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TO: Henry S. Dogin, Administrator
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

THROUGH: J. Robert Grimes, Assistant Administrator
Office of Criminal Justice Programs

It is with enthusiasm that I transmit to you this Special Confidential Report
on Computerized Tracking of Stolen Office Equipment. This report describes

an effective new investigative technique, based on computerized matching of
automated stolen property files with repair records of private industry, which
makes possible the identification and recovery of stolen goods, and the inves-
tigation of illicit traffickers in such items. Documented for the first time
in this report are national distribution patterns for stolen office equipment,

with special emphasis on the marketplace for stolen typewriters in the State of
California.

This project is worthy of special note because in sixteen months and with bud-
geted expenditures of less than $60,000 it has resulted in the following:

identification of the current location across the United States of approxi~
mately 10,000 pieces of stolen office equipment;

initiation and documentation of approximately 2,500 field investigations
into the redistribution of stolen office equipment in the State of California;

recovery of approximately 2,100 typewriters stolen from residents of the
State of California, valued at $1.3 million; and

enhancement of the recovery rate for stolen office equipment in California,
22.7% over a base pericd before project implementation.

A1l these ancomplishments could not have been possible without the special com-
mitment and painstaking efforts of the California Department of Justice, Organized
Crime & Criminal Intelligence Branch, which developed the computer match technique
described here; the support and cooperation of the IBM Corporation, whose excel-
lent record-keeping systems made use of the technigue especially successful; and
the documentation and analysis provided by Dr. Marilyn Walsh, of the Battelle Law
and Justice Study Center. Their combined efforts represent a unique public/private
partnership in support of law enforcement objectives which is often sought, but
rarely achieved. While the enphases of the project on the State of California

and on stolen office eguipment are derived from this partnership, it is clear

that project benefits can be extended to all jurisdictions which maintain auto-
mated stolen property records, and to all serialized commodities where manufac-
turers maintain adequate sales and repair recoxrds.

The information provided by this project has never before in the history of law
enforcement been available. Now it is possible for law enforcement agencies to
develop the pattern and flow of stolen goods, and to document the activities of
organized criminal fencing operations on a nationwide basis. In light of these
singular benefits and of the accomplishments noted above, I transmit this report

to you as a document with broad and promising proactive implications for the law
enforcement community.

James Q. Golden

Director

Criminal Conspiracies Division
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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THIS REPORT SUMMARIZES THE INFORMATION GENERATED BY AND THE RESULTS
OBTAINED THROUGH APPLICATION OF A NOVEL INVESTIGATIVE TECHNIQUE
WHICH SHOWS GREAT PROMISE FOR INHIBITING THE MARKET FOR STOLEN GOODS,
BY SURFACING AND TRACKING THE PATHS TAKEN BY STOLEN PROPERTY FROM
THE POINT OF THE ORIGINAL THEFT TO THE FINAL CONSUMER. THE TECH-
NIQUE CONSISTS OF IDENTIFYING THE CURRENT LOCATIONS OF STOLEN GOODS
BY MAKING MACHINE COMPARISONS BETWEEN AUTOMATED STOLEN PROPERTY
FILES MAINTAINED BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES., AND AUTOMATED REPAIR
RECORDS OF PRIVATE INDUSTRY, BECAUSE THE TECHNIQUE UTILIZES EXIST-
ING AUTOMATED RECORD-KEEPING SYSTEMS, IT REPRESENTS A PRACTICAL AND
COST EFFECTIVE METHOD OF GENERATING LARGE NUMBERS OF QUALITY INVES-
TIGATIONS OF ILLICIT TRAFFICKERS IN STOLEN MERCHANDISE, AND OF
IDENTIFYING AND RECOVERING STOLEN PROPERTY.

THE COMMODITY FOCUSED ON. IN THIS REPORT IS STOLEN OFFICE EQUIPMENT,
AND IN PARTICULAR STOLEN IBM TYPEWRITERS., THIS IS BECAUSE OF THE
SUPPORT AND COOPERATION OF THE IBM CORPORATION IN THE PROJECT. IT
IS CLEAR, HOWEVER, THAT THE TECHNIQUE APPLIED HERE HAS THE POTENTIAL
FOR MUCH BROADER. APPLICATION TO ALL CLASSES OF SERIALIZED GOODS,
WHERE ADEQUATE RECORD-KEEPING SYSTEMS EXIST.

THE REPORT IS DIVIDED INTO TWO PARTS. PART I DESCRIBES THE NATIONAL
DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS FOR STOLEN OFFICE EQUIPMENT REVEALED BY THE
IDENTIFICATION OF THE CURRENT LOCATIONS ACROSS THE COUNTRY OF APPROX-
IMATELY 7,000 STOLEN TYPEWRITERS., THE MAJOR CHARACTERISTICS OF THESE
DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS ARE:

* WESTERN U.S. JURISDICTIONS WHICH HAVE LARGE INTERNAL MARKETS
FOR STOLEN OFFICE EQUIPMENT ARE SUPPLIED LARGELY BY IN-STATE
THEFTS, AND SECONDARILY BY IMPORTS OF STOLEN ITEMS FROM OTHER
STATES :

* EASTERN U.S. JURISDICTIONS WHICH HAVE LARGE INTERNAL MARKETS
FOR STOLEN OFFICE EQUIPMENT ARE SUPPLIED LARGELY BY IMPORTS
OF STOLEN ITEMS FROM OTHER STATES, AND SECONDARILY BY IN-STATE
THEFTS

* IN WESTERN U.S. JURISDICTIONS IMPORTS OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS
GENERALLY EXCEED EXPORTS OF 'SUCH ITEMS

®* IN EASTERN U.S. JURISDICTIONS EXPORTS OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS
GENERALLY EXCEED IMPORTS OF SUCH ITEMS

* THE KEY ELEMENT OF THE STOLEN OFFICE EQUIPMENT MARKETPLACE IN
WESTERN JURISDICTIONS IS A BOOMING LOCAL DEMAND FOR SUCH ITEMS
WHICH KEEPS MANY IN STATE FOR RESALE

* THE KEY ELEMENT OF THE STOLEN OFFICE EQUIPMENT MARKETPLACE IN
EASTERN JURISDICTIONS IS TRANSPORTATION SINCE LARGE AMOUNTS
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PART 11 OF THE REPORT FOCUSES IN DETAIL ON T
MENT MARKETPLACE WITHIN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA.
THE RESULTS OF A SERIES OF DOCUMENTED FIELD INVESTIGATIONS OF

ILLICIT TRANSACTIONS INVOLVING STOLEN TYPEWRITERS THAT WERE INITIATED
BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND CONDUCTED BY LOCAL LAW

ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES.
CALIFORNIA, THE FOLLOWING RESULTS WERE ACHIEVED:

IN ADDITION TO THESE ACHIEVEMENTS, THE DOCUMENTED FIELD INVESTIGA-
TIONS CONDUCTED BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES PROVIDED THE FOLLOWING
INFORMATION ABOUT THE THEFT AND REDISTRIB
IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA:

OF SUCH ITEMS ARE MOVED IN AND OUT OF THESE STATES FOR RESALE
AND REDISTRIBUTION '

FIVE STATES-—CALIFORNIA, ILLINOIS, NEW YORK, OHIO, AND TEXAS--—
FORM A KEY GROUP OF JURISDICTIONS WHICH ARE MAJOR IMPORTERS OF
STOLEN TYPEWRITERS FROM OTHER STATES AND MAJOR SUPPLIERS OF

SUCH ITEMS TO OTHER STATES: THEY ARE ALSO PRIME TRADING PART-
NERS WITH EACH OTHER IN THE ILLICIT REDISTRIBUTION OF STOLEN

OFFICE EQUIPMENT.

HE STOLEN OFFICE EQUIP-
IT IS BASED ON

BASED UPON THIS PILOT EFFORT IN THE STATE OF

%HE IDENTIFICATION OF THE CURRENT LOCATIONS OF APPROXIMATELY
,000 TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN FROM CALIFORNIA RESIDENTS)

THE INITIATION, DOCUMENTATION, AND PROCESSING OF APPROXIMATELY
7,500 FIELD INVESTIGATIONS OF STOLEN TYPEWRITER TRANSACTIONS

IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA;

THE RECOVERY OF 2,100 STOLEN TYPEWRITERS, VALUED AT $1.3 MIL-
LION; :

AN INCREASE OF 22,7% IN THE STATEWIDE RECOVERY RATE FOR STOLEN
OFFICE EQUIPMENT, OVER A BASE PERIOD PRECEDING PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION.

UTION OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS

THE MOST FREQUENT VICTIMS QF TYPEWRITER THEFTS ARE THE BUSINESS
AND PROFESSIONAL COMMUNITIES, AND GQVERNMENT AGENCIES AND

INSTITUTIONS.

TOTAL LOSSES IN THE TYPEWRITER THEFTS PROFILED HERE WERE $2.3
MILLION, WITH AN AVERAGE LOSS PER VICTIM OF APPROXIMATELY $2,500,

TRADITIONAL ENFORCEMENT RESPONSES IN THE CASES PROFILED HERE
YIELDED CLEARANCES BY ARREST IN LESS THAN 1% oF THE,_CASES,
AND PARTIAL RECOVERIES OF PROPERTY STOLEN IN ONLY 3% OF THE

CIRCUMSTANCES GIVEN LITTLE HOPE OF EVER SEEING THEIR PROPERTY
AGAIN OR OF HAVING THEIR THEFTS SOLVED BY THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE

SYSTEM.

THUS VICTIMS OF TYPEWRITER THEFTS ARE UNDER ORDINARY | f
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MOST STOLEN TYPEWRITERS WERE LOCA
TED IN THE SAME TYP
gggMEﬁgIAL AND PROFESSIONAL OFFICES, AND PUBLIC SECng XEENCIES
TITUTIONS, FROM WHICH THEY HAD BEEM STOLEN.

58% OF THE IDENTI

: FIED FINAL CONSUMERS QF STO

PURCHASED TH , LEN TYPEWRITERS
PURCHASED THEM FROM INDIVIDUALS, AND L42% FROM COMMERCIAL

.THE MOST FREQUENT COMMERCIAL SUPP 7

LIERS OF STOLEN TYP
gEEEEggF&ggTEggéngm$L$HgéggALERS AND RETAILERS. T¥NE?3§EE§E
SEEERS hast FREQUEN OACHED POTENTIAL BUYERS AT THEIR

EégA%HE§ES?¥Eﬁ§ OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS PAID AN AVERAGE oF $400
FO , A PRICE ONE-HALF TO TWO-THIRDS OF THE LEGITI-
TE RETAIL PRICE FOR THESE MACHINES,

MOST FINAL CONSUMERS OF STOLEN TYPEWRITER TH H
WROTE CHECKS TO CASH TO PAY FOR THE SIOELEls\l %I[ E,“’ER PAID CASH OR

697 OF THE TYPEWRITE
RS STOLEN AND REMAINING IN THE STAT
%ﬁélggsgIA FOR RESALE WERE REDISTRIBUTED TO NEW POSSESSgRgFIN
CITY OR COUNTY WHERE THEY HAD BEEN STOLEN,

90% OF THE TYPEWRI
TERS STOLEN AND REMAINING IN THE S
TATE
EébIQ?EEéAO§ERE REDISTRIBUTED TO NEW POSSESSORS LOCATED W??HIN
THE PLACE WHERE THE ORIGINAL THEFT OCCURRED,

21% OF THE TYPEWRIT
, ERS STOLEN AND REMAINING IN THE ST
A
Gn e T Lt (e et e,
; 527 STRI -
SESSORS WITHIN ONE MONTH AFTER THE THEFT ocgggggDTo NEW. POS

THE SEVERAL IMPLICATIONS FLOWING FROM THESE FINDINGS ARE THESE!

