provide for a 
"reasonable revenue" to the State. 

(d) No casino, betting parlor or similar gambling 
establishment may be located in particular municipality unless 
that form of gambling has been approved by local referendum. 

2. That irrunediately upon the adoption of 
such an amendment the Legislature should authorize and 
adequately finance studies to determine what particular forms 
of gambling should be legalized, and when, and under what system 
or systems of regulation. 

The general principles of legalization and 

regulation of gambling are dealt with in ~his report. Before 

any particular form or forms are authorized, however, there 

should be specific, detailed, technical studies of their likely 
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corsequences and of the probable cumulative and inter-reactive 

effects of authorizing several of them simultaneously or in 

sequence. 

Such studies should aim at reasonably accurate 

es1 :imates of the current status of the corresponding illegal 

operations; the probable consequences, in both social and 

financial terms, of shifting patronage to the legal operation, 

and the most appropriate system of operation and regulation in 

order to achieve such a shift; the possible effects which 

aui:horizing a particular form of gambling may have upon any 

otber form which already is legal or is proposed for legalization, 

and the optimum revenue yields (bearing in mind the primary 

importance of non-revenue objectives) . 

In emphasizing the need for thorough preliminary 

studies, reference must again be made to the excellent pre

paratory work of the Lottery Planning Commission, which was 

la1~ely responsible for the outstanding success of the State 

Lottery. A similar approach has been indicated in the Interim 

Report of the Off-Track Betting Study Commission, which concludes 

with recommendations for further studies. 

The reasons why this Commission was not able to 

pursue such detailed studies have been expiained. It should 

al s o be noted that studies of that nature would have been 

largely pointless except upon the assumption of 

pri or acceptance of the general principles set forth in this 

report. 
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The recommended studies would be able to resolve 

those questions which this Commission has left open or has 

expressed tentative or incomplete judgment upon. It would 

be able to recommend specific· forms of gambling for legalization, 

suggest useful priorities in introducing such legalization, 

propose practical systems for operating and regulating particular 

gambling operations and for coordinating the administration of 

the various gambling laws. 

It is immaterial whether this Commission, continued 

for the purpose, or another body be charged with the responsi-

bility for conducting such studies. What is essential is that 

sufficient funds, staff and facilities be assigned to the task 

to assure that a competent, comprehensive, soundly based and 

effectively designed program results. 

3. The State should act to assist research, re
habilitation and prevention in the field of compulsive gambling. 

Whatever disposition is made of the other points 

in this report, the problem of compulsive gambling will remain 

and should be faced. For reasons hitherto explained, this 

Commission believes that the State has a responsibility in this 

area. 

It is suggested that a statute modeled upon the 

existing law (L. 1948, c. 453) which deals in this manner 

with the similar problems of alcoholism be enacted. 
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ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The first and most fundamental recommendation 

in this Report calls for a constitutional amendment of broad 

significance. That recommendation is firmly based upon 

:ertain conclusions drawn from historical and other 

=vidence about the nature of gambling and its effective 

:ontrol; hence it is offered as the most philosophically 

:orrect and theoretically sound approach to dealing 

realistically and adequately with the phenomena of gambling 

in our society. 

It is recognized, however, that there can be 

a most important distinction between the theoretical sound-

ness of a proposal and the parliamentary viability of a 

specific act of legislation. It is apparent that the 

opponents, as well as the proponents, of legalization 

are of ten actuated by exaggerated notions of the 

p robable consequences. The proponents project grossly 

inflated revenues; the opponents conjure up unlikely 

spectres of fulminating moral degeneracy, with hordes of 

ravenous racketeers and professional gamblers descending 

upon the State like a plague of locusts. 

Though this Commission cannot accept such views, 

i t does not feel entitled to ignore them. They are not held 
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only by the ill-informed or the habitually alarmist. 

We must consider, for example, such an expression of views 

as the following, which was delivered by Colonel David 

B. Kelly, Superintendent of New Jersey State Police: 

I would now like to make a statement 
in summation [said Colonel Kelly during his 
appearance before this Commission] . Miles 
Ambrose, now in charge of the Dale Program, 
the President's program on narcotics, formerly 
in charge of customs -- Miles Ambrose, the 
night before last, made a statement that if 
things continue, because of the availability, 
permissiveness and accessibility of drugs 
in this country, by the year 2000 we will 
create a drug culture that will be accepted 
and dominate the country. 

I am saying that I will predict that if 
we provide accessibility, permissiveness and 
availability to bettors, probably by 1985 
we will have a totally gambling-addicted 
culture. Are we ready to cope with the 
crime, the permissiveness and corruption that 
goes with it? 

Colonel Kelly's picture may be somewhat over-drawn, 

but its general outlines are based upon facts which are, 

to be sure, quite consistent with the findings of this 

Commission. Conclusion I in this Report points out that 

gambling is "an activity inherently vulnerable to abuses". 

Although this Commission's position is that the only 

way of effectively combatting those abuses is through "regu-

lation within a framework of law", it is not at all surpris-

ing that many persons -- including many highly placed, 

well informed and conscientious public officials -- feel 

that the abuses will remain a grave threat to the health of 

society as long as the use is permitted. 
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In the views of such persons, therefore, it is 

necessary to confine legal gambling -- if permitted at all -

within as narrow a scope as possible. 

We believe that such views are widespread and would be 

very influential in determining the fate of any question 

put to the public in the way of a referendum. The broader 

(the more "permissive," to use Colonel Kelly's phrase) the 

question, the more would its success be jeopardized. Now, 

it must be recognized that the form of public question 

recommended by this Commission is extremely broad (as it must 

of necessity be in conformity with the conclusions upon 

which it is based), and, therefore, most vulnerable from this 

point of view. 

