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REPORT FROM THE PRESIDEN1:

John J. Dilulio has become one of the
most important public-policy researchers in
the United States. A professor at Princeton
University and the director of the Center for
Public Management at The Brookings
Institution in Washington, D.C., Dilulio’s
research on crime has been widely distributed
throughout the country.

In this study, he examines the
relationship between alcohol use and rising
crime rates. While it cannot be totally proved
statistically, there is enough empirical data that
alcohol use is at least as much a cause as drug
abuse in escalating crime rates, especially
violent crime rates, throughout Wisconsin.

Years ago, Professor James Q. Wilson
published a study called “Broken Windows,”
which focused on the role of public disorder in
crime-ridden neighborhoods. Dilulio’s
research explores the role of alcohol
consumption on crime and disorder in urban
neighborhoods.

With some startling graphs and maps,
he demonstrates the overabundance of liquor
outlets in Milwaukee’s crime-ridden, inner-
city neighborhoods and makes a strong case
for additional controls on alcohol consumption
as a way of cutting crime. While no one is
talking about prohibition of alcohol, the issue
of its impact on crime rates in Wisconsin has
not been fully discussed. We clearly need
more data, but this issue may be potentially the
most cost-effective way of lowering crime
rates. Considering the enormous cost of
additional police and prison space, this issue
should be fully debated as a cost-savings
alternative in protecting the citizens from
rising crime and disorder.
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places, people have begged local police and other public authorities to “do something” about the wall-to-
wall, comer-to-comer proliferation of liquor outlets. To these truly disadvantaged citizens, the liquor-
disorder-crime nexus is not an interesting theory in need of testing; it is a devastating reality in need of
changing. In some places, local residents have taken it upon themselves to spray paint over liquor
billboards. In other places, they have tried without success to get zoning laws changed so that it becomes
as tough to open retail liquor stores in poor, minority, urban neighborhoods as it generally is to open them
in rich, white, suburban neighborhoods.

This report explores the connections between liquor, disorder, and crime in Wisconsin.
Throughout America, serious crime is concentrated in inner-city neighborhoods. Wisconsin is no
exception.  Serious crime in Wisconsin is most heavily concentrated in Milwaukee’s poorest minority
neighborhoods — places where liquor stores are everywhere one tums.

This report is organized into three parts.

Part One offers an overview of the literature on alcohol availability and consumption and social
problems, with a special focus on crime. Compared to the scientific literature on drugs and crime, the
literature on liquor and crime is small, but revealing and highly suggestive.

Part Two outlines alcohol-control laws in Wisconsin, documents the concentration of liquor
outlets in Milwaukee’s high-crime neighborhoods, and presents preliminary evidence on the correlations
between liquor outlets and crime in Milwaukee. As always, the statistician’s maxim applies: correlation
is not necessarily causation. No one can yet prove beyond a reasonable scientific doubt that “liquor
causes crime.” But the correlations are strong, and common sense counsels that something is going on
here, something that is most assuredly no help in checking crime in Milwaukee'’s worst neighborhoods.

Part Three draws some tentative conclusions about the connections between liquor, disorder, and
crime in Wisconsin and, by implication, other states. The main conclusion is that if the inner-city
neighborhoods of Milwaukee and other major cities had fewer retail liquor outlets and restricted the easy
availability of alcohol, then these neighborhoods would also have less per-capita alcohol consumption
and lower rates of many social problems including adult and juvenile crime.

Among the sobering truths about liquor, disorder, and crime in Wisconsin and the nation
presented in this report are the following:

1. Nationally, the number of arrests each year for liquor-law violations (for example, drunk and
disorderly) and public drunkenness (not including drunken driving) exceeds the number of
arrests for drug-law violations and drug abuse. In 1992, alcohol-related arrests numbered 1.37
million, versus 1.02 million drug-related arrests. In the same year, 1.6 million arrests were made
for driving under the influence. Thus, total liquor-related arrests (liquor-law violations, public
drunkenness, and driving under the influence) numbered almost 2.97 million, or almost three
times the number of drug arrests.

2. Violent and repeat criminals have a high incidence of drinking problems. For example, one study
found that 60% of inmates drank heavily just prior to committing the violent crime for which
they were incarcerated. Another study calculated that 63% of jail inmates incarcerated for
homicide had been drinking before the offense, as compared with about 27% of juvenile
corrections inmates in custody for homicide.



3. Poor neighborhoods with high rates of alcohol consumption experience more serious crime than
otherwise comparable poor neighborhoods, where consumption rates are lower. For example,
several studies find that in places with high rates of alcohol consumption, the relationship
between poverty and homicide is much stronger than it is in places with average or below-
average rates of consumption.

4. Rates of alcohol consumption are affected by the availability of alcohol. Research indicates that
restricting alcohol availability via increases in taxes on alcohol, restrictions on alcohol
advertising, reductions in the density of alcohol outlets, and stricter enforcement of limits on the
hours of alcohol sale and prohibitions against sales to minors can reduce alcohol consumption
and, in tumn, reduce the incidence of crime and other alcohol-related social and public-health
problems.