THAT TYPEWRITER THEFTS REPRESENT '
A SERIOUS CRIME PROB
EE§EE$§SSL$N SUBSTANTIAL LOSSES TO VICTIMS, WHICH CANhgﬁlBE -
CONTROLLED BY TRADITIONAL ENFORCEMENT RESPONSES; i

THAT THE THEFT, REDISTRIBUTION, A ’
~ , AND PURCHASE OF STOL B
EQUIPMENT ARE_IN MOST JURISDICTIONS HIGHLY PROFITABLET Lon - 5
ITIES, UNDERTAKEN BY THIEVES, FENCES, AND FINAL CON- F

SUMERS OF SUCH
yping ITEMS, TO THE DETRIMENT OF THE TYPEWRITER THEFT

THAT PRESERVATION OF THE AUDIT TRA
IL OF A PROPERTY
S§A$ILE AND FLEETING ENDEAVOR, NOT POSSIBLE THROUGHC$AQEUéE A
RADITIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT MEASURES; AND

THAT THE INVESTIGATIVE TECHNIQUE US
QUE USED HERE PERMITS -
seTisLisielr o Tiis aibir T oict Brokal A fecol
D =
THEFT AND REDISTRIBUTION}OF STOLEN GoggngS TNVOLVED TH THE
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INTRODUCTION

Each year as property crimes continue to dominate the
national‘crime picture-~accounting for 90-95 percent of
all reported crimes--it has become apparent that more
effective enforcement techniques must bhe developed if
this major crime problem is to be controlled. Since 1972
careful analyses of the theft problemi/ have demonstrated
that traditional enforcement approacﬂes focusing exclu-~
sively on the thief are at best short sighted and ineffec-
tual, since they fail to take account of the market for
stolen property to which the thief relates. As a result
of these analyses, innovative strategies have been
developed giving enforcement priority to the criminal

receiver of stolen goods (the fence). These anti~fencing

strategies have shown great promise in combatting property
crimes because they address the profit motive of the stolen
property marketplace. Indeed, arguments have been made that
recent decreases in theft rates**/ aré attributable to anti-
fencing enforcement activities undertaken nationwide.

Despite great strides in innovative property theft
enforcement since the early 1970's, knowledgeable observers
must conclude that the goal of taking the profit out of

property crimes is far from being realized. A firm

*
; ~/See, for example, Walsh, Marilyn E. The Fence - A New Look at the
World of Property Theft (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1977); and Blzkey,
G. Robert and Michael Goldsmith. "Criminal Redistribution of Stolen Pro-

perty: The Need for Law Reform," Michigan Law Review, August 1976, Vol. 74,
No. 8, pp. 1511-1626.

—'For the year 1977, for example, burglary decreased 1.2 percent from
1976 and larceny-theft decreased 5.8 percent; see Crime in the United States,
Uniform Crime Reports, U.S. Department of Justice Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978).
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commitment to anti-fencing enforcement, though showing

great promise, is still the exception rather than the

rule in most jurisdictions. Instead the traditional and

self-defeating approaches to property theft centered on
the thief continue to be pursued, allowing not only
thieves, but also fences and final consumers of stolen
property, to benefit at the expense of theft victims.
While there have been individual situations in whiceh

the stolen property marketplace has been interrupted or -
totally disrupted in some jurisdictioné, in most parts

of the country trafficking in purchasing and possessing

stolen property remain low-risk activities undertaken

with impunity. The stolen property marketplace more

often flourishes as a successful profit-making enterprise
than it is successfully combatted.

The confidential report which follows is based upon
information generated through the use of a novel investi-
gative technique employed on a pilot basis by the Cali-
fornia Department of Justice. The technique permits
stolen property transactions to be: traced and their

criminal content to be audited. The substance of the

technique is to make computer comparisons between automated
stolen property files of law enforcement agencies and auto-
mated records of repair transactions of {in this case) the
IBM Corporation. Whenever. a match-up occurs, it then be-
comes possible to identify the current possessor of the

repaired item. Once this identification is made and the

R S R T L e e
7
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location of the stolen item determined, an investigation
can be conducted which peels back the layers of trans-
actions that occurred between the time ofrthe original
theft and the time the stolen item came inﬁo the custody
of the current POssessor. In the course of this investi-
gation, it is possible not only to trace the movement
of the stolen item, but also to identify all Culpable
parties who have benefitted from the sale or use of the
Stolen property to the detriment of the rightfui owner,
including the thiéf who originally stole it, the fence(s)
who handled its redistribution, and the final consumer
who bought the itenm knowing it to be stolen.

This technique, though simply stated, is truly remark-

able both for its uniqueness and for the quality of the

investigative information it generates. What makes the

an inVestigation at a’point when a crime has already been
Successfully completed, i.e., where all culpable parties

have succeeded in escaping traditional enforcement detec-
tion mechanisms. Thus, crimes that would have remained
unsolved and offenders who would have escaped unscathed
become fruitful investigative targets. Also remarkable

is the quality of the investigative information developed

by the technique. Each investigative lead, when followed

up by a quality inVestigation,f/ Permits a full audit of

not be realized unless the leads generated by it areicompetently field

investigated, Where slipshod or poor investigation occurs, much of the
benefit of the technique is lost,
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the persons, places, and events involved in the theft
and redistribution of stolen property and of the crime(s)
committed in the process. At minimum, then, the techni-
gue provides for the recovery of stolen property. At its
best, however, it makes possible the identification of
culpablé parties to transactions involving a single
stolen item, but also the documentation of the overall
distribution paths and patterns, and the major traffickers
responsible, for the redistribution of stolen goods gener-
ally.

The project reported on here could not have
taken ?lace without the excellent record-keeping systems
and cooperation and support of the IBM Corporation. Be-
cause of this support, the project and the analyses in
this reportvfocus on application of the matching technique
to one class of stolen goods, i.e.,‘stolen IBM typewriters.
The report is divided into ﬁwo parts. Part I provides an
overview of national distribution paths for stolen type-
writers as revealed by comparisons made between the National
Crime Information Center (NCIC) stolen office eqﬁipment
files and nationwide repair records of the IBM Corporation.
Wﬁile some caution must be taken in interpreting this
informationbecauseit has not as yet been field Verified,i/
it provides rare insights into the national trafficking
patterns for a major ‘class of stolen property, office equip-

* &
ment.—

ffAn application currently being prepared by the California Depart-
ment of Justice proposes extension of field.investigations and recoveries:
-on a nationwide basis. ' : '

ff-/‘The significance of thefis of this type of goods was highlighted in
recent newspaper accounts. See Klein, Frederick C, '"Urban Office Buildings
Becore Prime Locales for Thefts and Assaults,"” Wall Street Journal,

December 5, 1978, p. 1 and p. 14.

e

i

ﬁagt II of the report focuses on the experience of |
the Stat;‘of California which has used this technique on
a pilot basis, attempting £o structure and document follow-
up investigations based upon the leads generated. In this
portion of the report, information developed through
field investigations in which individual property theft
cases were audited provides a more detailed picture of
the stolen office equipment marketplace existing in Cali-
fornia. As both parts of the report amply demonstrate,
the technigue used here offers great potential to the law
enforcement community, as yet another valuable component
of an effective property theft enforcement program. This
report, then, should be considered both as a tool for
planning enforcement action, and as a basis for designing
a battery of similar tools to deal with the chéllenge
of property crimes. ’

PART I: DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS FOR STOLEN OFFICE MACHINES -

THE NATIONAL SCENE

In order to gain a national perspective on the distri-
bution patterns of stolen office equipment, repair records
of the IBM Corporation were compared (using the technique
described above) with the automated file of stolen office
machines maintained by the National Crime Information Center
(NCIC). The information in this latter file is supplied to
NCIC by law enforcement agencies around the country and it
contains some 50,000 items.’ The IBM records used for compari-
son totaled about 1.2 million records. Using these records,
nearly 7,000 matches on stolen typewriters wefe genérated.

Figure 1 depicts the number of typewriters originally stolen

from each jurisdiction (including the 50 states, the District
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of Columbia, and Puerto Rico) that were identified using

the matching technique. Thus, of the 7,000 stolen machines

identified, 2,039 were from thefts occurring in California;

1,212, from thefts occurring in Texas; 662, from thefts

occurring in New York; and so forth.

Several cautionary notes are appropriate here.
First, while the volume of stolen machines identifed is
guite large, it should be viewed as representing only
a small propertion of those that would be possible with
a file more complete than the one available from NCIC.
The NCIC file with its 40,000 entries reflects at best
only a small subset of the office machines stolen nation-
wide. The reason the NCIC file is incomplete is that
rates of participation in entering items to the file
varies greatly among the states and among law enforcement
agencies within states. At the same time, many states
have their own automated stolen property files that are
used in lieu of entering items to the NCIC system. The
State of California, for example, has its own Automated
Property System in which some 18,000 stolen typewriters
are entered--far more than were found in the NCIC file
for California. In addition, practices with respect to
the use of the NCIC system vary from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction. Some agencies, for example, only enter
items in NCIC when the loss in a theft exceeds a given
dollar value; bthers only use NCIC in cases where the

jurisdiction would be prepared to extradite for the crime.
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Thus, the 7,000 identifications made here grossly under-
represents the number that would be possible with a more
complete stolen property file.i/

Given the incompleteness of the NCIC file, care
should be taken in interpreting the statistics found in
Figure 1, and in particular in comparing the number of
identifications of stolen items made for the various
states. This is because the number of stolen machines
identified for each state represents not only an index
of the magnitude of the stolen typewriter problem in a
jurisdiction, but also an indication of participation
in the NCIC system. Thus, the States of California and
Texas for which a far greater number of stolen items
were identified than for any other states, both have a
serious stolen office equipment problem. It would be
inappropriate to conclude, however, that the magnitude
of that problem is as much greater in California and
Texas as the number of identifications seems to indicate.
Rather, the number of identifications made can be linked
to a high rate of participation in NCIC by law enforce-
ment agencies in those two states. At the other end of

the spectrum, it would be erroneous to conclude that

-"-/This is the major reason for advising project monitors that,
should they wish to pursue use of the technique at the national
level, focus should be directed at obtaining access to automated
property files maintained by individual states.

such populous states as Connecticut, Maryland, and Massa-
chusetts, where relatively few identifications were made;
do not have a stolen office equipment problem, when the
number of identifications made undoubtedly has a great
deal to do with the participation of these states in
NCIC. 1In reviewing Figure 1, then, it should be noted
that the picture it portrays, while generally accurate

in that the states having the largest number of identi-
fications are also likely to be those with the greatest
number of office equipment thefts, may not accurately
reflect the comparative magnitude.of the problem among
various states.

Two additional problems of interpretation relating
both to Figure 1 and to the information to be presented
subsequently should be noted. First, none of the nation-
wide matches discussed here have as yet been field veri-
fied and investigated. The verification feature used
in the matching technique is a critically important one
since different models of IBM machines in the lower
range of serialization have duplicate serial numbers. .
Thus, if errors in identifying the model of a machine
occurred either in IBM records or in the NCIC file, then
the resulting matches would not be accurate. Until field
verification, however, it is difficult to establish what

portion of the matches recorded here are accurate ones.
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A second similar source of error may occur when a
customer fails to notify IBM that his/her machine has been
stolen. In this case, the stolen item appears on the NCIC
tape while the theft victim's original repair record re-
mains on the IBM tape. Thus, what was an apparent match
would actually identify the theft victim as the current
possessor of the stolen item. Again, since verification
procedures could not be undertaken on the national matches,
it is impossible to estimate how many such matches may
have occurred. It is possible, however, to describe the
impact of such matches on the national figures discussed
below. The effect of such matches would be to reduce
the number of stolen machines recorded as staying within
a state and hence would increase the proportion identified
as moving interstate. Thus, it is quite possible that the
interstate component of the national distribution patterns
for stolen office equipment is actually more significant
than the figures discussed below may irdicate.

