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Abstract

An ongoing debate has taken place within the criminology and planning sectors. A major

question that has been raised is, "Are sexually oriented businesses associated with high crime

rates?" Though this may seem like an important topic for communities, there is currently a lack

of empirical studies dealing with it. This report acts as a case study for San Francisco, California.

The case study compares crime rates near ten strip clubs with crime rates to a fairly similar

business, night clubs. The data that was used refers to crime that took place from 2012-2014, and

includes most violent, property and public disorder crimes. In order to find out which type of

business is more "dangerous", a percentage equation was used. The results from the percentage

equation show the probability of crime incidents within 1,500 feet of a strip club or a night club.

An example of a result from this equation is that on average, 3.67% of all of San Francisco's

"Public Drunkenness" incidents will take place within 1,500 feet of a night club. Meanwhile,

4.54% of San Francisco's "Public Drunkenness" incidents will occur within 1,500 feet of a strip

club. One can see that each business has its own percentage based off of public drunkenness

crimes that occurred from 2012-2014. A GIS spatial analysis process, the Ordinary Least

Squares (OLS), was also used. The OLS process factors crimes with demographics. This is

useful for criminological studies because it can find a statistically significant relationship

between things like assaults and the percentage of people living in poverty. The crimes were

arranged in 18 categories ranging from kidnapping to domestic violence, from larceny to arson,

etc. Results show that when viewing the numbers from the percentage equation, night clubs had

higher percentages for 6 of the 18 crimes. The strip clubs showed higher percentages for the

remaining 12 crime categories. When viewing the results from the GIS analysis, one can see if

crime rates are determined by characteristics such as income, percentage of people receiving



food stamps, proximity to strip clubs and more. This report will cover background literature

regarding sexually oriented businesses. It will also show the methodology used for the San

Francisco case study, as well as the results from the study.
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Chapter I - Introduction

The purpose of this Master's Report is to study the criminological effects of adult oriented clubs,

or more commonly known as strip clubs. These businesses are referred to by planners as SOBs

(Sexually Oriented Businesses). SOBs are a widely debated and highly controversial subject in

academia. Many studies have shown that they are closely associated with higher crime rates and

even a decline in nearby property values. Due to the potential association of crimes and also a

complex argument for first amendment rights, it is important for the planning community to

study sexually oriented businesses. This type of land use has become so controversial that there

have been two significant Supreme Court cases regarding the legality of zoning for sexually

oriented businesses. The verdicts of these two cases both state that there are criminal effects for

sexually oriented businesses and that a municipal government has the right to defend the

character of its neighborhoods. For this project, 10 adult oriented clubs (strip clubs) will be

compared with 10 non-adult oriented clubs. Refer to non-adult oriented clubs as simply

discotheques or night clubs. The study area is San Francisco, California. So, the ultimate

research question is, "What are the criminological effects of adult oriented clubs?" The two sub-

questions also covered in this report are: "What are the neighborhood characteristics for the sites

with strip clubs and night clubs?" "Do those neighborhood characteristics help determine crime

rates next to a strip club or night club?"



Chapter 2 - Background

This section will cover the literature associated with SOBs. Two United States Supreme

Court Cases have encountered the issue of secondary effects of such businesses. The first being

Young v. American Mini Theaters n 1976, and the other, Renton v. Plalime Theaters Inc. in

1986. In the first case, Detroit passed azoning ordinance which prohibited adult theaters from

locating near residential areas or within 1,000 feet of another already existing SOB. The result of

this ordinance was cumbersome to any prospective adult theater business owners. Only 5% of

the city's land could be suitable, and legal, for the development of an adult theater. The Supreme

Court stated that municipalities have the right to protect the character of their neighborhoods and

such and ordinance is legal (Young v. American Mini Theaters, 1976). Ten years later, the

Supreme Court had a similar case based on the occurrences of a Seattle suburb, Renton. Renton

passed an ordinance which prohibited adult theaters from locating near residential areas,

churches, parks, or any type of school. The Supreme Court stated that the city's intention was to

not ban adult theaters, but to contain the secondary effects of a sexually oriented business. Due to

Renton not forbidding adult theaters entirely, and showing good intentions (protecting the

character of their neighborhoods), the ordinance was deemed constitutional (Renton v. Playtime