S. The biggest immediate beneficiaries of restrictions on alcohol availability would be the residents
of crime-plagued, inner-city neighborhoods with a high density of liquor stores.

6. Wisconsin’s alcohol-control laws are loose. The “badger state” is also the “beer state,” as
Wisconsin is home to several large breweries. Liquor manufacturing and sales is a major
industry in Wisconsin. Licenses for the sale of “fermented malt beverages” and “intoxicating
liquors™ are regulated and assigned by municipalities with minimal intervention from the state.

T Wisconsin’s alcohol-control laws permit liquor stores to be concentrated in poor, minority, inner-
city neighborhoods. A sample of the locations of 1,592 liquor licenses in Milwaukee reveals that
liquor outlets are disproportionately concentrated in the city’s poor, minority districts.

8. Outlets with one type of liquor license — Class A Malt Liquor Only — are located almost
exclusively in Milwaukee’s poorest minority neighborhoods.

9. The high density of liquor outlets in Milwaukee’s inner-city neighborhoods is strongly correlated
to the high incidence of violent crime in these neighborhoods.

10. In Milwaukee and other cities, policy experiments should be conducted to determine the
conditions under which given types of restrictions on alcohol availability reduce disorder and
crime. Under no circumstances should Wisconsin lower the legal drinking age or enact other
measures that would increase alcohol availability and consumption. Such measures would
succeed only in increasing community disorder, violent crime, and other serious social problems,
especially in Milwaukee's worst neighborhoods.

These “sobering truths” will come as no shock to poor, minority citizens who live in places
where malt liquor to-go is easy to get but jobs, social services, police protection, and a decent education
are not. About 36% of persons in households of incomes of under $15,000 a year — versus just 12% of
persons in households of incomes of more than $50,000 a year — consider “drunkenness” to be “a real
problem” in their neighborhood.3 And some 27% of blacks, versus 19% of whites, would even support
“alaw forbidding the sale of all beer, wine, and liquor throughout the nation.”

Far short of any retum to prohibition, however, there are things that governments can do to
address the probable connections between liquor, disorder, and crime. Wisconsin can and should lead the
way.



PART ONE: AN OVERVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Alcohol as a “Multiplier”

Scientific research on alcohol-related crime and other social ills has been crowded out by studies
of the social costs and consequences of drug abuse. Still, a number of significant findings have emerged
from the literature on the epidemiology of alcohol-related crime and other problems. Perhaps the single
best summary of the evidence in relation to crime is as follows:

Alcohol use has been associated with assaultive and sex-related crimes, serious youth crime,
family violence toward both spouses and children, being both a homicide victim and a perpetrator,
and persistent aggression as an adult. Alcohol “problems” occur disproportionately among both
juveniles and adults who report violent behaviors.

Of course, the fact remains that most crime is not related to drinking, and most drinking never
results in crime. But some people are far more prone to crime and violence when they are drinking or
drunk than when they are clean and sober. For example,

while under the influence of alcohol, a parent may strike a child, a college student may force a
date to have sex, friends may escalate an argument into a fist fight, a robbery victim may attempt
to resist an armed mugger, and soccer fans may turn disappointment over an unsatisfactory game
into a riot.6

Still, all scientific studies of the subject stress that the relationships between excessive drinking,
social disorders, and violent crimes are complex, changeful, and contingent on a wide variety of
circumstances. As one study stressed, much of “the connection between drinking and violence is
attributable to the fact that intoxication is often coincident with situations in which the probability of
aggression would be elevated regardless of the presence of alcohol.”” Moreover, “conceptions of how
drinking affects social behavior are largely a product of social leaming, shaped more by powerful
cultural, economic, and political forces than by scientific evidence regarding the direct effects of
alcohol.”s

But exactly the same species of cautions can be made — indeed, have been made — in reference
to the relationships between drug abuse, crime, and other social problems. The empirical evidence that
“drug abuse causes crime” is of the same kind and quality as the evidence that “alcohol abuse causes
crime” — namely, plentiful but inferential, generally persuasive but not scientifically precise.

What the literature suggests is that alcohol, like drugs, acts as a “multiplier” of crime.
Aggressive behavior or criminality often occur prior to involvement with drugs or alcohol, but the onset
of use (especially, but not exclusively, in cases where use leads to abuse and addiction) results in higher
levels of aggressive behavior or criminal activity.

If anything, the evidence that alcohol abuse drives crime and other social problems is probably
more weighty than the evidence that drug abuse drives crime and other social problems.

An estimated 10.5 million Americans are alcoholics and 73 million Americans have been directly
affected by alcoholism in some form.? Each year, the nation suffers some 45,000 alcohol-related traffic
fatalities.! © Cirrhosis of the liver ranks among the top-ten leading causes of death in America.!! Half of
black men ages 30 to 39 drink heavily.? Black males are at extremely high risk for acute and chronic
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alcohol-related diseases, such as cirrhosis of the liver, hepatitis, heart disease, and cancers of the mouth,
larynx, tongue, esophagus, and lung.’* And, as we shall see below, alcohol figures prominently in
disorder and crime, especially in poor, minority, inner-city neighborhoods where liquor outlets cast their
shadows everywhere.