A further practical point which must be considered 

is that the form of question recommended asks the voters of 

the State to surrender a power over gambling legislation which 

they have traditionally possessed for the past three-qua~ters 

of a century. Moreover, in offering such a question the 

Legislature of the State would be asking to have that power 

surrendered into its own keeping. Here are two points of 

vulnerability: first, that the voters may be reluctant, on 

general principles, to surrender a traditional prerogative; 

second, that legislators may be reluctant to go to the 

voters with a request for such a surrender. 

For all these reasons it appears that many of those 

to whom this Report is addressed will, while agreeing in 

general principle with the underlying findings and con-
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clusions, be unprepared to act upon its principal 

reconunendation in the form in which it is offered. 

There is, however, a feasible compromise, which is 

hereby offered in the form of Alternative Reconunendations. 

This compromise is based upon the obvious consideration 

that, while the various forms of gambling are protean 

in their variety, there are but a few major types which 

comprise almost the whole of the vast enterprise of conunercial 

gambling. If one or more of these major forms could be 

legalized and brought within the scope of that careful 

regulation which this Report conceives to be needed, then 

a very large proportion of the benefits of regulation will 

be achieved and a correspondingly large proportion of 

the evils now attendant upon unregulated conunercial 

gambling will be eliminated. 

There are four such major areas which deserve 

consideration: (1) off-track betting; (2) betting upon 

organized athletic events, (3) casino gambling and (4) 

the "numbers game". 

On the first of these, this Commission expresses 

no opinion, inasmuch as another Commission is currently 

in existence which has been studying this form of gambling 

and may be expected shortly to off er recommendations based 

on more detailed study than can be drawn upon here. 

This Conunission is not ready at this point to 

reconunend legalization of betting upon organized athletic 

contests specifically. All the officials of organized 

sports seem to oppose it. Peter Rozelle, Commissioner of 



-43-

t he National Football League, delivered an eloq\lent 

ntatement on the subject at one of this Commission's public 

hearings; National Baseball Commissioner Bowie Kuhn filed 

a statement in opposition to legalization of this kind of 

uagering. Both cited numerous other sports organizations 

uhich endorsed their positions; and of course the various 

public statements by sports officials on the subject are a 

natter of recent and common knowledge. 

The principal hazard involved in legalization of 

~;ports betting, as distinct from other forms of betting, 

:.s the possible deleterious effect upon the character of the 

Hports themselves. While everyone agrees that sports betting 

i s already, though illegal, a major business -- some 

cLuthori ties estimating it as the largest single illegal 

vragering outlet in terms of dollar volume -- it remains a fqct 

t:hat the economic lifeblood of organized sport is not the 

bettor but the "fan". Competitions between human individuals 

c,r teams arouse many forms of interest independent of the 

h azard of the outcome. The nearest parallel in the world of 

g ambling is perhaps horse racing. It is evident, however, 

that horse racing could not be the commercial industry of 

today's proportions if its following were confined to genuine 

connoisseurs of the equestrian art and individuals with 

sentimental attractions to particular animals. 

Whenever the question is discussed, sports officials 

like to cite the very small percentage of sports "fans" who 

are also "substantial" (the term is subject to some in-
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terpretation) bettors; while those who favor legalization 

prefer to cite estimates of the enormous cash volume of 

wagering which that small percentage generates. Both 

are, of course, substantially correct, and the difference 

is primarily one of point of view. 

On balance, this Commission believes that the 

vast majority of sports fans would certainly object to the 

potential change in character of the sporting scene if 

wagering were to become an accepted and routine feature of 

such contests that is to say, wagering on a large-scale 

commercial order with elaborate facilities routinely attached 

to each scene of contest, in the manner now accepted at 

race tracks. 

In addition, it has been pointed out that there 

are elements in sports contests which increase many-fold the 

difficulties of insuring absolute honesty when large sums 

of gambling money may be involved. Scandals have erupted 

in connection with illegal gambling, despite the 

extraordinary (and in large measure effective) precautions 

which sport officials have taken to exclude gambling 

elements from association with their sports. Legalization 

would increase the difficulties of such efforts. 

Legalization of sports betting cannot at this time 

be reconunended without a good deal of further study of 

the methods which would have to be developed (if, indeed, 

adequate methods can be developed) to insulate such betting 

from the greatly increased pressures and temptations to 

dishonesty in the sports themselves. 
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Casino gambling, on the other hand, offers itself as 

a likely candidate for legalization. By their nature, 

these establishments are localized, and, as the DePodwin 

study points out, economic practicality dictates that the 

locations be relatively few. The professional practitioners 

can be easily indentified and regulated. If run in the manner 

recommended in the DePodwin study, casinos are probably the one 

form of gambling with the least potential adverse economic 

and social effects; and their economic benefits, both 

from the point of view of tax revenue and from the point of 

view of local resort economies, are clear. 

This is also the one form of gambling with a potentiality 

for bringing into New Jersey revenue from out-of-State sources, 

For ease of regulation, economic benefit and 

t he minimum of attendant problems, casino gambling is 

probably the prime candidate for legalization at this time. 

Conversely, it must also be recognized that 

casino gambling is the form least likely to have any 

a ppreciable impact upon the existing illegal gambling industry. 

I t is designed for a limited clientele, and is not likely 

t o divert into legal channels much of the revenue that now 

g oes to the various illegal enterprises, or to dry up the 

f l ow of funds which those enterprises currently invest in 

b r ibery and other forms of corruption. 

For such effects we must look to such forms of 

l e gal gambling as off-track betting (which is out of the 

p r ovince of this Commission) or to the last item on our 

l i st above, the "numbers game ". 
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"Numbers" is, of course, a form of lottery. It 

differs, however, in some important respects from what is 

commonly understood by the term "lottery" and from 

those lotteries which are currently operated in New Jersey 

and other states. 

The origin of the game indicates those differences. 