Despite these noted cautions and problems; the infor-
mation presented here is believed to reflect a generally
accurate overview of the structure of nationwide trafficking
patterns for stolen office equipment. It should be remembered
that tthis is the first opportunity ever available to observe
the movements of stolen goods on a nationwide basis,
not tied to. a specific set of investigations or prose-
cutions. As such, the information provided here is
both unigue and extraordinarily valuable in suggest-

ing appropriate law enforcement responses to organized

11

stolen property transactions, even though the precise
magnitudes of the problem as described below may be
modified if and when field verifications and investiga-

tions are undertaken.

A. Current Locations of .Identified Stolen Typewriters

Figure 1 (presented earlier) depicted the origin-
ating jurisdictions, i.e., original place of theft, for
the nearly 7,000 stolen typewriters located using
the NCIC-IBM matching procedure. Figure 2 (below)
indicates the identified, current locations of these
7,000 typewriters. As can be seen in Figure 2;
the jurisdictions for which the largest number of stolen
typewriters were identified tended also to be those in
which the greatest number of stolen typewriters were
located. The State of California, for example, which
had more of its stolen typewriters identified (2,039)
than any other jurisdiction, also led all jurisdictions
in having the greatest number of stolen typewriters
(2,015) found within its borders. Texas, which had
1,212 of its stolen typewriters identified, was found
‘to have 1,199 stolen machines within its boundaries.

At the other end of the spectrum, there were some
states which had relatively few of their own stolen
typewriters identified, but which nevertheless were
found to be "home" to a significant number of stolen

machines. The State of Louisiana, for example, might
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FIGURE 2: NUMBER OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS LOCATED IN EACH STATE, N = 6,944
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be placed in this category; whereas only 68 of Louisiana's
stolen typewriters were identified using the matching
technique, 184 stolen machines were identified as being
within her borders. A similar pattern occurs in the

state of Virginia where 98 stolen machines were located,
but which had only 53 of its own machines identified.
North Carolina and Massachusetts which both had only 37

of their own stolen machines located, were shown to be
"home" respectively to 74 and 63 stolen typewriters.

The number of stolen typewriters located in each
state is generally comprised of two components: (1) ma-
chines stolen in the state and remaining there (repre-
senting a domestic or intrastate marketplace); and
(2) machines stolen in other states and migrating there
(representing an import or interstate marketplace).
Depending upon which of these components is focused on,
one can observe different patterns of significance for
the nationwide distribution of stolen office eguipment
among the various states. Thus; some states which repre-
sent an important market for stolen office equipment,
as evidenced by the number of stolen typewriters located
there, exhibit a marketplace dominated by a domestic
traffic in such goods. Other states portray a marketplace
dominated by an import traffic in stolen typewriters.

These contrasting marketplace patterns are depicted

in Table 1 (below) where all jurisdictions in which 75
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TABLE 1

JURISDICTIONS WHERE 75 OR MORE STOLEN TYPEWRITERS
WERE LOCATED, BROKEN DOWN BY THE DOMESTIC
AND IMPORT COMPONENTS OF THE MARKETPLACE

PR

N = 16
Domegtic Type-|| Import Type-
writers in writers in
Total # of Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
Typewriters
o Located in % of
igilsdlctlon Jurisdiction Number | Total Number ;ozgl
zona 203 160 79% 4
‘ ‘ ‘ 3 21%
California 2,015 1,518 75% 497 25%
gglorgdo 215 135 63% 80 37
District of *
Fgolggbla 78 32| 413 46 59%
Il?¥l a 182 75 41% 107 59%
: .1nois 271 113 42% 158 58%
ouisiana 184 54 29% 130 71%
Michigan 134 41 31% 93 69%
New Jersey 184 , 80 | 43% 104 57%
gﬁgoYork 450 215 48% 235 52%
0 . 195 47 24% 148 76%
ennsylvania 156 49 31% 107 69%
gennessee 75 26| 353 49 65%
Vgxag‘_ 1,199 924 77% 275 23%
irginia 98 19 19% 79 81%
Washington 160 75 47% 85 53%
I | xg G t————
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or more stolen typewriters were located are listed.
For each jurisdiction listed, the total number of"
stolen machines located there is given, followed by
the number and proportion of those representing the
domestic marketplace and the number and proportion of
those representing the import marketplace for that
jurisdiction.
Two separate patterns emerge in Table 1 that
appear to be based at least in part on geography.
Thus all of the jurisdictions displayed in the table
jocated in the western United States are dominated by a
domestic market for stolen office equipment.—i/ The
largest number of stolen typewriters identified, for
example, were located in California and Texas, "»ut three
fourths of these had been originally stolen in those
jurisdictions. Similarly in Arizona where 203 stolen
machines were located, 79 peretnt had been stolen and
remained in that state.
A somewhat different marketplace pattern emerges
as one moves eastward across the country, however. Thus, .
of the 450 stolen machines located in New York, more than
half had been stolen elsewhere and imported into the
state. Similarly 58 percent of the typewriters found in
Illinois and 76 percent of those located in Ohio had been
stolen in other states. Because there is some reason to

speculate that factors other than mere geographic location

%
—/This is with the exception of the state of Washington where the
domestic and import components. are roughly equivalent.
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may affect the marketplace patterns found in various

jurisdictions, each group of states is discussed in

more detail below. The divergent marketplace patterns

among states described in Table 1 are displayed pic-

torially in Figure 3.

1. Jurisdictions dominated by a domestic market for

stolen office machines. Apart from their geographic

placement within the United States, the jurisdictions

in Table 1 with a stolen office equipment marketplace

dominated by a domestic component (California, Texas,

Colorado, and Arizona) share another characteristic in

common. They are all states characterized by rapid
growth, spurred by commercial and industrial expansion.
The industrial boom and accompanying growth in California
has been of longer duration than that presently occurring
in Texas, Colorado, and Arizona, but all four: states
represent areas of the country experiencing rapid ex-
pansion. This shared characteristic is of more than
passing significance since the marketplace discussed

here involves a commodity, office equipment, closely

linked to commercial and industrial development. Thus

one would expect to find a large and.growing demand for
office equipment to exist in these states--a demand that
can be met by illegitimate as well as legitimate suppliers.

Because of the rapid and concentrated growth in the states,

it is not surprising to find that many typewriters stolen

ARKETPLACE FOR

STATES DOMINATED BY A DOMESTIC VERSUS AN IMPORT M

FIGURE 3
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there never leave the jurisdiction, but remain there to
satisfy a lively local demand for such items. For
the illicit trafficker in office equipment, there is no =
e o <Ll
. . . . p >
point in arranging for interstate transport of such ¥ L?_ 5 "
— K?'v.‘,’;'
items when a viable market for them is "right around : = %
. ¥ U ~ TJ
the corner." The marketplace pattern observed for these zZd ,{a_
< L7
states, then, with its large domestic component, is quite 8 5 : % i
= & ¢
consistent with the larger economic portrait one might S X 3
s O J '
paint of these jurisdictions. It is also not surprising : = 8 el 8}"
.
o w
to find that a listing of states in which more than 60 = & "
[72] z
. . o N\
percent (60%) of the office equipment stolen from thé state & & . 3
= = g
remained there for resale is dominated by Jjurisdictions § E o ‘?I;
% w z
in the western part of the United States.  This listing & w -
-
is provided in Table 2. = 9 g
IS : § 5
While the stolen office eguipment marketplace in E = z : «
n g 3 p
California, Texas, Colorado, and Arizona is dominated | L o “ ] i
‘ O LN ”
H
by the domestic component,; the import side of the market -3 -
:- Z A 3
for stolen typewriters is also of interest. Figures 4 ’ : © T 5
. by >‘ i
! o 2
through 7 depict the original jurisdictions from which \ o=
' w
stolen typewriters made their way to each of these four i © <
[7) <
. . : . ] I
states. What is clear from these figures is that Cali- : s
[ b
fornia and Texas not only have large internal markets w
for stolen typewriters but also represent major supply , S = i ]
N =
* g IS
sources of such items to meet the demand in other states.—/ %” ,’; -
- D 47
Also in Figures 4-7 Illinois and New York, known to be . ™ /—‘
major importing states, are shown to be prominent as S - y
well in supplying stolen times to other states. R
*/ ’
—' Thus California was a major out-of-state supplier of stolen
typewriters in Texas, Colorado, and Arizona; and Texas, a major supplier F o
to the other three states. : RS
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STATES OF ORIGIN FOR STOLEN TYPEWRITERS NOW LOCATED IN TEXAS
N=1,199 (TOP FIVE STATES ARE COLOR-=SHADED)
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—
e (TOP FIVE STATES ARE COLOR-SHADED) »
\ h"«‘lu\-}?n. ‘ i
o . ;
Mo \r\‘i"
LAY 'r,\,\,-‘ Al
) . ¢
Aorru t\,u:pr,\i 1 i
4
| i
. H n”[‘i".v or i
SOUTH DAKOTA / L. ,' " .
Wyoie . K X RYYA gRYS LS .w E
)’O,\-l,\cr R v L ¥ ’ — T :
AINNTSOTA /' . ‘ﬁ;‘ » :
R .
. — :
NERRasRA
y § CCLogape :
: WISSOURL strict of
; RANSAS Columbia
; 1 ﬁ
, 2 e
’ » , < ‘:r,\f\(n..\s’x
R ‘\.E“.I“L\'!\'O - ' e
‘ ’ : s Ontaka 1
# P TENAS
. 4 ~ ' i X 8 - LORA rouri>
- - ’ : - v { ,—\LAFI\'“’\ "‘ORW 5-e2 '
k - A :
o P ; “ Il';\ " - ] a
: S j b e g
- e, ) " % . ‘2 ! : w ¥ " -t e & “?: LOUISIANA
* £ ‘? . Q@ “ &
. P ey RS ! “ P
: 3 7 3 & " /
‘ SR - ¥ . ¢ SN
¥ . . ¥ - e v ’i:' FLORICA
i . . “ 3 )
: R i . ol
: L - ' 3
oo ‘ RPN ANC
- . N E4
; . . . -
o <;\' 8
- ™ 2
" i
— ) é :‘..’- -
" N ;‘z 1 K/
: A — =
- B - N o
: - " D & i )
- o . . Ao » . . . .
- ) . . - - . i #; ;
. - . - - ., w . ¢
‘f - - * ™ “f 7« £l
- - LY s . h
- sy - - a
: o “ ; : ~ - ¥ 3 R LN ) . d : pe
. R o o . . - . . . -
v, e ' N . i - * ’ . \ - . - -
.:i-_, A i - ' . : iz ~ R R : i p



23

TABLE 2

STATES WHERE MORE THAN 60% OF THE
STOLEN TYPEWRITERS REMAINED IN THE JURISDICTION

N =8
: Total # of State's # of Stolen % of Stolen
iState Stolen Typewriters Typewriters Typewriters
i Identified Remaining in State Remaining in State
Alaska 15 11 73%
Arizona 247 160 64%
California 2,039 1,518 74%
Colorado 186 135 72%
Hawaii 6 5 83%
Louisiana 68 54 79%
Texas 1,212 924 76%
Washington 115 75 65%
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Thus in Figure 4 where the sources supplying the
California stolen office equipment marketplace aie depicted,
New York is shown to be the majqr supply source after the
state of California itself. 1In Figure 5 where Texas'
sources of supply are noted, California is:the major out-
of-state supplier. For Colorado and Arizona (Figures 6 and
7 respectively), California is once again the major supply
source} Clearly states like California and Texas with
large typewriter theft problems can manage both to meet a
large domestic demand for such goods and to be important
sources of supply for such demand in other jurisdictions.