In short, no illicit drug on which there is scientific research, not even crack cocaine during the
1980s,' has ever produced negative social consequences on the order that legal spirits have. While
“heroin, cocaine, and marijuana have addictive qualities, none of them approach the levels of use or
addiction evident in socially tolerated drugs such as alcohol.”S Indeed, the estimated per capita death
rate per 100,000 citizens is 150 for alcohol use, versus four for cocaine use.’6 Both alcohol and drugs are
indeed “multipliers” of crime and other social problems. But it would seem that alcohol multiplies these
problems by 100, while drugs multiply them by ten.

Such comparisons between the harmful effects of alcohol (or tobacco) versus drugs are normally
paraded as a preface to arguments in support of legalizing some or all currently illicit substances.
Logically, however, they serve just as well as a springboard for considering whether it makes sense to
restrict the availability of alcohol by prohibiting the proliferation of liquor outlets and taking related
measures to reduce consumption among those citizens who are most at risk.

Liguor, Disorder, and Crime

Neighborhood disorder takes many forms — public drinking, prostitution, catcalling, aggressive
panhandling, rowdy teenagers, battling spouses, graffiti, vandalism, abandoned buildings, trash-filled
lots, alleys strewn with bottles and garbage.!” But no social disorder is at once so disruptive in its own
right and so conducive of other disorders and crime as public drinking. In a classic 1990 study of
community breakdown in American cities, public drinking was ranked first among the disorders
identified by residents across 40 neighborhoods.!® In conjunction, there remains no doubt that “increased
alcohol consumption is associated with increased violent crime” and little doubt that “interventions that
reduce drinking may also reduce violent crime” and related disorders.!?

Some of the solitary statistics that can be teased from the last few decades of research on liquor,
disorder, and crime are simply striking.

. 60% of convicted homicide offenders drank just before committing the offense.20

. 63% of adult jail inmates incarcerated for homicide had been drinking before the offense, versus
about 27% of juvenile corrections inmates incarcerated for homicide.2!

. 60% of prison inmates drank heavily just prior to committing the violent offense for which they
were incarcerated, and 40% “of all persons convicted of rape, assault, or burglary had been heavy
drinkers in the year before they went to prison.”2

. Between 1973 and 1992, the rate of violent victimizations among young black males (ages 12 to
24) increased by 25%, and between 1985 and 1992, the black male homicide rate increased by
300%.2* Most of these violent crimes — including homicides — are committed by poor, inner-
city black males against other poor, inner-city black males. Other things being equal, however,
the relationship between poverty and homicide is stronger in neighborhoods with higher rates of

alcohol consumption than it is in neighborhoods with average or below-average rates of alcohol
consumption,?s
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. Numerous studies report a strong association between sexual violence and alcohol, finding that
“anywhere between 30 and 90% of convicted rapists are drunk at the time of offense. 26

. Numerous studies indicate that, while aggressive and criminal behavior among youth often
begins well before the onset of alcohol use, juveniles (especially young males) who drink to the
point of drunkenness are more likely than juveniles who do not drink to get into fights, get
arresied, commit violent crimes, and recidivate later in life.?

) Alcohol-dependent, male factory workers are over three times as likely to physically abuse their
wives as otherwise comparable, non-alcohol-dependent, male factory workers are to physically
abuse theirs.2#

It is important, however, not to be swept away by the seemingly self-evident power or
suggestiveness of such findings. For example, the high incidence of drinking among convicted criminals
does not necessarily “prove” that drinking stimulates crime; it may be nearer to being evidence that
criminals who drink are more likely to get caught and convicted than criminals who do not drink or do
not drink a lot. The fact remains that alcohol consumption “has no uniform behavioral effects,” and it is
often difficult or “impossible to judge whether alcohol is a genuine or a spurious correlate of violence or
under what circumstances alcohol may contribute to the occurrence of violence.”?® Over-interpreting
disturbing aggregate statistics is a mistake that has plagued much of the applied research and policy-
relevant commentary on the drugs-disorder-crime nexus; it ought not to be repeated here,

At the same time, however, it is equally important not to discount or deny the probable — and, in
some cases, patently obvious — connections between liquor, disorder, and crime. Where these
connections are concerned, researchers will probably never be able to untie or cut through every last
causal knot, at least not in ways that meet every last test of scientific validity. But common sense
supposes that the connections are real and quite important. Some research may challenge or complexify
the suppositions of common sense. Generally speaking, however, the more sophisticated the model and
methods, the more it happens that research reinforces rather than rebuts the counsels of common sense.

So it is with the scientific literature on alcohol availability, alcohol consumption, and alcohol-
related crime and social problems: ceteris paribus, easy availability increases consumption, and
consumption increases the incidence of disorder, crime, and other problems.30

Restricting Alcohol, Culiting Crime

The practical question is how best to cut disorder and crime by restricting (without prohibiting)
alcohol availability and consumption among those citizens who are most at risk. The scientific-research
literature that addresses this question is in its infancy. Still, already a number of fascinating, well-
documented, and important findings have emerged. The main finding is that both changes in the price of
alcohol and changes in liquor law regulations can succeed in reducing alcohol availability, alcohol
consumption, and alcohol-related problems including violent crime among at-risk youth and adults.