Originally, it was known as "insurance" or "policy" (a term 

still sometimes used), and a bet in it was, in theory, an 

"insurance policy" against the drawing of some number in 

a (usually) legal lottery. Its origin in this sense has been 

traced to 18th-century England. It was favored by the poor, 

since a "policy" could be bought for much less than the 

ticket in the actual lottery. It was also favored by those 

who liked to pick their own numbers, either because they 

were convinced of psychic powers or had advance knowledge of 

a fix. Lottery operators also promoted it, since, unlike 

the lottery upon which it was based, the entire proceeds went 

to them and not tothe charitable enterprise for which the 

lottery itself was organized. 

The essential feature of "numbers", therefore, is 

that the bettor picks his own number and is paid off (if at 

all) on predetermined odds; while in the lottery (as 

commonly understood) the bettor is assigned a number, and is 

the only one to get that number, and the odds are fixed 

by the total number of tickets sold. 

"Numbers" is also traditionally characterized 

by wagering in small amounts and by an aggressive sales 

apparatus offering great convenience to the bettor. The 



-47-

agent ("runner") of the operation goes forth into the 

neighborhood, the office, the plant and solicits wagers. It 

is known as the poor man's gamble; and it is surely the one 

form in which the poor man's convenience is as elaborately 

served as the well-to-do are accustomed to in other forms. 

As noted, this is a lottery of a sort. There 

are those who feel that, as such, it is within the scope 

of the Lottery Amendment adopted in 1969, and that 

legalization under State operation could be accomplished 

without further amendment. 15 The argument has some force, but 

certain reservations must be noted. 

In the light of the history of "numbers" or 

"l?olicy", as very briefly summarized above, the requirement 

of the amendment that State lotteries be "restricted to the 

s~lling of rights to participate therein" may acquire an 

ajditional meaning. Aside from stating the obvious (since 

"selling of rights to participate" . is all that lottery ticket

s e lling is or can be) , the language appears designed to 

pe rmit only direct participation and forbid the "insuring" 

o f lottery numbers. If so, any form of "numbers" -- even 

i f not directly based upon the outcome of another lottery 

would appear to violate the spirit, if not the letter, of the 

amendment. 

Moreover, setting aside technicalities and speaking 

i n a broader spirit of fairness, it must be recognized that, 

i n all probability, few persons who voted in favor of · that 

amendment in 1969 probably conceived of it as authorizing a 

l o ttery other than in the sense which we have previously 
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described as the one commonly understood. Common sense 

and political practicality indicate that, if "numbers" 

were to be legalized on the basis of an interpretation of 

the amendment as it stands, there would probably be an un

desirable side-effect of public resentment and distrust. 

Accordingly, our Alternative Recommendations 

offer two proposed amendments to the existing Constitutional 

provision on gambling. One, enlarging the existing 

sub-paragraph C., would specifically authorize the conduct 

of State lotteries having the essential characteristics of 

"numbers": the selection of the number by the bettor 

himself, and the payoff at predetermined odds. 

The second amendment would add a new sub-paragraph 

(D.) authorizing the Legislature to permit a limited number 

of casinos, either operated by the State or under a State-super

vised licensing system, subject to approval by local referendum 

in any municipality where location of such an establishment 

is proposed. This paragraph is similar to subparagraph D. 

in the Commission's primary recommendation, except that it is 

limited to casinos only, rather than permitting "any 

gambling enterprise". 
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NOTES 

1. Cf. a sununary of si:x: principal arguments for, and eight 
against., legalized gambling, in a 1971 survey, Leqal.:j_zed 
Gamblinq in the United States, by the Congres .ional 
Research Service, Library of Congress, pp. 15-20. 

2. Revenue seems to have received the greatest emphasis; 
see, e.g., New York Times survey (April 10, 1971), "More 
States Look to Legal Gambling to Raise Revenue and 
Stem Ta:x: Increases"; also, "Gambling in America", 
Editorial Research Reports, Vol. I, No. 10, March 8, 
1972. 

3. The recorrnnend at ion of New York City's "Knapp Commission 11 

is the best known instance. A powerful argument on this 
basin is also made by James F. Ahern, former police 
chief of New Haven, Conn., in his book Police ~i~ Troubl~ 
(New York: Hawthorn Books, 1972). 

4. Under this heading may be included those who protest 
that gambling is "not inherently inunoral" and those 
who, in more modern terminology, class it among "vic
timless crimes" which should be "de-criminalized". 
Not everyone, however, agrees that gambling is "vic
timless 11

• 

5. Nor is the list exhaustive -- only the principal lines 
of argument being sununarized. Another argument whicllr 
perhaps deserves special notice here, in view of the 
resort interest, is based on the asserted economic 
benefits of a legal gambling industry. 

6. L. 1970, c. 13. Lottery Commission regulations were 
not actually in effect, and the first drawing held, until 
early 1971. 

7. In addition to material specifically cited, particular 
reference may be made to the following works which 
proved helpful and informative: Allen, David D.: The 
Nature of Gambling (New York: Coward-Mccann, 1952-;-
Al11erican Academy of Political and Social Science: 
Gambling [ compri~3 ing Vol. 269 of the Society's Annals] 
(Philadelphia, 1950); American Bar Association Com
mission on Organized Crime: Fin~l Report (September 
2, 1952); Bergler, Edmund, M.D.: The Psychology of 
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Gambling (New York: Hill & Wang, 1957); Davis, Clyde 
B.: So_IT!.~thinq for Nothing (Philadelphia and New York: 
J.B. Lippincott & Co., 1956); Kaplan, Dr. Lawrence J.: 
"Economic Implications of Crime in Gambling: Possibi
lities of Gaining Revenue and Eliminating Corruption 
through Government ownership and Operation", in 
Proqeedings of the John Jay College Faculty Seminars, 
Vol. I; Scarne, John: Scarne's ~omplete Guide to 
Gambling (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1961); Williams, 
Francis Emmett: Lotteries, Laws and Morals (New York: 
Vantage Press, 1958); Wykes, Alan: The Complete Illus
trat~_d. Guide to Gambling (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 
1964). 