Theaters Inc., 1986). It was mentioned previously that this subject is debated among academia,

so many of these reports defend the idea that SOBs are hotspots for criminal activity. In fact, this

report is heavily influenced by the study conducted in Louisville, KY by Eric McCord and

Richard Tewksbury lr;'2012. The researchers studied the secondary effects of all SOBs in

Jefferson County, 21 of which were strip clubs, and 9 were retail stores. For each of the study

sites, the researchers placed a series ofbuffers around the business. The distances ofthe buffers

ranged from 250 feet to 1,500 feet. Next, they calculated location quotients to determine if the
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SOBs were hotspots for crime. The location quotient calculation is simply dividing the number

of crimes in one buffer by the total crimes in Jefferson County. If the location quotient is a high

number, like2, the crimes within that buffer are two times higher than all of Jefferson County.

Both the buffers and location quotients show that crimes are more frequent than the control

group when nearby an SOB, especially when in the small, 250 foot buffer. It should be noted that

the researchers used violent, property and disorder crimes (Tewksbury and McCord,2012). The

methodology will be discussed on the next section of this document, however, it is important to

know that this study heavily influences what will be done in this project.

Another defense for considering the criminal impacts of SOBs was conducted in the rural

town of Montrose, Illinois. In 2008, the researcher, Richard McCleary, studied a retail oriented

SOB located off an Interstate 70 ramp. He studied crimes within a 750 foot radius of the business

in a time frame of 1,642 days. For 881 of the days, the business was open, and for the remaining

761 days, the business was closed. While in business, 83 crimes were reported, most of which

were incidents of disorder, indecency, and offenses for drugs and alcohol. Crimes increased 60

percent when the business was in operation (McCleary, 2003).

For a West Coast example, the City of Los Angeles studied the criminal and property

value effects of sexually oriented businesses from 1969-1975. They compared 10 areas, 5 areas

had a concentration of SOBs, and the other 5 areas did not have any SOBs. The data that was

considered was property assessments, testimonies from public meetings, responses from two

questionnaires, and crime statistics. More than 90Yo of realtors, real estate appraiser and lenders

stated in the city's questionnaires that the grouping of sexually oriented businesses within 500-

1,000 feet of a residential property decreases the market value of the home. Testimonies from

residents and businesses at public meetings show that many are against the presence of sexually
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oriented business. Their justifications were fear of crime, concern for children, loss of customers

and difficulty hiring employees. As for the crime statistics, more crime was reported in the 5

areas with a concentration of SOBs. The crime rates in these areas were so disproportionate

when comparing to crime rates for the city atlarge. Murder was 42.3Yohigher, assault 45.2%

higher, and robbery 52.6% higher in areas with a concentration of SOBs (National Law Center

for Children and Families, 2000).

There is a counter argument for SOBs. Criminologist, Daniel Linz, has conducted several

studies and critiques of Richard McCleary to show that SOBs are not associated with crime. One

study that he conducted, with associates, took place in Charlotte, North Carolina. The researchers

placed two buffers around 20 strip clubs, one buffer being 500 feet, the other being 1,000 feet.

The radius of 1,000 feet was chosen due to many municipalities forcing SOBs to be located

1,000 feet away from places like churches, schools and other sensitive land uses. Next, they

chose 20 comparative sites which were mostly fast food restaurants or gas stations. What sets

this study apart from others is the careful consideration of comparative sites. Using U.S. Census

data, the researchers made sure the strip clubs and comparative sites had the same neighborhood

demographics. The demographics for both the strip clubs and the comparative sites had to have

similar values of the following: total population; percentage of households that are female-

headed; percentage of African-Americans; percentage of population that is 18-29 years old;

percentage of adult population that is divorced; and median household income. The end results

show that crimes (for the past three years) were higher within the buffers of the comparative sites

and that the ship clubs actually lowered crime rates (Linz et a1,2004). The case study in San

Francisco used a mixfure of these researchers' methodologies.

4



Chapter 3 - Methodology

The first task is to restate the major research question and then state any sub-questions

that will go along with the project.

'Major Research Question: "What are the criminological effects of adult oriented

clubs?"

' Sub Questions: "What are the neighborhood characteristics for the sites with strip

clubs?"

' "Do those neighborhood characteristics help determine crime rates next to a strip club

or night club?"