First, it is clear that alcohol price and alcohol consumption tend to vary inversely: the more it
costs, the less people buy; the less they buy, the less they consume; the less they consume, the fewer
social problems that result. Alcohol taxes influence per-capita alcohol consumption, and per capita
alcohol consumption is closely linked to violent crime rates.

. On average, a 10% increase in alcohol consumption can mean an estimated 9.13% increase in



robberies, a 6.8% increase in rapes, a 5.8% increase in assaults, and a .87% increase in
homicides. A 10% increase in a state beer tax can mean an estimated .48% reduction in per-
capita alcohol consumption, and, in turn, a 1.32% drop in rapes, a .87% drop in robberies, a .32%
drop in homicides, and a .26% drop in assaults.32

. A 10% increase in the price of alcohol can mean an estimated 3% reduction in beer consumption
and a 10% reduction in wine consumption.3

One aspect of the drinking-disorder-violent crime nexus that must be considered is its apparently
age-specific character. Most violent crime is committed by young males. Drinking in males normally
begins around adolescence and rises until the late teens or mid-twenties. Longitudinal research suggests
that the relationship between drinking and serious crime is strongest before young males reach age 31.34
The “good news,” however, is that youth (including the high fraction of youth who drink only beer) tend
to be highly price-sensitive. As one of the most comprehensive studies concluded, increasing beer taxes
to their real (inflation-adjusted) 1951 levels in 1990 “would have reduced the number of heavy drinkers
among youth” by “almost 20 percent.”s Such a reduction in youth drinking would spell fewer adult
alcoholics, fewer traffic fatalities, and fewer violent deaths.36

The economics of figuring out precisely what types of taxing or other fiscal strategies work best
in discouraging alcohol consumption can be extremely complicated (to put it mildly). Under the “user-
fee” conception of what constitutes a socially optimal tax rate, the challenge is to set alcohol taxes “high
enough so that the total revenues from these taxes are equal to the total external costs resulting from
alcohol abuse.” But that is far easier said than done. Even as an exercise in advanced econometrics or
public-finance economics, things can get very difficult very quickly. For one thing, no one really has a
reliable estimate of just what the annual “total extemnal costs” of alcohol abuse are. One 1985 study, for
example, estimated that the total economic costs of alcohol abuse were (in constant 1983 dollars) $116
billion in 1983, $136 billion in 1990, and would rise to $150 billion by 1995. The same study estimated
that about 60% of the costs of alcoholism consisted of lost employment and reduced economic
productivity, while about 13% was due to health-care costs and treatment.® But various drug-
legalization advocates have come in with estimates many times that amount, and it is an inherently

difficult task to estimate the total costs to society of so complicated a phenomenon as alcoholism or
violent crime.?

There is no doubt that price changes can have some effects on alcohol consumption and alcohol-
related problems. There is, however, a second approach — namely, laws and regulations that directly
reduce the physical availability of alcohol. For “independent of the effects of beverage prices, and
controlling for the endogencity of sales and availability, physical availability of alcohol” is “directly
related to sales of spirits and wine.”0

A number of first-rate studies have already found “statistically significant relationships between
per capita outlet densities and consumption and alcohol problem rates.”! Policies that reduce the
geographic density of liquor outlets have been found to work in a wide variety of settings. “Fewer outlets
per square kilometer and/or lower per capita outlet densities would result in reductions in both
consumption and problems.”42

The fact, however, is that most states do not have strong liquor-law regulations and procedures.
Even states that do have strong liquor laws and regulations “on the books” tend to underfund the agencies
that are responsible for enforcing them. Naturally, “anemic funding” often leads to “inadequate
enforcement.”™3 And whether related to funding levels or other variables, loose enforcement opens up
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the possibility of socially harmful concentrations of liquor outlets and other regulatory failures which can
lead, willy-nilly, to a homet’s nest of alcohol-related social problems, including disorder and crime.

. Liquor-outlet densities have been found to be “related in important ways to alcohol problems”
and felony-arrest rates.*

. A detailed study of 44 alcohol beverage control (ABC) jurisdictions in the United States found
that the strict enforcement of formal laws constraining access to alcoholic beverages, including
laws that effectively regulate densities of alcohol outlets, can succeed in reducing alcohol
consumption and alcohol-related problems.#s But in “the absence of increased enforcement, it is
unlikely that any formal alcohol beverage control law would have any effect upon the
distribution and sales” of alcohol.46

. A study of all 25 Califomia ABC offices and 167 ABC investigators found that the state’s liquor
laws were loosely enforced. Community concerns and considerations of community welfare
generally received short shrift in decisions governing the granting of retail liquor licenses. The
ABC investigators were “less concemned with public health and welfare than with the rights of
applicants.”? The study concluded “that the selling of alcohol in California is treated more as a
right than a privilege. This is a finding of some significance, because it underscores the
relationship between outlet densities and consumption. ™8

PART TWO: REGULATING SPIRITS IN WISCONSIN

A Loose Liguor-Control Regime

Since 1980, California and other states have devoted less human and financial resources to the
development and enforcement of rigorous liquor laws and regulations that might succeed in cutting the
physical availability of alcohol, reducing the density of liquor stores in urban areas and, in the bargain,
cutting crime and other alcohol-related problems in poor, minority, high-crime, inner-city neighborhoods.