8. The dat .2s were: July 26, 1972 (Trenton); August 23, 
1972 (Atlantic City); September 27, 1972 (1Jersey City); 
Octob.-.=r 26, 1972 (Cherry Hill); November 29, 1972 
(Saddle Brook), and December 6, 1972 (Trenton). In 
all, 60 witnesses were heard in person, and several other 
persons submitted written statements. 

9. The exact figures: (1) On the gambling amendment, 70,443 
for, 69,646 against; (2) on ad-interim appointments 
amendment, 73, 722 for, 66, 296 against; (3) on women's 
suffrage amendment, 65,021 for, 75,170 against. 
(Source, Legislative Manual, 1898.) 

10. The well-known gambling expert John Scarne estimated in 
1961, on the basis of an extensive survey involving 
written questionnaires and personal interviews, that 
the total annual gambling "handle" (total wagering, 
which counts the same money several times over as it 
changes hands each time) in the United States was about 
$500-billion -- about half of it privately conducted 
and the other half conmercial, of which only about 
$10-billion was legal. He calculated the gross profit 
of commercial gambling at $37.5-billion, and estimated 
another $12.5-billion went to hustlers, cheats and 
"advanced" gamblers in private gambling of the so-called 
"friendly" type. His estimates are higher than 
most; recent estimates have ranged from $5 to $50-billion 
in total wagering. (See Editorial Research Reports 
and Congressional Research Service surveys cited above.) 
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11. The OTB Corrunission estimated the State could realize 
$19-million annually once the system it described 
was in full operation. (Interim Report, June l, 
1972, p. 16.) DePodwin's estimates vary, according to 
the number of casinos (from 8 to 12) and the assumed 
gross winnings of each (from $7.5 to $15-million), 
assuming a 400/o ta:x: on the gross winnings, from 
$24-million to $72-million. (Horace J. DePodwin 
Associates, Inc.: Feasibility of Casino Gaming for 
New Jersey. Prepar2d for New Jersey Hotel-Motel 
Association. April, 1971. Pp. 26-7.) 

12. Cf. the figures cited in note 11, above, with any 
recent Governor's Budget Message or Annual Report 
of the Division of Taxation. 

13. The pending New York Constitutional Amendment would 
require that such establishments be operated by the 
State or a "public benefit corporation". 

14. See Baisden, Richard N.: Char"t:.eF far New Jersey: The 
New Jer~ey Constitutional Convention of 1947, Chapter 
III, "The Problem of Gambling". (Trenton: Division of 
the State Library Archives and History, 1952) 

15. From a strictly legal standpoint, the Lottery Commis
sion's authority to run "numbers" seems well founded. 
Upon inquiry, the Chief Counsel of the Law Revision 
and Leg is la tive Services Commission advised: "A system 
whereby the purchaser could select a ticket number 
would be authorized [under e:x:istb1g provisions of the 
laws and Constitution] but if the winning number or 
numbers is determined other than by a drawing as in 
the 'numbers game', the system would not be author
ized." (Letter of William M. Lanning, Esq., to 
Senator Wayne Dumont, Jr., May 15, 1972.) The illegal 
"numbers game" has not used "drawings" since the turn 
of the century, when the business was damaged by 
publicity given to crooked lottery drawings rigged to 
suit the racketeers who "insured" them. The u. s. 
Treasury balance and other unimpeachable sources 
(including, according to our Superintendent of State 
Police, the daily New Jersey Lottery) are now u~3ed. 
As we have seen, the ·original form of "insurance 
policy" was based on lottery drawings, and a 



-52-

State-operated form could be so based. The recom
menderJ amendment does not alter the requirement that 
prizes be awarded "by drawings". This Commission's 
recommendation of a specific amendment to authorize 
this type of lottery does not reflect any lack of 
confidence in the Chief Counsel's opinion, but is 
based on the broader considerations mentioned in 
the text of the Report. 
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MINORITY REPORT 

(Assemblymen Klein and Reid) 

A 

We disagree with the recommendation of the majority 

of t:vj Commission that the Legislature propose a referen

dum asking the people of New Jersey to vote to repeal all 

Constitutional restrictions on gambling. We believe it to 

be important that the voters retain their authority to 

vote upon the e:x:tension of gambling in each specific 

instance. At present, the Legislature cannot extend 

gambling without going to the voters for approval. Under 

this Constitutional restriction New Jersey has moved 

slowly and cautiously in the enactment of legalized 

gambling -- always with the approval of the voters. The 

Legislature should not ask the voters to give up this 

control. 

B 

We disagree with the recommendation of the majority 

of the Commission that the Legislature propose a referen

dum to the voters to legalize "numbers". We recommend 

that the Lottery Commission, under e:x:isting law, under..,. 

take changes in the Lottery in order to compete with the 

e:x:isting illegal numbers racket. The changes which they 

should cons id.er are: 
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1. Enabl "Lrl'J the player to choose a number. From · 

testimony we have heard this is one of the most 

attractive aspects of the illegal numbers game 

and an essential ingredient to those who regu

larly play the numbers. 

2. Prov::ding lottery chances of varying denomina

tions from 10¢ to 50¢. 

3. E::x:ten.:;ive public education to the effect that., 

if you are going to play the numbers, playing the 

legal lottery will provide revenue for public 

services. Playing the illegal numbers provides 

revenue for gangsters, who deliver drugs to 

your neighborhood. 

With churches running bingo games and the Governor 

advertising the lottery, this State has long moved away 

from the concept that it is morally or ethically wrong to 

gamble. Those who engage in illegal gambling are struck 

by the hypocrisy of a society which has a double standard. 