The next step of this project was to locate 10 strip clubs and 10 night clubs within the San

Francisco city limits. The search was conducted online, all 20 sites have websites to veriff that

they either have or do not have adult oriented activities such as stripping in the facilities. The

websites also verified that they operated between 2012-2014. The same three years that were

chosen for the crime data. Next, was to find the parcel numbers of each business (San Francisco,

2016). With the parcel numbers, one could then locate them on a GIS map of San Francisco.

Figure 3.1 below shows 8 of the 10 selected strip clubs on a parcel map. The strip clubs are the

parcels highlighted in blue, the ones with an orange boundary indicate that there are two strip

clubs in the same parcel.
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Figure 3.3. Two Strip Clubs with Assigned Buffers. Phillip Martinez
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Figure 3.4. Two Strip Clubs with Assigned Buffers and Arson Crimes. Phillip Martinez
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One can see on Figure 3.4 the green dots that represent arson crimes. Unfortunately,

because the buffers are so large, it is inevitable that some of the arson crimes belong in the

jurisdiction of both strip clubs. A solution to counter that issue would be to divide the crimes that

fall in two jurisdictions by two. So that way, no crime would be counted twice in this study.

Figure 3.5 shows an example of that situation, and how the division process would work. GIS is

unable to do such a division process, and when trying to manually divide more common crimes

such as larceny, the task is nearly impossible. That being stated, the case study did not cease, and

crimes were counted in each businesses' buffers, regardless if the same crime would be counted

in another businesses' buffers.

)tlF
Crimes occurring in more than one

jurisdiction

1,500 foot buffer

In this situation, the two conflicting crimes

would be divided to SOB #l and SOB #2.

Each business would be associated with one

crime rather than counting the same crime

twice.

Figure 3.5. Division Process. Phillip Martinez

9
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As mentioned previously, the businesses and their six buffers were all mapped. Finding

and mapping crime data was the next step. Like McCord and Tewksbury (2012), this report also

used violent, property, and disorder crimes. Table 3.1 below shows the 20 crimes and which

category they fall under. The crime data was obtained by the San Francisco Police Department

(San Francisco Police Department ,2015). The crimes were categorized in a similar way to how

the FBI organizes crime. For example, a homicide is classified as a "violent crime" and an act of

larceny is considered a "property crime" (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2011).

Violent Public Order

!!qder
Sex Crinres

"e-s&tY-. Ganrbling

IllegalDrugs

Vehicle Theft:

,Agg?y*gd Assault Arson . Public Intoxication
I Dornestic Violence :

, Kidnapping 
'

. , Disorderly Conduct

, Vandalism

DIII
Alcohol

i ; Proslg$gn.1

Table 3.1. Crimes and Their Assigned Categories. Phillip Martinez

Table 3.1 can leave the reader confused. For example, a DUI (on the public order crimes)

is fairly seli-explanatory. However, what is the difference between a "prostifution crime" and a

"sex crime"? Would a public intoxication charge be the same as a disorderly conduct charge?

For answers to those questions, we must resort to the original crime data tables obtained from the

San Francisco Police Department. Tables 3.2 and 3.3 (below) are from the original crime data

set. One can see the "category" as either "sex offenses, forcible" on Table 3.2 ot "prostitution"

10



on Table 3.3. Though the categories may seem similar, one can see from the descriptions that

they are quite different.

i ID :IncidntNumr D k,

t3y7.9

,3928
141073031 PROSTITUTION pOLICTTS FORAqT_oF PROSTITUTION Sunday

I4IO7 2685 i PROSTITUTION SOUCITS FOR ACT OF PROSTITUNON

t5173

;5206

t4t
141063888 j PROSTITUTION HUMAN TRAFFICKING Thrnsday

1 41 063 690 j PRO STITUTION HI.]MAN TRAFFICKING
s/4f: 14106352I iPROSTITUTION' HUMAN TRAFFICKING
5721; 141060555 :PROSTITUTION I SOLICITS FORACT OF PROSTITUTION

41060555 . PROSTITUTION HUMAN TRAFFICKING
41056996 iPROSTITUION HUMAN TRAFFICKING
410s6996 STITUTION PIMPING

ID : IncidntNum, D

r .Thws-day

T_h*qdry ,

; Wednes-day

Wednesday .

, Tues{-ay

Table 3.2. Sex Crimes and Their Descriptions. San Francisco Police Department.