It would appear that Wisconsin is no exception to this trend.

Today, alcohol-control laws in Wisconsin are rather loose. The laws are set up with parallel
subsections for “fermented malt beverages” and “intoxicating liquors.” Licenses for the sale of both are
regulated and assigned by municipalities with very little intervention or oversight by the state, which has
only a skeleton crew of people assigned to the task.

In the late 1960s, the state’s Department of Revenue handled beverage-tax enforcement (stamps).
Under the so-called Kellett reorganization, the Division of Criminal Investigation, which handled
beverage enforcement, was brought into the state’s Department of Justice. Then, in the mid-1970s, the

state attomey general promised to reduce department staff; he moved alcohol enforcement back to the
Department of Revenue.

Over the last two decades, the state’s main liquor-control staff has shrunk to its present level of
15 people. Until 1986, the state had a three-person unit that reviewed licenses issued by municipalities.
But that unit was eliminated in 1986 along with the tax-stamp program.

There are basically five types of liquor licenses in Wisconsin. Strictly speaking, the state grants
permits (authorizations issued by the Department of Revenue) and the municipalities grant licenses



10

(authorization to sell beer, wine, or spirits). There are in Wisconsin two types of “Class A” licenses, two
types of “Class B” licenses, and one type of “Class C” license or permit:

. Class A: Authorization for retail sale of beer for consumption off premises. No beer sales
between midnight and 8 a.m.

. Class A: Authorization for retail sale of liquor off premises. No liquor sales between 9 p.m. and
8 a.m.
. Class B: Authorization for retail sale for consumption on or off premises of beer. Can be issued

on annual, probationary, or temporary basis. Must be closed between 2 am. and 6 am. (2:30
am. to 6 am. on Sundays except on New Year’s Eve). Clubs may remain open during these
hours, but may not serve alcohol.

. Class B: Authorization for retail sale of liquor for on-premises consumption (unless municipality
authorizes limited off-premises consumption). Must be closed between 2 a.m. and 6 a.m. (2:30
am. to 6 am. on Sundays except on New Year’s Eve). Clubs may remain open during these
hours, but may not serve alcohol.

. Class C or Permit: Authorization for retail sales of wine only for consumption on premises.

Unless you have been convicted of a crime, have lived in the state for fewer than 90 consecutive
days, are unable to complete a responsible beverage-server course, or already have a liquor license, then
you are eligible to apply for a liquor license or permit to sell or distribute alcohol in Wisconsin. You
cannot locate your Class A or Class B license within 300 feet of a school, hospital, or church unless the
municipality approves, or unless liquor represents under 50% of your gross receipts. You can use alcohol
as a prize at raffles, provided that the alcohol is unopened. And, as a result of a 1993 law, if you operate
a bed and breakfast, you may serve your guests a limited amount of alcohol without a license. Under no
circumstances, however, may you serve alcohol to minors.

There have been but a few recent political skirmishes over the state’s liquor-control regime. A
1990 law allowed any retailer the right to be issued a Class B license (sale for consumption on or off
premises). The law was challenged by the 4,000-member state tavemn league. In 1991, the law was
repealed. Also, the state has adopted a law that forbids out-of-state distributors from selling a given
brand of alcohol in any area of the state where an in-state distributor holds a franchise on that brand.
This law, which creates a virtual monopoly for in-state companies, was challenged by out-of-state
distributors. It remains on the books. And, in 1994, a law was passed that prohibited wholesalers from.
holding Class A or Class B licenses unless they had recently held such licenses.

But for these minor changes and disputes, Wisconsin’s liquor-control regime has remained fairly
inert, structured without any apparent regard for the connections between alcohol availability,
consumption, crime, and other social problems — and calculated to give the state almost zero capacity to
regulate and directly enforce liquor laws.

Liquor Outlets in Milwaukee
To date, however, no one has kicked up any legal or political dust over one of the probable

negative consequences of Wisconsin’s lax, municipality-centered, liquor-control regime. Based on the
scientific literature reviewed in Part One of this report, one obvious question to ask is whether the state’s
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liquor-control regime permits high concentrations of liquor outlets in low-income urban neighborhoods
and whether, in tum, any such concentrations are strongly correlated with crime. The place where such
results might be expected to show up is inner-city Milwaukee.

A picture is worth a thousand words (and a few dozen regressions).

The maps on the next two pages depict Milwaukee crime rates and liquor-license locations in
1993. License information representing 1,632 liquor outlet addresses in Milwaukee as of February 18,
1994, was obtained from the city’s License Division. The liquor-store addresses were maiched to census
tracts using a program called Maplnfo. Initially, the software was able to match 1,590 addresses; 38 were
matched by hand and four were dropped because of an inability to match them. Crime statistics at the
census-tract level were drawn from the Milwaukee Fire and Police Commission’s 1993 Annual Report
and the City of Milwaukee 1993 Public Safety Report. The population and control variables used to run
the regressions that resulted in the tables that appear as the technical appendix to this report were
obtained from the 1990 U.S. Census Summary Tape File 3. In merging these various data files at the
tract level, information on 215 of the 218 census tracts included in the city’s 1993 public-safety report
was preserved (i.e., not lost due to technical or mismatch problems). In total, data were entered on all
1,632 license locations in Milwaukee, and the final analysis preserved data on 1,592 of them.