We have not done an adequate job of e::x:plaining why illegal 

gambling is destructive to our society. While advertising 

the big winners in the lottery and enticing people to 

gamble on the lottery, we have not adequately e:x:plained 

that: "In the numbers and in the lottery the chances are 

very great you will lose. If you are going to take those 
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chanc es, let your losses support your schools and not 

your Tiocal junkie." In sununary: The Lottery Corrunission 

should.actively seek to compete with the numbers by adopting 

regulations which would appeal to regular numbers pl.ayers 

and at the same time actively campaign and educate against 

illegal gambling. We do not believe that another referen-

dum is necessary to achieve this, but we would support 

such a referendum if a formal opinion to the contrary 

were received from the Attorney General. 

c 

We disagree with the majority of the Corruniss ion that 

we have adequately studied the proposal to recommend to the 

Legislature a referendum to legalize casino gambling in 

New Jersey at this time. While there was considerable 

testimony of great expectations that casino gambling 

would produce great economic benefits to the State and 

especially to depr~ssed resort areas, there has also 

been considerable testimony from law-enforcement officers 

that casino gambling would adversely affect )..aw enforce-

men t and the quality of life. We recorrunend that the 

Legislature, through Constitutional amendment, ask the 

voters to approve a pilot project to permit a single 

N.J. STATE LIBRARY 
P.O. BOX 520 
TRENTON, NJ 08625~0520 
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State-owned and -operated casino to be located in a major 

resort city which is economically depressed, subject to 

approval by the voters of that city and all contiguous 

communities within 3 0 miles. 

(s) ANN KLEIN (s) CHARLES E. REID 
ANN KLEIN CHARLES E. REID 
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Passed Senpte, March 9, 1972; passed General Assembly, 
amended, March 23, 1972; Assembly amendment concur
e d in by Senate, March 27, 1972. Filed April 6, 1972~ 

!OI•,Jl1ICIAL COPY IU~PRIN'r] 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 58 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

INTRODUCED FEBRUARY 14, 1972 

By Senators DUMONT, MUSTO, MARAZITI, McGAHN, TURNER, 

MARESSA, HUGHES, LAZZARA, BROWN, WENDEL, 

THOMAS and DUGAN 

(Without Reference) 

A CoNCURRENT RESOLUTION creating a Legislative Gambling Study 

Commission. 

1 WHEREAS, The popularity and economic success of the New Jersey 

2 Lottery dictates a study of the desirability and feasibility of ex-

3 tension of legalized gambling in the State af New Jersey; and 

4 WHEREAS, It is widely held that broadening of legalized gambling 

5 can be a most effective means of destroying organized crime by 

6 depriving it of its economic strength. 

1 BE IT RF..SOLVED by the Senate of the State of New Jersey (the 

2 General .Assembly concurring): 

1 1. There is hereby created a Legislative Gambling Study Com-

2 mission to consist of 12 members to serve without compensation, 

3 four of whom shall be members of the Senate to be appointed by 

4 the President thereof, four of whom shall be members of the 

5 General Assembly to be appo.inted by the Speaker thereof, and four 

6 Citizens of the State, two of whom shall be appointed by the Presi-

7 dent of the Senate and two by the Speaker of the General Assembly. 

8 No more than two of the members of the Legislature and one of 

9 the citizen members to be appointed by the President of the Senate 

10 and the Speaker of the General Assembly, respectively, shall be 

11 members of the same political party. Vacancies in the membership 

12 of the commission shall be filled in the same manner as the original 

13 appointments were made . 

. 1 2. The commission shall organize as soon as may be after the 

2 appointment of its members by the election from among its mem-

3 hers of a chairman and vice chairman and the selection of a secre~ 

4 tary who need not be a member of the commission. 

EXPI.ANATION-Mattcr t"ndosed in bohl-fnccd br1u•ket11 [thu!!] in the ubovc bill 
h not enncted nnd it1 intended lo be omille~I in 11t .. lnw. 
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2 

1 3. It shall be the duiy of the commi~rnion to Htrnly the <lcsirabi1ity 

2 and feasibility of authorizing State-operated or State-licensccl and 

3 supervised systems of gambling, including, but not limited to, *[off-

4 .track betting on horse and other races,r betting on the outcome of 

5 organized sports events, casino type gambling, bookmaking an<l such 

6 other forms or systems of gambling as the commission shall detcr-

7 mine to include in its studies. 

1 4. The commission shall consider and evaluate as to each type 

2 of ga_mbling it studies: 

3 a. The public interest of the State of New Jersey and its rcsi-

4 dents; 

5 b. The anticipated revenues to be derived by the State there-

5A from; 

6 c. The effect it may have on the existing legalized and illegal 

7 systems ,of wagering; 

8 d. The experience of other states and nations; 

9 e. The various methods and manner of establishing, financing 

10 and administering, promoting and controlling it; 

11 f. Whether any recommended proposal or , proposals should be 

12 the subject of local adoption or rejection; 

13 g. Such other relevant matters as the commission may deem 

14 necessary or advisable. 

1 5. The commission shall be entitled to request the cooperation of 

2 Federal agencies, call to its assistance and avail itself of the ser-

3 vices of such employees of any State, county or municipal depart-

4 ment, board, bureau, commission or agency as it may require and 

5 ·as may reasonably be. made available to it for said purpose; and 

6 to employ such stenographic, clerical, technical and expert assist-

7 anoo and incur such traveling and other miscellaneous expenses 

8 as it may deem necessary, in order to perform its duties and as 

9 · may be within the limits of funds appropriated or otherwise made 

10 available to it for said purposes. 