2. Jurisdictions domitated by an import market for

stolen office equipment. As noted in Table 1 above, most

of the states with a stolen office‘equipment marketplace
dominated bybthe import component are located in the

eastern half of the country. The 12 jurisdictions noted

in Table 1 as displaying this marketplace pattern are:

New York, Illinois, Ohio, Louisiana, New Jersey, Florida,
Pennsylvania, Michigan, Virginia, Tennessee, the District
of Columbia, and Washington (the only western U,S.(repre_
sentative in the group). Apart from their geographic
placement within the country, most of these states share
the characteristic of being heavily industrialized with
industry concentrated in densely popwlated urban and sub-
urban areas. Another characteristic shared by at least
two thirds of these states is that they are commonly re-
garded as major centers ofyorganized crime activity within

the nation.

25

Because of the extent of commercial activity in
these jurisdictions, they have, as expected, a substantial

domestic demand for office equipment. Curiously enough,
however, this demand appears less likely to be satisfied in the
illicit marketplace by office machines stolen internally
than it is by stolen items being imported from outside

the jurisdiction. The other side of this picture, of
course, is that domestically stolen office equipment ap-
pPears more likely to be exported to other jurisdictions
than to be resold intrastate. For illicit traffickers of
stolen office equipment in these states the presence of a
large domestic demand for such items is clearly less signi-
ficant in determining their distribution patterns than are

other factors.

In speculating about what these other factors might

be, some consideration should be given to the key element

of transportation. Obviously when an illegitimate market-
Place is dominated by the movement of stolen items into and -
out of a jurisdiction, it must be facilitated by ready
access to reliabie transportation mechanisms. In this
regard, the shorter distances between major markets in the
eastern United States can be expected to be of some benefit
to the illicit transporter of stolen office equipment.

Also of importance—-and at least as worthy of speculation--
to the efficient movement of stolen goods may be the exis-—

tence in many of these states of well-established, illicit

relationships that while typically associated with more
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traditional organized criminal activities, may be of
general benefit to other criminal endeavors.

There is some reason to suspect that ewven in this
energy conscious era in which we live the latter point
may be of greater significance than the relatively short
distances between eastern U.S. markets. For when the
originating jurisdictions from which stolen typewriters
were imported by these 12 states are plotted (as is aone
in Pigures 8-19), it is clear that extensive distance does
not deter the illicit importer of stolen office equipment.
Indeed in Figure 8 where the states of origin for stolen
typewriters located in New York are shown, the States of
California, Illinois, and Texas appear as more frequent
sources of supply than do states closer, or immediately
adjacent to New York. This same pattern is evident in
Figure 9 where the States of California, Texas, New York,
and New Jersey are shown to be moré likely sources of
stolen typewriters‘for Illinois than are her immediate
neighbors. A similar situation is observed in Figures 10-
16 where the supply sources for stolen typewriters found
respectively in the Digtrict of Columbia, Florida, Louisi-
ana, Michigan, Tennessee, Virginia, and Washington are
depicted. In only. three of the 12 importing states (New
Jersey, shown in Figure 17; Ohio, in Figure 18; and
Pennsylvania, in Figure 19), do geographically proximate
jurisdictions play a role as supply sources equal to or

more important than more distant jurisdictions. Even with
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respect to these three states, however, the states of

> .

California and Texas remain impoxrtant supply sources.

B. Patterns of Movement for Stolen T&pewriters for
Selected Jurisdictions

Having looked in some detail at the originating
jurisdictions for stolen typewriters currently located
in various states and having described the varied market-
place patterns thereby revealed, we now turn attention
to the other side of the picture, i.e., the distribution
paths taken by office machines as they move within and
are exported from the jurisdiction from which they were
originally stolen. Figure 1 presented earlier provided
a rough index—i/ of the magnitude of the office equipment
theft problem in each state as reflected in the number of
stolen machines idéntified for each using the matching
technique. Consideredbelow are the intra- and interstate
movement patterns for stolen office equipment for all
jurisdictions which had 50 or more identifications made
on items stolen from their residents. With the data
bases used in this project, 20 such jurisdictions, which

can be viewed as having the more serious typewriter

theft problems, are available for analysis. These 20 juris-

dictions--together with the number of identifications made

for each, the number and percentage of stolen machines
remaining in state, and the number and percentage being

exported to other states--are listed in Table 3.

*
—/The cautions earlier stated at pp. 7-10 should be noted here.

st
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TABLE 3

ALL JURISDICTIONS WITH 50 OR MORE
IDENTIFICATIONS OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS,
INCLUDING TOTAL NUMBER OF IDENTIFICATIONS
MADE, NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE REMAINING
IN STATE, AND NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE
BEING EXPORTED FROM JURISDICTION, N = 20

Machines Machi
# of Identi- Remaining achines
Jurisdiction fications Made Numbé? Statz. Nuﬁgggrteg
Arizona 247 160 65% ng gg%
California 2,039 1,518 75 Si 2
Colorado 186 135 73 22 2]
Connecticut 90 15 17 2 23
Seorsia "% 31 75 59 | 74
eorgla

?lligois 319 113 35 222 gi
Louisiana 68 54 79 5 2
Maryland 70 16 23 e au
Michigan 139 41 29 > L
Missouri 70 13 19 o 7i
New Jersey 277 80 29 L =
New York 662 215 32 o
Ohio 170 47 28 lig L2
Pennsylvanila 159 49 31 127 E
Tennessee 53 26 49 2] -
Texas 1,212 924 76 234 e
Virginia 53 19 36 2 2

‘e Washington i 115 75 65

| Déi:iﬁﬁEaOf 138 - 32 23 106 77

e
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As before when the domestic and import market compon-
ents of typewriters located in each state were described,
two divergent patterns of stolen Property movements, based
roughly on whether a jurisdiction is located in the eastern
oi western half of the United States, emerge in Table 3
when the paths taken by machines stolen from each state are
described. Thus, typewriters stolen in eastern states are
far more likely to be exported than to remain in state for
resale. The reverse is true with respect to Western states.
These divergent patterns of movement, discussed Separately

below, are pictorially represented in Figure 20.

1. Jurisdictions where stolen office equipment is

more likely to remain in state. Six states represented in

Table 3 display distribution patterns in which office
machines stolen in the jJurisdiction are most likely to remain
in state for resale. Of these six states--Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Colorado, Louisiana, Texas and Washington——only

one, Louisiana, is ndt in the western half of the United
States. For all these states, the rat>» of in-state redis-
tribution is quite high when compared with the proportion
of stolen typewriters exported for resale. Thus, 65 per-
cent of the typewriters stolen in Arizona and Washington
remain in state with only 35 percent available for resale
elsewhere. California and Colorado retain 75 percent and
73 percent of the typewriters stolen internally for resale

in the domestic marketplace, exporting only 25 percent and

27 percent respectively to other jurisdictions for resale.
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FIGURE 20: STATES RETAINING STOLEN TYPEWRITERS IN-STATE VERSUS STATES EXPORTING
STOLEN TYPEWRITERS (ALL JURISDICTIONS WHERE 50 OR MORE
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Texas and Louisiana exhibit the same pattern of movement
with 76 percent and 79 percent (respectively) of the
domestically stolen office machines remaining in state,
and only 24 percent and 21 percent being exported.

It is likely that the speculation made eaxlier about
the rapidly growing domestic markets in Western states
is equally valid here in explainirig the dominance of intra-
state redistribution of stolen typewriters in these juris-
dictions. Indeed a comparison of the number of stolen
typewriters exported from these states with the number
imported by them (this comparison is shown in Table 4
below) reveals that imports typicéllyexceed exports. For
three of these states, i.e., Colorado, Louisiana, and Washing-
ton, imports substantially exceed exports. For California
and Texas the number of stolen typewriters imported and
exported are roughly even. It is only with respect to the
state of Arizona that exports clearly and substantially
exceed imports.

Despite the dominance of the internal redistribution
of strlen office equipment in these six states, the external
movement patterns for their stolen items are also of inter-
est. Figures 21-26 present these movement patterns for each
state separately with the most fregquent export destinations
for their stolen typewriters color-shaded in each figure.
While individual variations in export patterns are apparent

for each state, four states--California, Texas, Illinois,

oo o e o i, S e

e S

et e K05 St o




.
ff
IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN. ARIZONA
{
N =247  (TOP FIVE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED) :
oy ;
\r,\,\._\ :
Nowrra z\,u'\oml
t ;
¢
"o N BT :
— SOUTH DAROTA 3 wigeons ‘ = : ' . :
\Vyo,Q-.,N‘., J - . : ‘ﬁ
. - o A ont s {
\\|\Nt5°ff\' : 7 N‘\\ . '-v s l:
ow A N ‘\% H
Crmn T~ cHA :
N ERR.\:.&,\ > a . '
. Yoru l{f\- to . ' 7 \v.\',\v\ ] ' !
A8 1o . . i
3 — SAMSSOURL lif - D - ] - District of f
ANSA . - g » &
2 s : ¢~ Columbia :
\'\r\.ﬁ.‘s\’\
..c,\w\,n"\
.\'cn‘,\\r\':co " 4
- OKLAKHA
Triag 5
3 i i‘f - 3 . ;:' ,-\\.AFf““’\ f
’ - ¥ ‘ © e,
. | ; MR N
” 7 ‘:-,:r i " . . . ¥ - "
i ‘2 . 3 R - Lun.lsh\
i 3 o .
b N s 3
‘ . f \\'* 3 g 4 : 9 s “ .. t‘ 4 v\“”,,,'-.pm L
! F 2N A L FLORICA
s H v * ! X e N 4
4 13 v - - .
. e & L \9
N & ."f . ’\ \J
’ ] . , 2. .
: . , o\ '
~ L
. ‘ hawag
. ’ ‘ , o . " ; ) -
- ) . , - N P - . a
. o ’ , . * - l
. 3 X . o ™ , R *
vy r i R . ¥ 4 = )



Py

FIGURE 22: 1IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN CALIFORNIA
‘)\ N =2,039 (TOP FIVE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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FIGURE 23: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN COLORADO
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FIGURE 24: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN LOUISIANA
N = 68 (TOP THREE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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_FIGURE 25: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN TEXAS
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TABLE 4

NUMBER OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS IMPORTED BY AND
EXPORTED FROM THE STATES OF ARIZONA, CALIFORNIA,

COLORADO, LOUISIANA, TEXAS, AND WASHINGTON
(STATES WITH 50 OR MORE IDENTIFICATIONS OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS)

# of Stolen Type- # of Stolen Type-
Jurisdiction writers Imported writers Exported
Arizona N ' 43 87
California 497 521
Colorado 80 51
Loulsiana 130 14
Texas 275 288
Washington 85 40

TOTAL IMPORTS = 1,110 TOTAL EXPORTS = 1,001

and New York-~-emerge as important export markets for type-
writers stolen in these six states. Indeed, of the 1,001
stolen typewriters exported from these six states, 315 or

nearly one third are found in the four states noted above.

2. Jurisdictions where stolen office equipment is

more likely to be exported to other states. Fourteen juris-

dictions listed in Table 3 demonstrated distribution patterns
in which stolen office equipment was more likely to be ex-
ported to other states for resale than to be resold in

state. These 14 jurisdictions, which include Connecticut,
Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri,

New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia,
and the District of Columbia, are all in the eastern half of
the United States. The rates at which internally stolen of-
fice equipment is exported from these states is remarkably
high, ranging from a minimum rate of export of 51 percent

* /

for Tennessee to a maximum of 83 percent for Connecticut.—

*/

~/Table 3 at p. 40 can be consulted for a listing of the export rates

for all these jurisdictionms,

RS R I IO T

o v RO ST 3
-

These rates are particularly intriguing when one con-
siders that the densely-populated and commercially-impor-
tant urban/sﬁburban centers in most of these jurisdictions
constitute a substantial market for office equipment. But
when one remembers the extent to whiqh many of these same
states were also found to be major importers of stolen
typewriters, then the earlier-noted comments about the key

element of transportation in their distribution systems

for stolen office equipment pecome once again relevant
here. 1Indeed, inspection of Table 5 below, where the num-
ber of stolen typewriters imported by and exported from
these 14 jurisdictions are summarized, demonstrates the
degree to which movement of stolen items in and out of
these states is a hallmark of their stolen property distri-
bution and marketing systems. What is clear from Table 5

is just how different the patterns of movement for type-
writers stolen in Eastern states are when compared with
those of Western states. To begin with, substantially

more stolen typewriters were exported by the 14 Eastern
jurisdictions listed in Table 5 than were imported by them.
In additian, in only three of these jurisdictions--Ohio,
Tennessee and Virginia--did imports exceed exports. Rather
in most of these states exports substantially exceed imports,
with the import-export traffic being roughly equivalent in
but three jurisdictions, i.e., Michigan, Missouri, and Penn-

sylvania.