As the maps show, there is most definitely a relationship between liquor outlets and crime in
Milwaukee. The maps show the tracts divided into five groups, with those in Group 5 having the highest
crime rates and those in Group 1 the lowest.

If you knew nothing about either the city or what the dots on the maps represent, and you were
simply asked to draw circles around the places where the dots are clustered, you would end up drawing
circles around Milwaukee's poor, minority, high-crime, inner-city neighborhoods.

Apart from the sheer strength of the liquor-crime correlation, what is most striking about these
findings is the role played by Class A malt-only liquor licenses, as shown by the second map, on page 13.
These account for 15% of the licenses in the sample (245 license locations). The malt-only outlets are
most strongly clustered in Milwaukee's inner-city neighborhoods. In fact, a descripiive analysis of the
data revealed that the best way to predict where malt-liquor outlets were located was to identify tracts
with a less-than-citywide-average annual family income and a greater-than-citywide-average proportional
black population. Fully 81% of tracts with less-than-average income and greater-than-average black
populations had malt-beer to-go stores! There is virtually nowhere else in the city, and probably hardly
anywhere else in the state, where so many liquor stores — let alone so many of a particular kind — are so
heavily concentrated.
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PART THREE: MAKING LIQUOR OUTLETS GO?

Broken Botiles

But should one leap to the conclusion that if Milwaukee's worst neighborhoods had fewer liquor
outlets, they would also have less alcohol consumption and less crime? The answer is that while one
should net leap to that conclusion, anyone who cares about reducing community breakdown and crime in
the inner-city should begin moving in the direction of policies that restrict alcohol availability and reduce
the density of liquor outleis.

Think about it. Most Wisconsin citizens, like most American citizens, would not tolerate for one
second laws that permitted any such concentration of liquor (let alone beer to-go) stores in or around the
places where they and their loved ones live, work, shop, go to school, or recreate. It makes no sense to
insist that it is all merely a matter of frec markets, as if liquor stores simply go where the people want
what they sell and sell to whomever they want. As a nation, Americans have embraced laws that raise
the drinking age to 21, punish drunken drivers, and educate the young about the dangers of alcohol and
drug use. Al various times, California and other states have attempted to limit the density of liquor
outlets around college campuses; indeed, California once had a statute that prohibited liquor stores and
bars within a one-mile radius of a college campus.*?

Nor, for that matter, can one hide behind a fog of empirical uncertainties about the connections
between liquor, disorder, and crime. As the research summaries in the first two sections of this report
indicate, that fog is lifting, and the liquor-disorder-crime nexus is increasingly well-substantiated: let any
researcher who doubts it relocate his or her working office to a flat above any inner-city malt-liquor to-go
outlet.

In the end, academic statistical exercises are no substitute for live ethnographic realities.
Imagine what it is like for a typical inner-city child,

let’s call him John, to grow up near Florence and Normandie avenues, flash point of the [L.A.]
riot. To middle-class African-Americans and whites, liquor stores are generally a remolte
presence, located far from where adults pray and children play. But to John, Tom’s liquor store is
a short walk from his house, school and the storefront church in the same shopping strip. A slew
of transactions take John to Tom’s. He tags along with his mom when she goes to cash her
welfare checks free of charge. With no supermarket nearby, John goes to Tom's when he wants a
candy bar. Even when his mother takes him to the adjoining neighborhoods, John rarely sees a
bank or supermarket. ... Many neighborhood traits convey disorder but unchecked public
drinking is a particularly potent affirmation that “no one cares.” That is the message John gains
by observing Tom’s liquor store, where winos and crack addicis congregate at night in the parking
lot .... In fact, in the eight times in the 14 months preceding the riot, LAPD dispatchers sent squad
cars 1o the store to investigate robberies, assaults and a shooting,50

One doubts that any reader of this report would want to live where “John” does or have their
children switch places with him. Following a famous article by Professors James Q. Wilson and George
L. Kelling, criminologists as well as many journalists refer to the realities of such inner-city
neighborhoods as evidence for the “broken-windows” thesis — when a broken window in a building goes
unfixed, soon all of its windows are broken.$! The broken window is an invitation to incivility, disorder,
and crime.
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neighborhoods with messages like the one contained in the lyrics of a malt-liquor commercial:
Get a grip, take a sip,
And you'll be picking up models
And it ain’t no puzzle my cousin
‘Cause I'm more a man
I'm downin’ a forty [a 40-ounce bottle]
Be a man and get a can of St. Ides [a high-alcohol malt beer].62

Indeed, the alcohol industry seems perfectly well aware of the relationship between alcohol,
disorder, and crime — and in some infamous cases, it has been quick to exploit it for commercial gain.
In the early 1990s, for example, one of the billboarded spokesman for St. Ides malt liquor was Ice Cube,
a “gangsta’ rapper” whose hits include the song “Black Korea.” The song includes “lyrics such as, ‘Pay
respect to the black fist or we'll bumn your store right down to a crisp’ and ‘Don’t follow me up and down
your market, or little chop-suey ass will be a target.”s? Ice Cube appeared “in a poster holding a can of
St. Ides flashing a gang sign” and claimed in a televised ad “1 gotta® 40 [ounce bottle] every ‘hood that
you see me in."® Only after a vigorous protest and retaliatory boycott of the product by Korean
merchants did the company that produces St. Ides pull the ads.