175 ; 150015117 iSEXOFFENSES,

177 j 1500151 17 i SEX OFFENSES,

ASSAULT TO RAPE WITH BODILY FORCE

CHILD ABUSE SEXUAL

FORCIBI-E
:DayOfW-g9k-'

Wedne"qday 
",

[edneqday :FORCIBLE

CHILD ABUSE, DGLOITATION
FORCIBLERAPE BODILYFORCE

FORCIBI-E SE>ruAL

COPUI-A,TION UNI-AWFUL

"vrcTrM)
CHILD PORNOGRAPTry

FORCIBLE BODILYFORCE

Tqgrluy. , "

Molday

; 150016977 I SEX CHILD J

i 2385 : 141086294 i SEX OFFENSES, FORCIBLE

i2580 r 150023392 ; SEX OFFENSES. FORCIBLE_ 
i

FORCIBLE BODILYFORCE

Table 3.3. Prostitution Crimes and Their Descriptions. San Francisco Police Department

One can see on Table 3.2 that "sex Crimes" consisted of things such as forcible

rape and child molestation. Table 3.3 shows "Prostitution Crimes" as much different types of

crimes. They are acts of human trafficking, pimping, and soliciting for sex. To avoid any further

confusion about similar sounding crime categories, descriptions are placed in the appendix. The

descriptions are given for each crime. Table 3.4 shows all the crime categories and the total

number of crimes that occurred in the three year time span. The San Francisco Police

11



Department did not provide data for homicides or vagrancy. Disregard "murder" and "vagrancy"

on Table 3.1. This case study analyzedthe remaining 18 crimes that are listed below.

Arson t 738

37,r73

. Bur&ry i 18,512

r,5t3
5 745

Assauft

. Itt gglDrugs . 18?636

Public Intoxication i 2 18

DUI 1,251

r 9ury9-l+e i fs- ,

; Vandalism i2t
Vehicle Theft 9,5401

Table 3.4. Total Number of Crimes in San Francisco from2012-2014. San Francisco Police

Department

Now that the businesses, their buffers, and the crimes were mapped, the next step was to

count the crimes in each buffer. Rather than manually calculating how many crimes fall into the

jurisdiction of six buffers, one can do this on GIS using a "spatial Join Tool". This automatically

counts the number of crimes that fall into each buffer. Table 3.5 shows an example of how each

crime category is calculated. The table specifically shows the number of arson crimes in each

strip club's buffers. Keep in mind that Table 3.5 is just a small portion of a large table. The larger

table shows all crime categories and their counts for both the strip club and night club buffers.

Due to the size of this table, it is located in the appendix.

12



Nl-g o.{Strip Club 
.

Chrb I

250,500
,0.l

Arson Crime Counts Per

iTso; I oo_o

2,3
250,1500:
4 8:

:l

.6

5

6

J

.$tre".glub"? .

". Strip Cltb 3 . .

I
1

I
.6

6

5

"t
4

41

1

I,
J:
8

0

0chb 4
chb 5 0 7

srb thb.6 2

1

4: 8

7'
i9.

5

7

6

7

7

S@_ C-hrb 8

Snip qhrb e 
..

0

2Cfub 10

2

2

9 32 39
l------

; TotalArsonlncidents in Ship Chb Buffers from 2012-20 | 4

TotalArsonlncidents in SF from2012-2014 
',

, 738
Table 3.5. Arson Counts for Each Strip Club. Phillip Martinez

After crimes have been counted in each buffer for each business, a percentage function

can be used to determine, on average, which business is more associated with crime. Table 3.6

(below) is similar to Table 3.5, however, check the far right column. Those are the results of the

percentage function. After reviewing Table 3.6, a summary is written to show how the results

were calculated.
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Name Club Arson Crime Counts Per Buffer :% Value:
250 ' 500 | 750 1000 I 2s0 I 500

Nisht 
-Club I 2 0.54o/o :

1.90% .0 4: 9. ,

4'
t4

Club 3 0 0 0 J 0.6804 :

Nrght Chrb 4 6t6 7 1.49%
Club 5 0 LTitS 20,20 2.71o

chb 6 0rl j 3- .: s 8 18 ,2.440/o
Chrb 7 '4

.l
l2
J

16i23,-z!3s1
3,678

8J 6

4:7!:o/.o

1.08%

1.49%
: 1.49%o :

: l.86Yo i

:----i

Chib 8

Club 9 0

0

r ll
chb 10 2 J 5 8 i 11-f "' -'

iTotal Arson Incidents in Night CIub Buffers
frcm2012-2014

137

Total Anon Incidents in SF from2012-2014
738 :i

l!