Y,

PSRRI e




AT

NUMBER OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS IMPORTED BY AND EXPORTED FROM
THE STATES OF CONNECTICUT, FLORIDA, GEORGIA, ILLINOIS, MARYLAND,
MICHIGAN, MISSOURI, NEW JERSEY, NEW YORK, OHIO, PENNSYLVANIA,

TENNESSEE, VIRGINIA, AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
(STATES WITH 50 OR MORE IDENTIFICATIONS OF

STOLEN TYPEWRITERS)

52

TABLE 5

$# of Stolen Type- # of Stolen Type-~-
Jurisdiction writers Imported writers Exported
Connecticut ‘ ' 39 ' 75
Florida 107 147
Georgia 31 59
Illinois 158 206
Maryland 37 54
Michigan 93 98
Missouril " 56 57
New Jersey 104 197
New York 235 447
Ohio 148 123
Pennsylvania 107 1i0
Tennessee 49 27
Virginla 79 34
District of
Columbia 46 106

Total Imports = 1,289 Total Exports = 1,740
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IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN ILLINOIS
N = 319 (ToP SIX EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN MARYLAND
N =70 (TOP SIX EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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FIGURE 32: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN MICHIGAN
N = 139 (TOP SIX EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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; FIGURE 33: 1IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN MISSOURI
' M =70 (TOP FOUR EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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‘ FIGURE 34: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN NEW JERSEY
5\ N = 277 (TOP SIX EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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FIGURE 35: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN NEW YORK

N = 622 (TOP FIVE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLLOR-SHADED)
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IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN OHIO
N = 170 (ToP THREE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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FIGURE 37: 1IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN PENNSYLVANIA
N = 159 (ToP FIVE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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FIGURE 38: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN TENNESSEE
' "N = 53 (TOP FOUR EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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FIGURE 39: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN VIRGINIA
N T N = 53 (ToP THREE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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i FIGURE 40: IDENTIFIED LOCATIONS OF TYPEWRITERS ORIGINALLY STOLEN IN DISTRICT OF
i coLUMBIA, N = 138 (TOP FIVE EXPORT LOCATIONS ARE COLOR-SHADED)
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because‘it would have been previously impossible to
generate'this information. Rather, it stemmed from the
fact that the innovative thinking thet went into the
development of the matching technique used here did net
take place previously. Because of the novelty and unigue=
ness of this information, one is hard pressed to spell
cut the full extent of its implications ﬁor and value to
1aw enforcement agencies. Nevertheless it 1is possible to
jdentify at least three implications at the present time.
First, it is clear that the innovative use of auto-
mated identification and record-keeping systems is cap—“
able of yielding information that not only is of great |
value to investigative agencies, but also wquld be unavail-~
able otherwise. Much of the information presented abo*e
could not have been developed except through the matching
technique used here; and yet, this technique is but one
example of the investigative payoffs gossible t+hrough
more creetive uses.of existing identification and record-
keeping resources. The law enforcement community undoebt—
edly possesses the skill and creativity needed to realize
such investigative potential. Wwhat has not beenr forth-
coming, however, is the kind of sustained cqmmitment to'
property theft enforcement necessary to ensure that avail-
aple skills and creativity are applied to this important
crime area. Inetead,hproperty theft enforcement has

i i i iques and
peen allowed to drift, using investigative technigues
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approcaches that have lchg‘ago been shown to be ineffective.

(4

The incompleteness of the NCIC file used here points up‘

the extent to which agencies‘afe not making optimal use of

resources that currently exist. The matching technique

applied in this project, then, by demonstrating the kind

of valuable information that is available to law enforce-

ment, demonstrates as well just how dissatisfied we should

be with traditional enforcement approaches'and how impatient

we should be for law enforcement to begin to successfully

inhibit the trafficking in 'stolen goods.

A second implication is related to the substance of
the nationwide distribution patterns for stolen office

equipment described above. It was clear from the infor-

mation generated by the matching technique that very dis-
tinctive patterns of distribution could be discerned among

the various jurisdictions and particularly for eastern

versus western states. As these distinctive patterns

were presented and described, some speculations were

offered to account for them. Regardless of whether the

particular speculations suggested are accurate or not, it
is clear -that one factor that does not appear to shape or

determine stolen property distribution patterns is the

criminal justice system. Instead, traffickers in stolen

merchandise appear to establish distribution systems

based upon economic conditions in their own or neighbor-

ing states or in the same region, or upon other factors

4

such as the availability of transportation services. The

S
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criminal justice system is quite irrelevant to all of
this, since traffickzng in stolen goods is basically a
high-profit, low~-risk activity, poorly monitored and con-
trolled by law enforcement. With so little law enforce-
ment activity in this crime area, it is small wonder
- that fences and their customers can easily disregard
the criminal justice system, as a factor not worth being
concerned about.

This is, of course, just the point. For when one
sees with what apparent ease expensive and readily iden-
tifiable office equipment is stolen and resold within
jurisdictions, and then moved about from coast to coast,
one gets the impression of an 1llicit marketplace oper-
ating with an impunity that is rarely disturbed. Un-=
doubtedly, most of the nearly 7,000 stolen typewriters
identified in this project have already been written off
as "unrecovered theft losses" by investigating agencies,
leaving fences and their customers as undisputed benefi-
ciaries. <Continuation of traditional enforcement approaches
to property theft will only assure that this situation
will remain unchanged, that the'ériminal justice system
will continue to be irrelevant, aﬂd,that the stolen pro-
perty marketplace wi;l persist virtually unchallenggd,

Finally, it is clear that the matching technique

applied here is useful not only in generating valuable

investigative information but also in providing an agenda

R A
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for action.

L

Because it is possible usihg the technique
to distinguish various marketplace and distribution pat-—
terns for individual jurisdictions, it is possible also
to set enforcement priorities and make decisions amongb
alternative enforcement strategies. Thus, a state domin~
ated by a domestic marketplacé, with a stable import com-~
ponent, but very few exports, might deéide to devote
virtually all its resources to the investigation of internal
traffickers in stolen goods, adopting strategies tailored

to fit these operations. Another state with a considerably
large import/export trade might alternatively decide to
contact outside jurisdictions known to be associated with
this trade and attempt to iaunch coordinated investigations
of interstate traffickers in stolen goods. In this case,
effective control of the stolen property marketplace would
require the assistance and cooperation of those in other
jurisdictions. -

Setting enforcement priorities and choosing among
alternative strategies is not quite as simply done as
stated above. For many states, however, a clear choice
between focusing resources internally or on an interstate
basis is implicit in the marketplace patterns observed.
For others, in particular New York, Illinois, California,
and. Texas, the choice is not nearly so clear. Thus, while

California and Texas both have dominant domestic markets,

neither one of them can be sanguine about the import/export

SO
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trade it generates. This is because both are major
exporters of stolen office equipment as well as prominent
import markets £or such items stolen elsewhere. New

York and Illinois w}th marketplaces characterized by
significant import/export trafficking, also have large
domestically supplied markets that cannot be safely ig-
nored. For all these states the interaction between the
domestic and the import/export components of their mar-
ketplaces, would have great significance for determining
an effective enforcement program.

Until the information provided here has been field
verified and investigated, it is impbssible to specify
with certainty the enforcement steps that would make most
sense for individual jurisdictions. It is important to
note, however, that the matching technique providing this:
information does more than point up current law enforce-
ment failures and shortcomings. It also provides clear
direction as to how law enforcement agencies can begin to
cope more effectively and ultimately inhibit the stolen

property marketplace,

[ —————
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PART II: THE THEFT AND DISTRIBUTION OF STOLEN OFFICE
MACHINES-~THE CALIFORNIA SCENE

"As noted earlier, it is the'Caliernia Department
of Justice which developed the matching technique des-
cribed here, and it was the application of-this technique.
within thé State of California that formed the basis
of this project. fhe development and use of the tech-
nigue in California was possible under recently enacted
provisions of the state's Business and Professions Codei/
which require businesses taking items for repéir to con-
form to reporting requirements similar'to those imposed
upon pawnbrokers and other secondhand goods dealers. To
our knowledge, California is the dnly state with such a
statute, or alternatively, which treats repair outlets
in a ¢lass with secondhand merchandisers.

On the basis of this statute, the California Depart-
ment of Justice (hereafter DOJ) established a cooperative
relationship with the IBM éorporation to ensure receipt
of its automated records oflrepair transactions for cdm-
parison with the state's Automated Property System, a
statewide file of property stolen., For the purpose of
this project, DOJ agreed to apply the matching technique
to the above records on a‘pilot basis, documenting the

information optained through the use of a structured

*
-/The relevant section of this code is Article IV, Section
21628.5 which was enacted in 1977.
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*
reporting form——/ and providing access to this information

by the project director. It was the firm hope that this

pilot effort not only would provide considerable informa-
tion about the trafficking of stolen office equipment,

but also would form the basis for an assessment of the
investigative potential of the new Business and Professions

Code provisions. This part of the report summarizes the

investigative activity of law enforcement agencies within

the State of California stimulated by this project, and

the information obtained as a result of this activity.

Several points should be noted at the outset. First,

implementation of the pilot effort reported on here invelved

not only the use of new reporting forms by local law enforce-
ment agencies in California, but also the transmission of

an entirely new type of investigative lead to agencies for

follow up. Despite the novelty of the effort and attempts

by the project to provide guidance through written materials,
it is clear that many agencies did not fully understand the
value of the infermation provided them or what was being
asked of them in the nature of an investigative follow up.

In hindsight, it is believed that the project could have

benefitted immeasurably had regional orientation meetings

for investigators been held throughout the state of

* %
California,— /‘which could have explained the effort in

detail and fielded questions or problems. Instead, such

*
—/This form, with its accompanying investigative guidelines, has
been earlier transmitted to project monitors.

k% v

—~/An application being prepared by the State of California for the
extension of this technique on a nationwide basis provides for such an
orientation component.
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tanc |
€, when lack.of response to leads indicated that there ;f

{

)5

was a problem.

A . , .
Ssecond issue affecting field response to the Project

was
an apparent lack of appreciation on the part of many

1nvestlgators for the ultimate value of the leads they
were given or for the settlngs in which 1nvestlgatlons
were to be conducted. Thus many investigators who were
quite willing to conduct field v1s1ts for the Purpose of

veri
fying and recovering stolen items, were substantially

unprepared to use those visits as a startlng off point
for a deeper probe into the transaction(s) that had given
rise to an individual's Possession of a stolen item.
Slmllarly;experlenced investigators known to be adept at
debrleflng Street offenders found in Possession of stolen

o
T contraband items, were often unaccountably inhibited

whe
n confronted with the Prospect of debriefing . ‘managers

o
f business establishments or members of the professions
r

t
WO groups frequently found to be in possession of stolen

items.
ms In a large number of cases, then, recovery of the
stolen 1tem wWas undertaken as an end in itself, such that

1i
1ttle‘or no follow-up investigation occurred.  This. pre-

the information for establishing the layers of. the stolen !

office equipment marketplace.
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Finally, the responées of some agericies were not
received in a manner timely enough to be included in
the analyses reported below. Part of the problem here is
that at the same time suppoft to DOJ was terminated under
the current project, the Department was experiencing per-’
sonnel cuts which limited its ability to enter information
already on hand into the'syétem. Thus in addition to
leads outstanding, DOJ estimates that it has a backlog of
some 300-~400 cases not included in this report.