In many big cities, “religious leaders in black communities have taken to the streets to whitewash
old billboards, thereby ridding their communities of the destructive advertisements.”s But city officials
ought to take the lead in enforcing zoning limitations on alcohol-billboard advertising, banning such ads
from the horizons of schools, churches, and public-housing centers. With whatever help that may be
required from the state, Milwaukee ought to experiment with such restrictions.

Fourth, Milwaukee should launch a multi-year demonstration research project involving two
Milwaukee high-crime neighborhoods that are as near to being “twins™ as possible, in terms of their
socio-economic and other objective characteristics. In one neighborhood, enforce total prohibition on
alcohol sales. In the other neighborhood, apply only such restriction measures as are being applied
citywide. The chief aim of this policy experiment would be to document and compare the effects of the
prohibition versus the restriction policies over a period of years.

Finally, under no circumstances should Wisconsin lower the legal drinking age or enact other
measures that would increase aleohol consumption, disorder, crime, and other social problems in
Milwaukee and other parts of the state. For starters, there is a tremendous stock of research showing that
lowering the legal drinking age increases alcohol-related auto fatalities.®¢ And unless one simply refuses
to accept the overwhelming weight of the evidence on the relationship between drinking, disorder, and
crime presented in the earlier sections of this repont, then one must believe that reducing the minimum
drinking age or any other measure that would increase, rather than further limit, the availability of
alcohol in Wisconsin, would have socially undesirable, even disastrous, consequences — most especially
in Milwaukee's worst neighborhoods.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX

In order to discern the relationship between
Sﬁfﬂmary Statistics crime and liquor outlets, we must look at three
bi"Cenﬁus Tk sources of data. Crime statistics are available in the
"""s"(Stﬁhd _ City of Milwaukee 1993 Public Safety Report.

G Population and other demographic variables can be
obtained from the 1990 U.S. Census. Liquor-license
information is compiled by the License Division
(Common Council-City Clerk, City Hall).6? Three
different classes of liquor licenses are considered
here: Class B taverns (which sell for on and off-
premises consumption), Class A liquor and malt
stores, and Class A outlets that can sell only malt
liquor.

Tracts Liquor Licenses

There are 218 census tracts in Milwaukee.
Tracts are a convenient unit of analysis because they
are relatively small and the definitions are
consistently used by different agencies. In particular,
the Public Safety Report lists crimes by census
tract.® Liquor-license locations were mapped onto
census-tract boundaries.®® The following analysis
looks at crime rates and liquor-license prevalence at
the tract level. While the analytic framework does
not allow us to attribute crime to the presence of
liquor stores, it does allow us to sort out correlations
that suggest policy responses.

Table 1 to the left reports average values of
several variables for 215 of the 218 census tracts in
Milwaukee. While census tracts vary in size, an
average census tract consists of 2,900 people. The
table shows that the overall crime rate in Milwaukee
in 1993, averaged across these tracts, is one crime per
five people. The robbery rate is one per 100 people.

There are, on average, 7.4 liquor licenses per
tract. This means that there is one liquor license for
every 400 people in Milwaukee. Most of the license
are for taverns (75%), with fewer Class A liquor
stores (8%) and Class A malt outlets (15%).

On average, tract populations are 61% white,
33% African American, and 6.5% of another race.
Slightly more than 6% report Hispanic ethnicity.
Median family income averages $26,000 per year,
while per capita income is $10,600. On average,
42% of households in a tract own their residences.
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TABLE l1a Cross-correlations (P-values)
overall  “B” taverns  “A” liquor “A” malt only Income % owner-
crime rate per capita per capita per caplita % black per capita occupled
overall 1.000
crime rate
“B" taverns 914 1.000
per capita  (.000)
“A” liguor 397 177 1.000
per capita  (.000) {.009)
“A” malt only .174 104 198 1.000
per capita  (.000) (.127) (.004)
% black 108 —.108 A12 412 1.000
(.114) (.113) (.103) (.000)
income 022 167 006 —.506 —.661 1.000
per capita  (.75]) {.014) {.035) (.000) (.000)
% owner- —323 —.193 —.169 —.4035 —377 A76 1.000
occupied (.000) (.004) (.013) (.000) (.000) (.000)
Note: N=215 census tracts in Milwaukee. A reporied p-value of .000 means that the p-value is lexs than .001 for the test of the hypothesis
that the correlation 18 zero.

These overall averages, however, mask differences across tracts. Some of these differences can
be seen by looking at the right-hand column of Table 1. Values for the same variables are reported there,
but for the subset of census tracts (nine) that had no liquor licenses. These tracts had substantially lower
crime rates. Because the number of tracts without liquor outlets is so low, it is hard to draw statistical
inferences.  As a result, while these tracts appear to be more heavily white and to have higher incomes,
we cannot conclude that this is not due to chance associated with sampling.