1 6. The commission may meet and hold hearings at such place 

2 or places as it shall designate during ihe sessions or recesses of the 

3 Legislature and shall .make an initial report to the Governor and 

4 the Legislature on or before June 1, 1972 with relation to any pro-

5 posals it recommends for submission to the people at the 1972 

6 general election, and such further report, as soon ·as may be, ac-

7 companying its reports with any legislation which it may desire to 

8 recommend for adoption by the Legislature. 
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A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION proposing an amendment to Article 

IV, Section VII, paragraph 2, of the Constitution of 

the State of New Jersey: 

BE IT RE ·:;oLVED by the Senate of the State of New 

Jersey (the General Assembly concurring): 

1. The following proposed amendment to the Constitution 

of the State of New Jersey is hereby agreed to: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

Amend Article IV, Section VII, paragraph 2 to read 

as follows: 

2. No gambling of any kind, unless heretofore authorized 

by vote of the people, shall be authorized by the Legis

lature, except as hereinafter provided, to wit: 

A. It shall be lawful for bona fide veterans, chari-

table, educaticnal, religious or fraternal organizations, 

civic and service clubs, senior citizen associations or 

clubs, volunteer fire companies and first aid or rescue 

squads to conduct, under such restrictions and control as 

shall from time to time be prescribed by the Legislature 

'oy law, games of chance of, and restricted to, the s~lling 

o f rights to participate, and the awarding of prizes, in 

t he specific kind of game of chance sometimes known as 
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bingo or lotto, played with cards bearing numbers or othe r 

designations, five or more in one line, the holder covering 

numbers as objects, similarly numbered are drawn from a 

receptacle and the game being won by the person who first 

covers a previously designated arrangement of numbers on 

such a card, when the entire net proceeds of such games o f 

chance are to be devoted to educational, charitable, 

patriotic, religious or public-spirited uses, and in the 

case of senior citizen associations or clubs to the 

support of such organizations, in any municipality, in 

which a majority of the qualified voters, voting thereon, 

at a general or special election as the submission thereof 

shall be prescribed by the Legislature by law, shall 

authorize the conduct of such games of chance therein. 

B. It shall be lawful for the Legislature to autho-
• 

rize, by law, bona fide veterans, charitable, educational, 

religious or fraternal organizations, civic and service 

clubs, volunteer fire companies and first aid or rescue 

squads to conduct games of chance of, and restricted to, 

the selling of rights to participate, and the awarding 

of prizes, in the specific kinds of games of chance 

sometimes known as raffles, conducted by· the drawing for 

prizes or the allotment of prizes by chance, when the 

entire net proceeds of such games of chance are to be 

devoted to educational, charitable, patriotic, religious 
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or public-spirited uses, in any municipality, in which 

such law shall be adopted by a majority of the qualified 

voters, voting thereon, at a general or special election 

as the submission thereof shall be prescribed by law and for 

the Legislu.ture, from time to time, to r ·estrict and 

control, by law, the conduct of such games of chance. 

c. It shall be lawful for the Legislature to 

authorize the conduct of State lotteries restricted to 

~ 

the selling of rights to participate therein and the 

awarding of prizes by drawings when the entire net 

proceeds of any such lottery shall be for State institu-

tions, State aid for education. 

D. The Legislature may by law provide for the 

est1blishmcnt of any gambling enterprise, the specific 

kind, restrictions and control whereof shall be provided 

for in the law authorizing the same, to be conducted by 

the State through its direct agency or through an instru-

men·:.ality of State Government created by law for said 

' purpose, in which enterprise or operation no person other 

than the State shall have any interest of a proprietary 

nature, and the entire net proceeds of which shall be paid 

into the State Treasury to be used for public purposes 

through appropriations made in the manner provided by law~ 

The Legislature may by law author~ze the conduct under 

State supervision and control of any gambling enterprise 

by persons licensed by the State to conduct the same~ and 
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the specific kind, restrictions and control of any such 

enterprise, including the system of State licensing and 

supervision, shall be specified in the law authorizing the 

same, which shall also provide for the State to derive 

therefrom a reasonable revenue for public purposes. No 

casino, betting parlor or other similar establishment in 

which any gambling games or wagering authorized pursuant 

to this paragraph is to be carried on may be located within 

the territorial limits of any municipality unless the 

question of permitting the location therein of such establis

ments pursuant to the particular law authorizing the same 

shall have been submitted to the voters of the municipality, 

by resolution of the municipal governing body, at any 

general or special election and approved by a majority of 

the legally qualified voters of the municipality voting 

thereon. 

2. When this proposed amendment to the Constitution 

is finally agreed to, pursuant to Article IX, paragraph l 

of the Constitution, it shall be submitted to the people 

at the next general election occurring more than three 

months after such final agreement and shall be published 

at least once in at least one newspaper of each county 

designated by the President of the Senate and the Speaker 

of the General Assembly and the Secretary of State, not 

less than three months prior to said general election. 
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3. Thi~: ' proposed amendment to the Constitution sh<;lll 

be submittccJ to the people at ·said election in the fol-

lowing manner and form: 

There shall be printed on each official ballot to be 

used at such general election, the following: 

1. In every municipality in which voting machines 

are not used, a legend which shall immediately prec;ede 

the question, as follows: 

If you favor 'the proposition printed below make a 

cross (X), plus (+) or check (V') in the square opposite 

the word "Yes." lf you are opposed thereto make a cross 

{X), plus (+) or check(~) in the square opposite the 

word "No." 

2. In every municipality the following ·question: 

Yes. 

No. 