Table 3.6. Arson Crimes' Percentages for Strip Clubs. Phillip Martinez

When viewing the far right column of Table 3.6, one will see percentages. For example,

the first cell on the right is 1.08%. That was calculated by taking the number from the 1,500 feet

buffer, 8, and dividing it by the total number of arson crimes in the city from 2012-2014,738.

So, 1.08% of all arson crimes in San Francisco from2012-2014 occurred within 1,500 feet of

Penthouse Club. The last percentage,l.49oA, is the median number of all the above percentages.

This median number is the most important number to consider. It indicates that, on average, a

strip club had 1.49o/o of all arson crimes in San Francisco occur within 1,500 feet in the three

year time frame. Equations like this result in a probability of crime. Below is Table 3.7. This

table will show all the median percentages. If the percentage is higher for strip clubs, then the

crime is more likely to be found within 1,500 feet of a strip club.
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"Crime Pe1gg#qC9.s

Nighr Club: 6 ,

Strip CIub, l_2 _.1

Table 3.7. Median Percentages for Each Crime and Each Business. Phillip Martinez

One can see from the above table that, on average, crimes are more likely to occur within

1,500 feet of a strip club than a night club. It is one thing to calculate percentages, however,

criminologists may argue about neighborhood characteristics. After all, the percentages found in

the table above show probability. An example of that is that, on average, 1.26% of all vehicle

thefts in San Francisco, occurring from 2012-2014, took place within a 1,500 feet radius of a

strip club. Perhaps the neighborhood that the strip clubs are located in has lower incomes, higher

percentages of female headed households, higher percentages of people receiving food stamps,

and more. According to the researchers mentioned in the Background Chapter, characteristics

such as this can lead to higher crime rates. So an argument can be presented which states that it is

no wonder that crimes are higher near strip clubs because they are already located in a dangerous

15



neighborhood. The next section of the report will verify if those accusations are true. The section

will present a GIS regression analysis called the "Ordinary Least Square".

Regression analysis is a technique used to investigate the relationship between

one dependent variable and one or more independent or explanatory variables. In this study, the

dependent variable is crime and the independent variables are various spatial and demographic

data that may in fact determine the occurrence of a crime. The regression analysis allows us to

verify whether there is a correlation between the dependent variables and the independent

variables and, in case there is one, whether it is positive (i.e. crime probability increases as one

independent variable increases) or negative (i.e. crime probability increases as one independent

variable increases). The following equation is used to perform a regression analysis (Murack,

20 r s).

y: 00 + s1xl + a2x2 *...* onxn

Where Y is crime, X7,X2...Xn are the variables, and A0, A1, A2....are the regression

coefficients. The variables, in this case, are the distance from SOBs and various neighborhood

demographics such as percentage of people living in poverty, percentage of adult population

divorced, and more. As suggested by the above equation, the type of regression that is considered

in this research is linear regression (i.e. no quadratic terms in the equation). In a linear

regression, the dependent variable linearly depends upon the independent variables via a series of

coefficients (i.e. the os), which can take on positive or negative values. Also, in a linear

regression, the dependent variable has to be continuous, something that may hinder the

possibility of analyzing phenomena that, at a given location, are not represented by a continuous

quantity, but a binary value (i.e. a crime has or has not occurred at a given location). That is why,

in this research, crime density rather than crime was considered as the dependent variable. Crime

t6



density was computed starting from the actual crimes using a GIS raster neighborhood operation

that, for each pixel, calculated the number of crimes in a radius of 100 meters around the pixel.