Each of these factors--lack of orientation, reluctance
to pursue follow-~up investigations and timeliness of res-
ponse-—-affected the éxtent of information available for
analysis. As it turned 6ﬁt, while most agencies responded
positively to the reporting form itself, overall compli-
ance in returning materials for documentation purposes is
estimated to have been at a 60~70 percent rate. This
leaves 30-40 percent of the leads transmitted which either
received no field response or where the response wés too
late for inclusion in the analysis here. But even within
the 60-70 percent group from which some response was re-
ceived, many of the forms were only partially filled out.
EXactly which factor(s) was most responsible for a lack'
of compliance with the reporting system is not known.

In only a‘few instaﬁcés did there appear to be an outright
refusal to comply.  Rather, in most cases, lack of res-

ponsiveness seemed to result from a misunderstanding of
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what was expected and/or a reluctance to press for
answers from "respectable" possessors of stolen items.
Whatever the reason, lack of compliance did result in
a considerable loss ofvinformation, which accounts for
the widelyvyarying sizes of the §amples on which aspects. .
of the following analysis are based.

The report which follows focuses in some detail on
the domestic marketplace for stoien office equipment in
the State of California. This is of particular interest
since as was noted above when national distribution pat-
terns were discussed, California is one of those states
wit@ a prominent domestic component to its market for
stolen office machines. Undérstanding what happens to
typewriters stolen and redistributed in California, then,
may be of value to other states with’signficant domestic
markets. .

The disééssion is divided into five sections: first,
an analysis of the nature of the thefts in which type-
writers were taken (including the types of persons/institu-
tions victimized); second, a description of the character-
istics of those persons found to be in possession of stolen
typewriters; third, a description of the reported circum-
stances by which possession of stolen machines was obtained;
fourth, a section reporting on some special studies coﬁducted
of the movement of stolen typewriters within the state, andof
the timipg of that movementr'and, finall&, a section summarigz-

ing project results and implications.
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a. Nature of the Thefts in Which Typewriters Were

Stolen

As might be expected, most of the thefts in whioh
typewriters were stolen occurred on oommeroial as op-
posed to residentai premises.' Table 6 below presents
the relative prominencerof tne different types of vic=
tims represented in the sample.

TABLE 6

TYPES OF THEFT VICTIMS, N = 890

of Percentage
gzziim Number in Sample of Sample
Individual 26 3%
Professional _
Office/Firm 78 9%
Business <
Establishment 542 61%
Government ~ s
cy/Insti-
o s
Local (94) (11%)
State (30) ( 3%)
Federal (13) ( 1%)
Private Organ-—
ization 7 85 10%
Charitable | (46) ' { 5%) ’
Profes-
sional (39) : _ 1 ( 4%)
Other 22 2%
TOTALS 890 o ' 100%

As can be seen, business establishments far outnumber all
other types of victims (comprisingYGl percent of the sample),
followed at a distant second by government agencies/insti-
tutions (15 percent). Private organizations were next

and about equal in prominence to professional offioes/

firms, representing 10 percent'and 9 percent of the

sample, respectively. Thefts from indiViduals in their
residences comprised only 3 peroent’ofvthe crimes recorded

in the projeot.
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Not only did most of the thefts involved in the project
share a similarity of setting, they also were similar in
the selectivity shown by the thief. Analysts in the DOJ
Burglary and Fencing Unit who coded most of the crime
reports transmitted by local agencies remarked at the
deliberateness with which thieves would sweep through

an office building, taking only IBM typewriters and often
leaving the machines of other manufacturers, other types
of office equipment, or office stereo systems intact.
Clearly, IBM typewriters were a specific target for

which no substitute would be taken for many of the thieves
whose crimes were recorded in the project. Office equip-
ment is, of course, a class of relatively high value,
easily portable goods which would make it attractive to
thieves but the definite brand and product preference,
shown here was apparently quite striking.

The relarive value of electric typewriters is revealed
in loss figures associated with cases included in the sample.
Based upon 959 cases entered into the project's record-
keeping system, theft losses totalled over $2.3 million.
These ranged from a high of a $130,000 loss in a theft
from an office equipment dealer, to a low of $35 involved
in the theft of a much-used IEM typebar machine from a
residence. The average computed loss per theft based on
959 cases was jus£ under $2,500 (actual figure is $2,461).
The distribution of actual losses for a smaller sample of

595 cases was calculated and is provided in Table 7.

}‘i}' :
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TABLE 7
DOLLAR VALUES OF THEFT LOSSES, N = 595

81

TABLE g

STATUS OF THEFT CASES PRIOR TO
'PROPERTY RECOVERY INVESTIGATION, N = 894

Number of Cases Percentage of Cases

Case Status in Category . in Category
Active 2 ) 2%
Inactive v 869 ‘ 97.2%
Exceptional Clear- ‘

ance 3 « 3%
Clearance by Arrest 3 . 3%
Arrest/Conviction
_for Burglary 4 4%
Arrest/Conviction .

for Larceny-Theft 1 .13
Other .3 . 3%

PXA

] 0ss Number of Thefts Perceutage of
Dgitzgoiies in Category Thefts ig%Category
$500 or less 95 152
$501 - $1,000 179 30%
$1,001 - §1,500 69 1%
$1,501 - $2,000 69 123
$2,001 - $3,000 69 123
$3,001 - $5,000 62 o8
$§5,001 - £10,000 37
$10,000 -

$20,000 9 , iz
Over $20,000 6

While the largest proportion of theft 1osses were in the
$500-$1,000 range, nearly 10 percent involved losses of
$5,000 or more.

Despite the high average value of office equipment
thefts, they do not appear to experience a rate of solution
that is any better than the average burglary. Before leads
had been transmitted to them, local agencies were asked to
indicate the status of the original theft case in which a
typewriter had been stolen. The results of this query
appear in Table 8. By far the vast majority of cases (97.2
percent) were‘listed as "inactive," meaning that they neither
were being worked nor had any arrests occurred. 1In
less than 1 percent of the cases in the sample had an
arrest been made and theft convictions had been obtained in
only oné half of the percent of the cases;‘ Such was the
sorry record that had been logged by traditional responses
to these thefts. Clearly very little had happened or was

~likely  to happen with respect to the solution of most of

'whlch stolen typewrlters were located for a group of cases

these crimes-~not to mention the Tecovery of the property
stolen. Indeed, when asked about the recovery of stolen
goods in these cases, local agencies reported that pertiel
recoveries had been made in only three percent of them.
The story told in this sample of cases is borne out in the
general experience of local agencies in Celifornia which
continue to use traditional approaches to pProperty theft
enforcement. Thus for 1976 the average clearance rate on
burglaries and larcenies in California was 15.8 percent,

with the recovery rate for serialized goods hovering at

about nine percent. For most of the bu51nesses and other
v1ct1ms in the sample who had lost offlce equlpment to
thleves, the criminal justice system-offered little hope
of seeing their property again or of a solution to ‘the

crime they had suffered

B. ‘Characterlstlcs of the Settings Where Stolen

Typewriters Were Found : ‘ b

An earlier project report summarized the settings in

that formed a backlog at the time the project began.
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Table 8 below provides this early listing of stolen

typewriter locations. At that time, the largest number of

TABLE 9

MOST FREQUENT SETTINGS WHERE STOLEN
TYPEWRITERS WERE LOCATED, N = 1,550

# of Typewriters | Percentage of
Business/Occupational Identified in Typewriters in
Settings " Each Setting Each Setting
Bail bond firms 35 2%
Associated legal 1
services 91 6%
Pharmacies/drug
stores 120 8%
Private law firms/
attorneys' offices 316 20%
Private medical firms/
physicians' offices 320 21%
Small service-oriented
businesses ‘ 668 43%

typewriters (43 percent) were located in small service~

oriented business establishments. These included real

estate offices, management services firms, secretarial

services, small construction firms, and office supply firms.

It was noted then that this category would be disaggregated

in the new data collection effort so that the relative pro-

portions of different types of firms could be presented.

Of particular interest here, however, was the extent to

which the officés of professionals, primarily attorneys

and physidians, were frequent settings in which stolen

items were located. ‘
Table 1.0 below provides a more detailed listing of the

types of settings in which stolen typewriters were located.

This listing is developed from the new information gathering

system implemented by the project. Unfortunately, out of a

A
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total of 9%9 cases in the record-keeping system; infor-
mation about the settings for stolen items was available
for only 538 cases.

As can be seen in Table 10, business establishments
remain the most frequent settings for stolen typewriters.
Of these, wholesalers and retailers led the list with
11 percent of the Stolen typewriters found in such busi-
nesses, followed next by financial institutions (10 per-
cent), light manufacturing firms (8 percent), and heavy
industrial firms (7 percent). a particularly interesting
group of firms are the service businesses in which 5 per-
cent of the Stolen typewriters from the sample were located
One might speculate that these firms come into possession
of such items by Stealing from their business clients for
whom they provide services.

After business establishments, the next most frequent
setting in which stolen typewriters were located was public
institutions, accounting for 13 bPercent of the sample. If
government agencies are added to these, then nearly‘one
fifth of the typewriters in the sample were to be found in

public settings. ' These represent a curious setting for

supplies through a centralized procurement mechanism
Seva .. . .
everal 1ssues are raised by this finding. First, one may

question the extent to which many suppiier-contractOrs for
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TABLE 10

SETTINGS WHERE STOLEN TYPEWRITERS WERE LOCATED

N =

538

SETTINGS FOR STOLEN

NUMBER OF

TYPEWRITERS FOUND

PERCENTAGE OF _
TYPEWRITERS

FOUND IN SETTING

TYPEWRITERS IN SETTING

BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS 340 63%]%)
Whoiesalers/Retailers {58) (1
Financial Institutigns
banks, mortgage an
gnsurance companies) . (53) %]gé%
Light Manufacturing Firms (40) o
Heavy Industrial Firm? (40)

Management Consultant .
Investment Firms (29) ( 5%)
Service Busines? (tempo-
rary/secretaria services, .
jan%toria], security firms) (29) { 5%)
Laboratoric./Research 17) ( 3%)
Organizations ( L
Realtors , - (16)

PubTishers/Print an
Electronic Media (16) % gé%
Transportation Firms_ (16) .

‘Travel and Tourism Firms (12). —
Construction Firms (10)

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS 69 137%
ETementary/Secondary ‘ .
Schools Y (28) (‘Zé%
Hospita]s/C]inic5~. (20) )
Colleges/Universities (13? -

" Churches (9)

AL OFFICES/

Fiang o oMAL 51 10
Taw Firms {28) {Z%
Physicians' Offices (Zgj‘ 1
Other Professionals (6)

PRIVATE RESIDENCES 29 5%
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 26 5%
PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS/ 20 '4%

ASSOCTATIONS

i
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government and public institutions are fences of stolen
goods who are dealing off such merchandise to these insti-
tutions. A further issue is the degree to which govern-
ment and public institutions may be victims of procure-—
ment frauds through their purchasing agents who may have
"special” buying arrangements with illicit suppliers. At
minimum, however, one must question the degree of looseness
in the procurement practices of government agencles and

publlc institutions which allows them to become frequent

outlets for stolen goods. In view of the Special atten-

tion which is currently being given to the issue of procure-
ment fraud at all levels of government, these findings
should be of significance to a broad constituency.
Inspéctors-general are now being appointed and taking hold
throughout the federal government under new federal legis-
lation, and are particularly charged with protecting the

integrity of the Procurement process. State and local

government agencies are being urged to emulate this approach.