Shal 1 the amendment of Article IV, Section 
VII, paragraph 2 of the Constitution, agreed 
to by the Legislature, (1) permitting the 
Legislature to provide by law for the es
tablishment of any gambling enterprise, the 
specific kind, restrictions and control 
whereof shall be provided for in the law 
authorizing the same, to be conducted by 
the State and the net proceeds thereof used 
for public purposes, (2) permitting the 
Legislature to authorize the conduct under 
State supervision and control of any gamb
ling enterprise by persons licensed by the 
State, the specific kinds, restriction and 
control whereof, including the system of 
State licensing and supervision, shall be 
specified in the law authorizing the same, 
which shall also provide for the State to 
derive therefrom a reasonable revenue for 
public purposes, and (3) prohibiting the 
location within any municipality of any 
gambling establishment authorized pursuant 
to the said amendment unless the question of 
permitting the location of such establishments 
pursuant to the particular law authorizing 
the same within such municipality shall have 
been submitted to and approved by the voters 

· of such municipality t be approved? 
'·w--~·~--~~~--.~~-----~--~~~--~--='--~~-'-~~--=:-=---T~--.~~~......,.--~-----' 
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A CONCURRE::::-!}1 RESOLUTION proposing an amendment to Artic l e 

IV, Section VII, paragraph 2, of the Constitution 

of the State of New Jersey: 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Senate of the State of New 

Jersey (the General Assembly concurring): 

1. The following proposed amendment to the Consti

tution of the State of New Jersey is hereby agreed to: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

Amend Article IV, Section VI!, paragraph 2 to read 

as follows: 

2. No gambling of any kind shall be authorized by 

the Legislature· unless the specific kmd, restrictions 

and control thereof have been heretofore submitted to, 

and authorized by a majority of the votes cast by, the 

people at a special election or shall hereafter be sub

mitted to, and authorized by a majority of the votes cas t 

thereon by, the legally qualified voters of the State 

voting at a general election, except that, , without any 

such submission or auth:> r ization; 

A. ' It shall be lawful for bona fide veterans, chari

table, educational, religious or fraternal organizations, 

civic and service clubs, senior citizen associations 
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or clubs, volunteer fire companies and first aid or 

rescue squads to conduct, under such restrictions and 

control as shall from time to time be prescribed by the 

Legislature by law, games of chance of, and restricted 

to, the selling of rights to participate, and the awarding 

of prizes", in the specific kind of game of chance some

times known as bingo or lotto, played with cards bearing 

numbers or other designations, five or more in one line, 

the holder covering numbers as objects, similarly numbered, 

are drawn from a receptacle and the game being won by 

the person who first covers a previously designated arr

angement of numbers on such a card, when the entire net 

proceeds of such games of chance are to be devoted to 

educational, charitable, patriotic, religious or public

spirited uses, and in the case of senior citizen associa

tions or clubs to the support of such organizations, in 

any municipality, in which a majority of the qualified 

voters, voting thereon, at a general or special election 

as the submission thereof shall be prescribed by the 

Legislature by law, shall authorize the conduct of such 

games of chance therein. 

B. It shall be lawful for the Legislature to author

ize, by law, bona fide veterans, charitable'· ed~cat ional, 

religious or fraternal organizations, civic and service 

clubs, volunteer fire companies and first a~d or rescue 
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squads to conduct gCJmes of chance of, and restricted to, 

the selling or rights to participate, and the awarding of 

prizes, in the specific kinds of games of chance sometimes 

known as raffles, conducted by the drawing for prizes or 

by the allotment of prizes by chance, when the entire 

net proceeds of such games of chance are to be devoted to 

education·al, charitable, patriotic, religious or 

public-spirited uses, in any municipality, in which such 

law shall be adopted by a majority of the qualified 

voters, voting thereon, at a general or special election 

as the submission thereof shall be prescribed by law and 

for the Legislature, from time to time, to restrict and 

control, by law, the conduct of such games of chance, and 

c. It shall be lawful for the Legislature to author-

ize the conduct qf State lotteries restricted to the sell-

ing of rights to p:lrticipate therein and the awarding of 

prizes by drawings when the entire net proceeds of .any 

such lottery shall be for State institutions, State aid 

for education. 

D. The Legislature may enact general laws under 

which gambling houses or casinos may be established and 

operated. The type and number of such casinos or 

gambling houses and of the gambling games which may be 

conducted in any such establishment shall be determined 

by or pursuant to law in a uniform manner for all such 

~ 

establislunents. Gambling establishments authorized 
\ 
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pursuant to this subparagraph may be operated either by 

the State through an agency or instrumentality thereof 

established for the purpose or by persons licensed 

by the State to conduct the same under a system of 

supervision and control established by law. The entire 

net proceeds of any gambling establishment operated by 

the State under authority of this subparagraph shall be 

paid into the State Treasury to be used for public 

purposes through appropriations made by law; and any 

laws authorizing the establishment and operation of any 

gambling establishments by persons licensed by the State 

shall provide for the State to derive therefrom a reason

able revenue for public purposes. No gambling establish

ment authorized under this subparagraph may be looated 

within the territorial limits df any municipality unless 

the question of permitting the location therein of such 

establishments pursuant to the particular law authorizing 

the same shall have been submitted to the voters of the 

municipality, by resolution of the municipal governing 

body, at any general or special election and approved by 

a majority of the legally qualified voters of the 

municipality voting thereon. 
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2. When this proposed amendment to the Constitution 

is finally agreed to, pursuant to Articl~ IX, paragraph 1 

of the Constitution, it shall be submitted to the people 

at the next general election occurring more than three 

months after such _final agreement and shall be published 

at least once in at least one newspaper of each county 

designated by the President of the Senate and the Speaker 

of the General Assembly and the Secretary of State, not 

less than three months prior to said general election. 

3. This proposed amendment to the Constitution shall 

be submitted to the people at said election in the fol

lowing manner and form: 

There shall be printed on each official ballot to be 

used at such general election, the following: 

1. In every municipality in which voting machines 

are not used, a legend which shall immediately precede 

the question, as follows: 

If you favor the proposition printed below make a 

cross (X), plus (+)or check (v) in the square opposite 

the word "Yes." If you are opposed thereto make a cross 

(X), plus (+) or check (v') in the square opposite the 

word "No." 