The following is a list of the independent variables that were considered:

. Distance from a Night Club

. Distance from a Strip Club

. Percentage of People Aged 18-24

. Percentage of Adult Population Divorced

'Percentage of Households that are Female Head with Children Under the Age of 18

. Percentage of People Receiving Food Stamps

. Median Income

. Total Population

. Percentage of People Living in Poverty

The distance variables were computed using the Euclidean Distance tool in ArcGIS,

whereas the other variables were all computed using census data (United States Census Bweau,

2015) (Figwe 3.6). A total of 2,000 randomly distributed points were created across the study

area and they were assigned the values of crime density and the above-mentioned variables to

generate the database on which to run the regression analysis. The regression analysis was

conducted using the Ordinary Least Square regression tool in ATcGIS

t7
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I

Ctnsur Tract

106

Figure 3.6. Census Tract Map. Phillip Martinez

In total, 109 Census Tracts were combined to make a study area that is 5 miles wide and

4.25 miles long. Each Census Tract has different values for their demographics. The values can

be found in the appendix. The size of the study area is shown below on Figure 3.7
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Figure 3.7. Study Area. Phillip Martinez

The result of the OLS operation includes several types of information: Coefficients,

Robust Probability, Joint F Statistics, and Joint Wald Statistics. Esri Arcmap defines each of the

categories below (Esri, 2016).

Coefficient: The coefficient for each explanatory variable reflects both the strength and

type of relationship the explanatory variable has to the dependent variable.

Robust Probability (Robust Pr): Asterisk (*) indicates a coefficient is statistically

significant

Joint F and Wald Statistics: Asterisk (*) indicates overall model significance

l9



The OLS results, with each of the 4 categories are listed in the appendix. When viewing

the results, one will come to many conclusions. To help gather those conclusions, a portion of

the table is presented below in Table 3.8.

Disorderly Conduct

Variable Coefficient, Robust
N-ieht Club Distance

Chrb Distance

-0.000151 i o.ooozso*
0:000107 0:019104*

-0.052658 0.007050*Age l8-24
Divorce 0.023t36 0.000510x

Fernale Headed Households -0.022826 0.000143*
Food -0.10135 , 0.051207

Income -0.000006 , 0.2841

fopulatiog .
0.000007 : 0.7481

0":110575 i 0,Q004708 
,

;

Joint F Statistic 36.882641 0.000000* .

Joint Wald Statistic 115.141088 i 0.000000* i

Table 3.8. Portion of OLS Results. Phillip Martinez

First examine the night club distance coefficient for disorderly conduct crimes. It has a

negative number with an asterisk value on the right-adjacent robust probability. This means that

the relationship between disorderly conduct crimes and the distance from a night club is

statistically significant. Keep in mind that if the right column has an asterisk, then the

relationship is always significant. For this example, it is known that if the distance from a night

club increases, then the number of disorderly conduct crimes decreases (as suggested by the

negative coefficient). Same can be said about the percentage of households that are female

headed with children under the age of 18. The higher the amount of those types of households,

the less disorderly conduct crimes occur. This contradicts what previous researchers have stated
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about those types of households, however, Table 3.8 only represents a certain crime. One can

also see that as poverty increases, disorderly conduct crimes increase (due to the positive number

for poverty's coefficient). What really needs to be taken into consideration is the Robust

Probability value that is found on the right of the coefficient values for the Joint F and Joint

Wald Statistics. Notice they both have an asterisk. This indicates that the OLS Regression model

was statistically significant. The relationship between disorderly conduct crimes (dependent

variable) and the 9 neighborhood characteristics (independent variable) was successfully

calculated in this OLS process. Each crime has an asterisk next to the robust probability value for

the Joint F Statistic and Joint Wald Statistic. These asterisks answer the third question stated

previously, "Do those neighborhood characteristics help determine crime rates next to a strip

club or night club?" The answer is yes because when spatially defining the relationship between

all crimes and the 9 neighborhood characteristics, the OLS results indicate that the relationships

are significant.
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Chapter 4 - Conclusion

This purpose of this report was to answer the following questions:

. Major Research Question: "What are the criminological effects of adult oriented

clubs?"

. Sub Questions: "What are the neighborhood characteristics for the sites with strip

clubs and night clubs?"

o "Do those neighborhood characteristics help determine crime rates next to a strip

club or night club?"

Regarding the first question, the three most common crimes within 1,500 feet of a strip

club were Public Drunkenness (4.54%), Prostitution (3.I7%), and Disorderly Conduct (3.01%).

The percentages refer to the percentage calculation mentioned in the Methodology Chapter. This

means that4.54% of all of San Francisco's Public Drunkenness incidents tookplace within 1,500

feet of a strip club. ls 3-4Yo a large number? Does it represent a strong concentration of crimes

when comparing to the city as a whole? More studies like this should be conducted nationwide.