Table 1a above shows that many of these variables are highly correlated. For example, taverns
and both types of liquor stores tend to be in census tracts with high crime rates. In addition, tracts with a
high density of taverns also have an above-average number of Class A liquor stores. Some of the most
interesting correlations are found in the lower right-hand corner of the table. Tracts with above-average
proportions of African-American residents have above-average densities of Class A malt outlets. Tracts
with low average incomes have high concentrations of Class A malt stores. Income and race are not
strongly negatively correlated with the other two types of liquor licenses, however. The proportion of
residents living in owner-occupied housing is negatively correlated with all types of liquor licenses. It is
important to notice that the demographic variables are highly correlated with each other: e.g., tracts with
a high proportion of blacks tend to have low average incomes and low home-ownership rates.

One way 1o sce the relationships among Class A malt licenses, crime rates, and other descriptive
charactenistics is to divide the tracts into three groups and then compare the values of the variables across
them. Table 1b on the next page reports average values for the same variables as Table 1 for the 96 tracts
with no Class A malt licenses, the 81 tracts with fewer than one malt outlet per 1,000 population, and the
38 tracts with a higher density of malt stores. The tracts with a high density of Class A malt stores have
statistically significantly higher overall crime rates than the other tracts. They also have higher robbery
rates. The density of other liquor outlets is not different across the categories in a statistically meaningful
way. The proportion of blacks, however, varies dramatically across these three categories: 18% on
average in the tracts without any malt stores, 34% in tracts with low density, and 66% in the tracts with
the most malt outlets. Also, as should be expected from the correlations in the previous table, the income
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and degree of home ownership is much lower
TABLE 1b Summary statistics by census tract, in tracts with more malt licenses.
by concentrations of “A” malt only
licenses, means (standard ervors) The same relationships can be seen
NO“A” < 1,000 “A” > 1,000“A” using mullivar_iate r(?grcssion, which allows for
maltonly  maltonly  malt only all of the relationships among all the variables
licenses licenses licenses to be considered simultaneously. Table 2 on
the next page reports the results of five
N 96 81 38 pag p
overall 1796 1732 3158+ regrcssxons. of the log of the lract-.lcvel crime
crime rate (.0424) (.0097) (.0616) rate on various sets of control variables. The
robbery rate 0062 0087* 0169* first column shows that liquor licenses of all
(.0008) (.0009) (.0030) , types are associated with higher crime rates.
pepaisiion ?}%560‘;23 ?ff;;ﬁi 2(?;23;;?) Column (2) adds the racial and ethnic
“BP giveins 00355 0023 0053 composition of the tracts and shows that tracts
per capita (.00162) (.0002) (.0017) with higher proportions of blacks and higher
“A”liquor &  .00018 00021 0004 proportions of those of another race are
. Af‘“';llz" CEpLa ('00%027) ('0000000533) ('(?001‘;23 associated with higher rates of crime.
percapita (.00003) (.00008) Controlling for race, Ll.lc relationship t?et.ween
% black 1882 3390% 6636% malt outlets and crime is no longer statistically
(.0260) (.0416) (.0611) significant, but since the two variables arc so
% other race ('gggz) (-(23923 r-gggg} highly correlated (see Table 1a), it is
% Hispanic 0450 0767 0810 }mpossmlc to isolate any independent
(.0095) (.0136) (.0222) influences.
% aged 15-24 1457 1703 1756
(.0083) (.0116) (.0129) As more controls are added to the
median family  32,258.93  24,596.83*  13,796.42* regressions, Class B taverns and the Class A
income (1,17958)  (1,127.337)  (841.748) . ’ X 50 .
per-capita 12,83352  9.982.432%  6,161.632* hquor'stores remain positively com:}atcd with
income (457.85) (436.657) (396.200) the crime rate, as does the proportion of the
% owner- 5024 3899+ 2638* population that is black. Adding the “owner-
occupied (:0228) (.0216) (:0162) occupied” proportion causes the coefficients
Note:  An asterisk indicates that the value is statistically significantly on income and the “other-race™ proportion to
:lge:.rr?::r{crgn the value in the column to the left (at the 5% level of lose statistical significance and the coefficient
on the black proportion to fall — all of which

is unsurprising, given the strong correlations
between these measures.

It may be that the crimes about which we are most concerned, violent crimes, are obscured by
using the overall crime rate (which is predominantly made up of property offenses). Table 3, on page 22,
shows that the same pattern is found when only violent crimes are considered: that is, all types of
licenses are positively associated with crime, at least until race is controlled, and income and home
ownership are negatively associated with crime rates.”

In sum, liquor stores and taverns are located in census tracts with high crime rates. In addition,
the stores that are restricted to selling only malt liquor are disproportionately located in neighborhoods
that have a high proportion of black residents and that are low-income. Also, because of the proportion
that is black, the level of income, and the proportion “owner-occupied,” it is impossible to tease out the
independent correlations.

Note that we also cannot ascertain causality here: it is hard to know if liquor outlets cause crime.
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