2. In every municipality the following question: 



Yes. 

I 
r 

No. 
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Shall the amendment of Article IV, 
Section VII, paragraph 2 of the Constitu
tion, agreed to by the Legislature, (1) 
author h: Lng the Legislature to enact 
general laws permitting the establishment 
of gambling houses or casinos, the type 
and number whereof and of the gambling 
games permitted therein shall be determined 
by or pursuant to law in a uniform manner 
for all such establishments, (2) providing 
that such establishments may be operated 
either by the State or by persons licensed 
by the State to conduct the same under a 
system of supervision and control estab
lished by law, ( 3) providing that the en
tire net proceeds of any such establish
ments operated by the State shall be used 
for public purposes, and that the State 
shall derive a reasonable revenue for 
public purposes from any such establish
ments operated by persons licensed by the 
State, and (4) prohibiting the location 
of any such gambling establishment within 
any municipality unless the question of 
permitting such location of establishments 
pursuant to the particular law authorizing 
the same shall have been submitted to and 
approved by the voters of the municipality, 
be apnroved? 
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A CONCURRK.!l' RESOLUTION proposing an amendment to Article 

IV, Section VII, paragraph 2, of the Constitution 

of the State of New Jersey: 

BE IT RE3 C"1LVED by the Senate of the State of New 

Jersey (the General Assembly concurring): 

1. The following proposed amendment to the Consti

tution of the State of N~w Jersey is hereby agreed to: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

Amend Article IV, Section VII, paragraph 2 to read 

as follows: 

2. No gambl 5. n.g of any kind shall be authorized by 

the Legislature unless the specific kind, restrictions 

and control thereof have been heretofore submitted to, 

and authorized by a majority of the votes cast by, the 

people at a special election or shall hereafter be sub

mitted to, and authorized by a majority of the votes cast 

thereon by, the legally qualified voters of the State 

voting at a general election, e:x:cept that, without any 

such submission or autlorization7 

A. It shall be lawful for bona fide veterans, chari

table, educational, religious or fraternal organizations, 

civic and service clubs, senior citizen associations 
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or clubs, volunteer fire companies and first aid or 

rescue squads to conduct, under such restrictions and 

control as shall from time to time be prescribed by the 

Legislature by law, games of chance of, and restricted 

to, the selling of rights to participate, and the awarding 

of prizes, in the specific kind of game of chance some

times known as bingo or lotto, played with cards bearing 

numbers or other designations, five or more in one line, 

the holder covering numbers as objects, similarly numbered, 

are drawn from a receptacle and the game being won by 

the person who first covers a previously designated arr

angement of numbers on such a card, when the entire net 

proceeds of such games of chance are to be devoted to 

educational, charitable, patriotic, religious or public

spirited uses, and in the case of senior citizen associa

tions or clubs to the support of such organizations, in 

any municipality, in which a majority of the qualified 

voters, voting thereon, at a general or special election 

as the submission thereof shall be prescribed by the 

Legislature by law, shall authorize the conduct of such 

games of chance therein. 

B. It shall be lawful for the Legislature to author

ize, by law, bona fide veterans, charitable, educational, 

religious or fraternal organizations, civic and service 

clubs, volunteer fire companies and first aid or rescue 
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squads to conduct games of chance of, and restricted to, 

the selling or rights to participate, and the awarding of 

prizes, in the specific kinds of games of chance sometimes 

known as raffles, conducted by the drawing for prizes or 

by the allotment of prizes by chance, when the entire 

net proceeds of such games of chance are to be devoted to 

educational, charitable, patriotic, religious or 

public-spirited uses, in any municipality, in .which such 

law shall be adopted by a majority of the qualified 

voters, voting thereon, at a general or special election 

as the submission thereof shall be prescribed by · law and 

for the Legislature, from time to time, to restrict and 

control, by law, the conduct of such games of chance, and 

C. It shall be lawful for the Legislature to author

ize the conduct of State lotteries restricted to the sel l 

ing of rights to participate therein and the awarding of 

priz~s by drawings when the entire net proceeds of any 

such lottery shall be for State institutions, State aid 

for e'aucation7 and such lotteries may include that form 

of lottery in which the bettor is permitted to choose 

among possible numbers of canbinations of numbers upon 

which to place his bet, and payment is made to winning 

bettors in accordance with odds set when the bet is 

placed. 

/ 
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2. When this proposed amendment to the Constitution 

is finally agreed to, pursuant to Article IX, paragraph 1 

of the Constitution, it shall be submitted to the people 

at the next general election occurring more than three 

months after such final agreement and shall be published 

at least once in at least one newspaper of each county 

designated by the President of the Senate and the Speaker 

of the General Assembly and the Secretary of State, not 

less than three months prior to said general election. 

3. This proposed amendment to the Constitution shall 

be submitted to the people at said election in the fol

lowing manner and form: 

There shall be printed on each official ballot to be 

used at such general election, the following: 

1. In every municipality in which voting machines 

are not used, a legend which shall immediately precede 

the question, as follows: 

If you favor the proposition printed below make a 

cross (X), plus (+)or check(\/) in the square opposite 

the word "Yes." If you are opposed thereto make a cross 

(X), plus (+) or check (yl) in the square opposite the 

word "No." 

2. In every municipality the following question: 



Yes. 

No. 
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Shall the amendment to Article IV, 
Section VII, paragraph 2 of the Consti
tution, agreed to by the Legislature, 
providing that State lotteries authorized 
under subparagraph c. thereof may include 
that form of lottery in which the bettor 
is permitted to choose among possible 
numbers or combinations of numbers upon 
which to place his bet, and payment is 
made to winning bettors in accordance with 
set when the bet is made, be approved? 