This will determine it3-4% is a fair percentage, or perhaps that is a high concentration of

mischievous events. The relationship between distances from a strip club with increased criminal

activity is skewed. The third most common crime, disorderly conduct, actually decreases when

approaching closer to a strip club. From the OLS results listed in the appendix, when considering

crime rates increasing with statistically significant robust probabilities (asterisk value), only one

crime increases as one gets closer to a strip club, larceny. Perhaps the strip clubs are not

primarily responsible for crime rates in this neighborhood. That is why neighborhood

demographics were considered for this study.
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This next section will cover the second question stated in the beginning of this chapter. 8

out of 10 of the strip clubs were located in census tract 106. Some characteristics stand out for

this census tract when comparing to others in the sfudy area. For one, it has a low median income

of less than $40,000 per year. It also had the highest percentage of households that were female

headed with children under the age of 18. Census tract 106 also had high percentages of people

receiving food stamps and living in poverty at lTYo and32Yo respectively. According to the

researchers mentioned in the Background Chapter, conditions like this are associated with crime.

To answer the third question and also verify if those conditions are associated with crime,

the OLS tool was used. As stated before, the answer to the third question is yes, the

neighborhood demographics determine crime rates because the OLS results state that crime

(dependent variable) and demographic (independent variable) have a relationship that is

statistically significant. The remainder of this chapter will focus on the four characteristics: low

income, female headed households, percentage of people receiving food stamps, and percentage

of people living in poverby. The following statements are considering the positive (increase of

demographic) and negative (decrease of demographic) coefficients and the robust probability

values with asterisks.

In regards to low income, as income lowers, the following crimes increase:

l. Arson

2. Burglary

3. Domestic Violence

4. Gambling

5. DUI

6. Larceny
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7. Robbery

8. Prostitution

9. Sex Crimes

10. Vandalism

11. Vehicle Theft

As the percentage of households that are female headed with children under the

age of 18 increases, no crimes increase. This contradicts what other researchers stated

about female headed households, yet, it is worth mentioning that there is no statistically

significant relationship between all 18 crimes with this household t51pe.

As the percentage of people receiving food stamps lowers, the following crimes increase:

1. Arson

2. Assault

3. Burglary

4. Domestic Violence

5. DUI

6. Public Drunkenness

7. Kidnapping

8. Larceny

9. Liquor Crimes

10. Robbery

11. Sex Crimes

12. Vandalism
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13. Vehicle Theft

What does this mean for wealthy neighborhoods? Where far less thanISYo of the

population receives food stamps? Are those neighborhoods likely to see high rates of the 13

previously stated crimes? The next section can perhaps answer those questions.

As poverty increases, all crimes increase except gambling, pornography, prostitution, and

vehicle theft. So perhaps impoverished areas with a high percentage of people receiving food

stamps will witness high crime rates, regardless of the presence of a sexually oriented business.

The concentration of people living in poverty is more likely to contribute to crime than a

concentration of sexually oriented businesses.
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Appendix A

Crime Descriptions

Below is a reference to page 10. It was stated that some crime categories sound too

similar and explanations or descriptions of the crimes are needed.

Arson- Burning a building, car, or unauthorized open space

Assault- Battery, aggravated assault, child abuse, inflicting injuries, threatening against Life.

Burglary- Unlawful or forcible entry of building or vehicle.
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Disorderly Conduct- Committing a public nuisance, maintaining a public nuisance, disturbing

the peace, fighting, swearing

Domestic Violence- Violent acts in a residence

Drugs crimes- Possession of illegal drugs, sale of illegal drugs and paraphernalia

Drunkenness- Under the influence of alcohol in a public place

DUI- Driving while under the influence of alcohol

Gambling- Illegally partaking in chance games, possession of gambling devices,

Kidnapping- False imprisonment, child stealing,

Larceny- Grand theft or petty theft of another person's possessions

Liquor- Possession of alcohol by a minor, sale of alcohol to a minor, sale of alcohol after hours,

selling alcohol without license, consuming alcohol in public view

Pornography- Possession of obscene matter for sale, obscene or lewd plays/perfoffnances

Prostitution- Human trafficking, solicits for act of prostitution, pimping, loitering for purpose of

prostitution

Robbery- Stealing property with use of bodily force or weapons, carjacking

Sex Crimes- Rape, sexual abuse of child,

Vandalism- Malicious mischief, damaging of property

Vehicle Theft- Stealing of a motor vehicle
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