The new American Bar Assoc1a+1on Model Procurement Code is

about to be pilot tested in a number of Jurlsdlctlons, with

the support of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

There is a national association of state and local procure-
ment officials who should be alerted to their potential
(inadvertent) involvement in providing avenues for the

marketing of stolen property. Case histories--taken from
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or from other kinds of theft victims? Table 11 below %%

o presents the relationship between the settings where ?é

the California experience--make it clear that the range’ o | typewriters were lqcated and the victims from which they | 32

of subversions of the procurement process must be expanded, were stolen for 270 cases where this was known. As can be ?
to comprehend the danger of such involvement, ' ; ‘ seen, businesses and professional offices were the most fre-

| i t tti in which stolen type- quent settings for typewriters regardless of the type ;
The next most prominent settlnd /1

e e reSam it ettt syt A

i of victim experiencin the theft. Residences are also
writers were located were professional offices and firms, g

. ¢ 'n 3. . : R
with 10 percent of the stolen machines in the sample found prominent, particularly as settings for typewriters

i
' | i i £ this type stolen from businesses or the offices of government }
in these settings. The relative prominence o h Y Pe |

ignifi t than was true of the RERNS or public institutions. And not infrequently the machines :
of setting is much less signitlcan | |

stolen from private professional or charitable organiéa— %

earller listing found in Table 9. Whether this represents

tions i ££i 3o o .
a true difference in the freguency of these settlngs or an ons end up in the offices of similar organizations

What is not demonstrated in Table 11, howe: i
rtifact of the reporting practlces of local law enforce- m rated in ¢ ! Ver, are
a

F 11 about 5 percent and distinctly different distribution paths for office equip-
ment agencies is not known. ina y,

k t the sample were ment stolen from differeﬁt types of victims. Instead,
3 percent of the stolen typewriters in ‘

the major markets for such equipment; and in particular

e

located respectively 1in private residences and in the of-

, ked in the analysis of these supply of typewriters stolen from eli types of victims.
One question that was asked in S i |

U , This look at the identified final consumers of g
settings’was the extent to which different settings are R ‘ R =

stolen office equipment has confirmed the view that such

supplied by thefts from dlfferent types of victims.’ That

is, did the stolen typewrlters found in business establish- 5 items do §°t end up being hawked on street corners to the
4

o ' first passerby, nor i 1 f a small group of
nts originate from thefts of other business establishments, - eS8t passerny. n the possession o 11 group
me v

Vshady entrepreneurs. - Instead, most stolen typewriters

CRRUAEEN A e

. ‘re-emerge in the same commercial, industrial, and public

Crbarini o

milieus from which they were stolen. More important,

they do so with little risk to the traffiqkers in stolen
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TABLE 11

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SETTINGS WHERE TYPEWRITERS WERE LOCATED
AND TYPES OF VICTIMS FROM WHICH THEY WERE STOLEN, N = 270

o

NUMBER OF TYPEWRITERS IDENTIFIED IN EACH
TYPES OF VICTIMS TYPE OF SETTING
FROM WHICH Business Profes-—- Gov't/Public Private TOTALS FOR
TYPEWRITERS WERE | Establish- sional | Agencies and Organizations/ TYPES OF
STOLEN ments Offices Residences Institutions Associations VICTIMS
Individuals 4 2 - 2 - 8 %
Professionals 8 3 3 - - 14
Business
Establishments 120 36 18 3 1l 188
Gov't/Public
Agencies and
Institutions 13 7 7 6 1 34
Private Organi-
zations/Ass'ns 11 5 1 1 8 26
TOTALS FOR
TYPES OF 156 53 29 12 20 270
SETTINGS
N * - - ‘ L £ : )

i
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goods who handle the resale transaction or to the con-
sumers who make the purchase. This is because tradi-
tional approaches to property theft enforcement provide
neither the impetus nor the efficient method for trac-
ing and monitoring such transactions that is available
through the matching technique applied here. Just how
and where such transactions typically take place 1is the
subject to which we next turn.

cC. Circumstances Surrounding the Purchase of Stolen
Typewriters

If there was one area in which field investigators
were particularly’remiss in gathering information, it
was in debriefing final possessors on the circumstances
surrounding their purchase of stolen typewriters. Many
final possessors, as might be expected, were stricken
with sudden lapses of memory when asked to reconstruct
the events surrounding their ascquisition of a stolen
typewriter. Others gave explanations the credibility
of which should have been, but never was, guestioned by
investigators. PFar too often, then, information about
the purchase transactions for stolen typewriters was
either unavailable or of such questionable validity that
it could not be used. This was despite the facts that
(1) the most frequent possessors of such items, businesses,
must maintain purchase records for tax purposes; and

(2) field investigators had a legal right to seize not

&




,
B i B L

s s

SR

90

only the stolen machine but also the records that would
document its purchase.

The substantial loss of information in this portion
of the project was particularly disappointing since one
of the most attractive aspects of the matching téechnique
used here is its capacity to permit law enforcement to
trace backwards from the point of final consumption to
the theft and fencing networks supporting office equipment
thievery. In spite of the fregquent loss of information,
however, some useful insights into how stolen typewriters
are redistributed was revealed in the project and these
findings are summarized here.

Inquiry into the circumstances surrounding purchase

transactions centered on fbur elements: the type of

seller (whether an individual or a business) from whom
the machine(s) had been purchased; where/how the purchase

was made; how much was paid for the item(s); and how pay-

ment was made.
Information about the type of seller was available for

175 cases. \From these cases the majority of final con-

sumers (58 percent) reported having purchased stolen
typewriters from individuals, wiﬁh 42 percent reporting
businesses as having’been5thé sellers of such items.

While business and professional firms, as might be ekpected,
frequently reported purchasing typewritérs through businesses,

a sizeable number reported making typewriter'purchaSes from

R it o
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individuals. 1In fact, of the 100 business possessors

of stolen typewriters, 54 percent reported buying those
machines from individual sellers rather than business
entities. Information about the type of seller was
available for 40 professional firms, 60 percent of which
reported purchasing the typewriter in question from an
individual, while only 40 percent had done so through a
commercial entity.

Inquiry was also made to determine where/how the
purchase had taken place. Here information was available
for 101 cases. oOf these, the purchasé of a stolen type-
writer was most often reported to pave taken place through
an office equipment wholesaler Oor retailer (39 percent of
the cases). The next most frequent setting for purchase
transactions was at the purchaser's office or job sité,
with 28 percent of the final consumers reporting the pur-
chase of the typewriter in question from én individual
who came to their offices selling such items. "Through
a friend" was the third most frequent method by which
stolen typewriters were reportedly purchased, indicated in
17 percent of the cases. Not surprisingly the name of

this "friend" and/or his or her current whereabouts were

~generally "not known" by possessors of stolen typewriters.

In eight percent (8 percent) of the cases, possessors of
stolen typewriters'reportedly purchased them by responding

to advertisements in newspapers. Especially important

Sl
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here were the booklet-type newsletters devoted solely to
advertiseménts of goods wanted and goods for sale. Fin-
ally, in about six percent (6 percent) of the cases pur-
chases of stolen typewriters were made through second-
hand stores, outlets much less prominent as sellers of
such items than conventional wisdom often suggests. |

Table 12 below disaggregates the settings in which
purchases of stolen typewriters were made according<to
the type of setting in which the typewriter was locatéd.
As can be seen, while professional-and business firms
were more likely to have purchased stolen typewriters
through office equipment wholesalers/retailers than from
any other single source, approaches by individuals at
business or professional offices or by "friends" were
also frequent sources of supply.

The project was also interested in determining how
much possessors of stolen typewriters had paid for these
itéms. Information on amount paid was-.available in 124
cases. The average amount paid for a stolen typewriter
was 5409,A>When.i£ is realized that IBM typewriter models
average in cost anywhere from $SOO—$1;OOO, with the cu:rent o  51 5
selectric model the most popular at $800, then current
possessors were purchasing stolen machines for about one - LT
half to two- thirds the legitimate retail~pricé;. While it .
is impossible to infer culpabiliﬁy on thé‘part of current

possessors on the sole basis of the price paid; this

F
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: TABLE 12
% TYPE OF SETTING WHERE PURCHASE WAS
% MADE, BY TYPE OF SETTING WHERE
fi STOLEN TYPEWRITER WAS LOCATED, N = 101
b
1
Y ¥ OF TYPEWRITERS PURCHASED IN EACH TYPE OF SETTING
i TYPE OF SETTING Office Equipment Through Second-’ ~
i WHERE Wholesaler/ At Office Through a Media hand Pawn- At a
; TYPEWRITER LOCATED Retailer or Jobsite ‘a Friend Advert. Dealerxr shop Bar
i Residence 2 5 4 3 2 - -
f Professional
i Office/Firm 14 4 7 1 - - 1
?é Business
; Establishment 20 18 6. 3 3 2 -
é{ Government
i "Agency/Institu-
) it | tion 2 1 - - - - -
{
Private Organi-
, zation/Associa-
. . N tion 1 - - - 1 - -
Other - - - 1 - - -
TOTALS FOR
PURCHASE 39 (35%) 28 (28%) 17 (17%) 8 (8%) 6 (6%) 2(2%) 1(1%)
) SETTINGS | |
{
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{
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information does lead one to question whether the possessors

were adequétely suspicious of the "pargain" prices they

were quoted for the typewriters purchased.

In 95 cases, information was also available on how

payment for the typewriter was made. In~62 percent of

these cases payment was made by check, with cash transactions
rring in 35 percent of the cases, and purqhases made in

occu ‘
l percent) of the cases.

installments in three percent (3

. . ;
The level of transactions by check may seem surprising and

mitigate somewhat the inference of culpability on the part

of most purchasers. However, a fairly common practilce

reported by current possessbrs was to be asked to write a

check for cash in payment for the typewriter, a practice

which most said they did not think "suspicious" and with

which they willingly obliged. ‘
'InveStigation of the circumstances su;rounding the "

rchase of stolen typewriters reveals a marketplace

pu -
(1) commercial office

dominated by two types of sellers:

equipment firms; and (2) individual sellers who approach
potential buyers as "friends" or at their offices or job.

i i £
sites What is also revealed‘lska failure on the part o

3 i - L3 S
buyers of stolen typewriters to guestion such transaction

even when the price quoted represents a significant mark-

down from the Iegitimate‘priée‘or when aSkgd_to make pay-

ment in cash or by writing a check to cash.

py
g

~
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D. Special Inguiries into the Movement of Stolen
Typewrlters within the State of California

Because of field verification efforts undertaken
by the project in the State of California, it was pos-
sible to'chart the movement patterns of stolen typewriters
in California's domestic marketplace in greater detail

than could be done for other jurisdictions in the national

“analysis provided in Part I of this report. Based upon a

sample of 714 cases, both the geographic mobility of
stoleh’typewriters within the state and the mileage log-~
ged by them were calculated. Separate calculations wére
made for typewritersiétolen from northern as opposed to
southern California jurisdictions since there was some
suspicion that distinctive movement patterns might be
revealed.

Table 13 below depicts the geographic mobility of
stolen typewriters for all jurisdictions in California.
Of particular interest is the finding that most stolen
typewriters remain very close to home for resale and re-
distribution. Indeed, a full third of the typewriters
in the sample were resold in the same jurisdiction where
they were stolen, and more than two thirds remained within
the same county! This finding tends to confirm the specu-
lation made earlier that a booming market "around the
corner" obviates the need and/or the inclination for traf-

fickers of stolen goods to transport items any great

i, e o
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TABLE 13

THE GEOGRAPHIC MOBILITY OF TYPEWRITERS
STOLEN IN CALIFORNIA AND REMAINING IN STATE

N = 714

MOBILITY PATTERN

NUMBER OF TYPEWRITERS
EXHIBITING MOBILITY
PATTERN

% OF SAMPLE
EXHIBITING
MOBILITY PATTERN

Typewriter remain-
ed in same town/
city where theft
occurred '

237

33%

Typewriter re-
mained in same
countv where

theft occurred

258"

36%

Typewriter was
located in a
county adja-
cent to one
where theft
occurred

108

15%

Typewriter
moved further
away than to
an adjacent
county

111

16%

ey &
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distance. Thus, only 16 percent of the stolen type-
writers in the sample had moved further away from the
scene of the original theft than the same or an adjacent
county.

Table 14 presented here disaggregates the figures
shown in Table 13 above, comparing the geographic
mobility of typewriters stolen from northern versus
séﬁthern California juriédictions. Here slightly diffex-
ent patterns of mobility can be observed- for goods stolen
in each region of the state. Thus, typewriters stolen
from northern California were twice as likely as their
southefn California counterparts to be moved for resale
to a location further away than an adjacent county.
Similarly, while 60 percent of the typewriters stolen in
northern California are resold in the same town Qr'county
where the theft occurred, a full 75 percent of the type-
writers stolen in souﬁhern California exhibit this pattern.
Overall, however, the general finding remains that most
stolen typewriters have limited geographic mobility
within the state.

Given this limited geographic mobility, it should not
be surprising to find in Table 15 below that the mileage
logged by most stolen typewriters was not very substantial.Indeed, fo
Indeed, for all jurisdictions a full 90 percent of stolen
typewriters remained within‘loo'miles of tﬁe place where the
theft océurred, with'southern California typewriters being

slightly more likely than their northern countérparts (91 per-

cent versus 87‘percent) to do so. Also apparent in Table 13
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TABLE 14

THE GEOGRAPHIC MOBILITY OF TYPEWRITERS
STOLEN FROM NORTHERN VERSUS SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA JURISDICTIONS, N = 714

MOBILITY PATTERN

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA JURISDICTIONS

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA JURISDICTIONS

# in Subset
Exhibiting Pattern

Exhibiting Pattern

%2 of Subset

# in Subset . % in Subset

Exhibiting Pattern | Exhibiting Pattern

Typewriter remained
in same town/city
where theft occurred

106

41%

-

131 29%

Typewriter remain-
ed in same county
where theft occurred

49

19%

209 46%

Typewriter was loca-
ted in a county
adjacent to one
where theftoccurred

43

17%

65 14%

Typewriter moved
further away than
to an adjacent
county '

59

23%

52 11%

TOTALS FOR
SUBSETS

257

100%

457 100%

86
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TABLE 15

. DISTANCES LOGGED BY TYPEWRITERS STOLEN AND REMAINING IN CALIFORNIA,
% INCLUDING ALL JURISDICTIONS AND THE NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
! SUBGROUPS, N = 714

ALL CALIFORNIA NORTHERN CALIFORNIA .} SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
JURISDICTIONS JURISDICTIONS JURISDICTIONS
: DISTANCE LOGGED # of Machines % Machines # in Subset %2 of Subset # in Subset % of Subset
g IN MILES at.bistance at Distance at Distance at Distance at Distance at Disthance
Typewriter traveled
. » ; 100 miles or 640 90% 225 87% 415 91%
' : S less
§§ Typewriter traveled
| 101-250 miles 30 4% 7 3% 23 5%
- i - .
% Typewriter traveled
, § 251-500 miles 34 , 5% 17 7% 17 4%
- S 4 { - : .
: - : RS : . , Typewriter traveled ,
' . ) T ' 501-1,000 miles 10 13 8 3% 2 0.4%
I : ' . I
e JURISDICTION |
| TOTALS 714 100% 257 100% 457 100+%
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is the point noted earlier that northern California
typewriters shon a.slightly greater tendency to move
further away from the iocation of the original theft
than is the case with those stolen in southern Cali-
fornia. Thus,ilo percent of the northern California
typewriters were located at a distance greater than
950 mlles from the poxnt of the original theft, a char-
acteristic true of just over 4 percent of southern |
california machines.

pPerhaps because of the short distances traveled
by most stolen typewrlters, the elapsed time between
the original theft and the purchase of a stolen machlne
by a final consumer was not on the average very long.
I+ should be noted. ehat this finding is based on very

little 1nformatlon\51nce the date of puvchase was another

"area in which possessors of stolen typewr1+ers.nad faulty

memories that remalned dnckallenged by 1nvestlgators

.Nevertheless, it 1s of some 1nterest to rev1ew;the time

' between the date of the theft and the dace of purchaSe

found in Table 16 below. AS can be seen, 21 percent of
the sample typewrlters had been resold to new owners
within the flrst three days after the theft tcok place;
and a total of 52 percent were redlstrlbuted w1th1n a
month of the theft. On the other hand, a 51zeable numbex
of machines (27 percent) took as long as 51x months to

be resold. Stlll nearly all machlnes (9“ percent) had

e

9]
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TABLE 16

ELAPSED TIME BETWEEN THE DATE OF - ‘
E OF THEFT AND P
OF STOLEN TYPEWRITERS BY NEW OWNERS, N = 3§CHASE

ELAPSED TIME

# OF TYPEWRITERS
PURCHASED WITHIN
ELAPSED TIME

% OF TYPEWRITERS
PURCHASED WITHIN
ELAPSED TIME

Within 3 days
of theft

16

21%

Between 3 and 7
days of theft

11

15%

Between one
week and one
month after
theft

12

16%

Betweenone and
Six months
-after theft:

20

27%

Between six
months and
one year

after theft

10

13%

More than one
year after
theft

8%
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reached final consumers within a year of the theft.
This is an important point since it means that most
leads generated using the matghing technigue will be
active, viable cases when sent to the field for
investigation.

E. Project Results and Implications

~ As the foregoing sections make cieér, the intehsive
fieid’iﬁvestigation efforts uﬁdertaken in the state'of
California permit a’more detailed analysis of the distri-
bution patterns for-stolen office'equipment in thap juris-
diction than was possible at the national level where no
field verificaéicn or investigation had occurred. ’Cn the
basis of the information availablé, a cpmprepensive pic-
ture could be dféwn of thevpersons, places and evehts
involved in the theft, redistribution and consumption of’
stolen office equipment. Belowvthe major elements of this
picture discovered through‘the project are restated and
their implications discussed. It is worth noting here,
however, the accomplishments of the project and whatv
these have meant for the citizens of California.

Frdm the time’the California Department of Justice
began comparing IBM repair recordé with the statewide
Automated Property System file of stolen office equipment
(a time which, partially predates the project), a total of

5,000 leads on stolen typewriters have béen transmitted

A
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to the field for investigation.' Of these, some form of
field response has been received and processed by DOJ
on approximately‘z,soo ieads. Another 400 leads have been
followed up and await processing, and the remainder (many of
which involve interstate investigations) are still being
worked in the field. |

’ :On the basis of the leaas already investigated and

processed, law enforcement agencies have recovered a

total of 2,100 stolen typewriters, valued at approxi-

mately $1,260,000. From the point of view of the people
of California, it should be recognized that in thé‘abéence

of this special effort it is unlikely that any of these

stolen typewriters would have been recovered. Thus,

california citizens have received a net gain of over one
million déllars worth of récovéred stolen goods. Or,
looked at another way, traffickers and purchasers of
sﬁoleﬁ'office equipmént have lost the benefit and use of
$1.25 million worth of stolen merchandise!

Further téstimoanto the impact of the project is
the fact that in the period since its inception the theft
rate for officé equipment has increased 1.8 percent over
thevprecedihg'base‘period.ii/‘ The recovery rate for
stolen office equipment, however, has in this same péribd
ihcieaSed a wﬁoﬁpihg 22.7’perCent! Thus, while incentives

to steal office'equipment have risen very slowly, the

* I .
~/ The year 1976 is used as the base period.
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disincentives in the marketplace for stolen typewriters
have increased substantially. Table 17 below summarizes
and highlights these project accomplishments.
TABLE 17
 SUMMARY OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS:
CALIFORNIA TYPEWRITER RECOVERY PROJECT

Total number of leads on typewriters

stolen in California developed by

the project 5,000
Total number of Field Investigations

initiated and processed by the Cali-

fornia Department of Justice 2,500
Total number of stolen typewriters

recovered from leads already

proceesed 2,100

Value of stolen typewriters

already recovered $1.26 million

Percentage‘change in Theft Rate for

stolen office equipment since project :
inception, over base period +1.8%
Percentage change in Recovery Rate for

stolen office equipment since project

inception, over base period ‘ +22.7%

But beyond the specific accomplishments of the pro-
ject noted here, perhaps even more important to the people
of california is the greater understanding the law enforce-
ment community has gained of how, where, and by whom stolen
office equipment is stolen, fenced;and consumed in the
state. This enhanced understanding, the details of which
are noted below, will enable California law enforcement

authorities to better deploy their resources infcr&er to -

further inhibit the marketplace'for stolen tYpewriters.

105

The analysis of typewriter thefts conducted by the

project made clear how serious a crime problem such

thefts are for many California c¢itizens, and in parti-
cular for the business'and professional communities, and
for public sector agencies and institutions. - These

groups are most directly impacted by this type of theft
because they are its most frequent victims. The total
losses sustained by victims.of typewriter theft exceeded
$2.3 million, with an average per Victim at $2,461. Fur-
ther enhancing the sericusness of this form of theft is
the fact few such crimes appear to be solved through tradi-
tional enforcement responses. Thus, of the cases reviewed
by the project, only 1 percent had been cleared by arrest;
and recoveries of the property stolen had been made in
only 3 percent of the caees; Analysis of typewriter thefts
reveals, then, d serious crime problem which vesults in substantial
losses sustained by victims, but which cannot be effectively con-
trolled through traditional enforcement measures.

The description of the settings in which stolen type-

writers were located revealed by the project confirmed the

view that such items are not redistributed on street corners
or through a small number of shady’entrepreneurs. Rather,
most stolen typewriters re-emerged in the same types of
commefcial, professional and;public stettings from which”

they had been stolen. Thus, the market for stolen office

equipment is comprised of the same segments of the society
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which are the most fpequent_victims of office equipment
thefts. What is abundantly clear is that so long as business .
and professional firms, and public agencies and institutions, con-
tinue to serve as willing purchasers and/or convenient outlets for
stolen office equipment, they will continue as well to sow the
seeds of their own vietimization,

Analysis of the circumstances surrounding the pur-

chase of stolen typewriters revealed that the majority

of final consumers of such items identified the seller as
an individual rather than a business. They further re-
ported that they were most frequently approached by such
individuals at their offices or job sites. Of the 42 per-
cent of the final consumers studied who reported purchas-
ing stolen typewriters from a business, the most frequent
business sellers noted were office equipment wholesalers
and retailers. Two disturbing aspects of the marketplace
are revealed in these findings. First, traffickers‘bf
kstolen typewriters demohstrated little reluctance to per-
- sonally visit legitimate business and professional estab-
lishments for the purpose of selling stolen goods. This
éuggests perhaps a certain amorality to the purchase
practices of such firms. Second, the involvement of
office equipment firms in the illicit trafficking in
stolen typewriters,Spggests‘a large "guasi-legitimate"
compbnent to .this markétpléée which repreéents a éerious

law enforcement challénge. Finally, while the culpability

e i At by
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of most final consumers of stolen typewriters cannot
properly be established from the data system records, the
fact that many had paid on the average one half to two
thirds of the legitimate market price for the typewriters
they bought suggests more guilty knowledge on their part
than they might ever be willing to admit. Onece again,
there is little doubt that until such potential victims of type-
writer thefts stop supplying a market for such items, they will
continue to enhance their chances of becoming actual-victims.

A review of timing and movement patterns for stolen

office equipment in the state of California demonstrates

just how fleeting are the transactions in the stolen
property marketplace starting with the original theft and
leading up to the resale of stolen goods to a final con-
sumer. It also shows how fragile is the audit trail of a
property crime, axd how difficult--~if not futile--it may be
to attempt to preserve this trail using traditional enforce-
ment approaches. The matching technigue used here permits
re-establishment of this audit trail, once broken, and re-
construction of the persons, placés, and events involved
in the theft and redistribution of stolen goods. Without
such a technique, the enforcement activities of this pro-
ject could not have taken place, nor would it have been
possible to paint as clear a picture of the market for

stolen office equipment presented here.

{fiU.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1979-281-380/1570
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