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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Motor vehicle theft in the United States is a problem of staggering proportions. It 

is estimated that a vehicle is stolen every 25.5 seconds in the United States (FBI, 

2005b) and every six minutes in Texas (Texas Department of Public Safety, 2005). 

Vehicle thefts are undeniably one of the most expensive crimes in the United States. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Report reported that 1.2 million 

vehicles were stolen in 2005. The cost of these thefts is estimated to be $7.6 billion 

(FBI, 2005b). The costs of vehicle theft are not only felt by the owner of the vehicle, 

but the general public as well. High rates of vehicle theft also result in higher insurance 

rates for all insured drivers (National Insurance Crime Bureau (NICB), n.d.a).  

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) defines a motor vehicle as “…a self-

propelled vehicle that runs on land surfaces and not on rails,…” (FBI, 2005b). Vehicles 

which fit into this category include automobiles, buses, recreational vehicles, trucks, 

and other motor vehicles such as motorcycles, and mopeds. In this study the terms 

automobile theft, motor vehicle theft, and vehicle theft will be used interchangeably. 

The terms offender and arrestee will also be used interchangeably for the purpose of 

this study.  

Statement of the Problem 

Despite the fact that vehicle theft is so prolific, research on the subject has 

declined in recent years (Clarke & Harris, 1992). This could be due in part to the fact 

that vehicle theft has decreased in recent years. Looking at national vehicle theft trends 
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from the 1970’s to the present, there was little change in the rate of vehicle theft from 

the mid 1970’s to the mid 1980’s; then the rates increased until 1991 when the motor 

vehicle theft rate peaked (Clarke & Harris, 1992). Since 1992 the rate of motor vehicle 

theft has declined and has leveled off since the year 2000 with the theft rate being 

between 479.9 and 416.7 per 100,000 inhabitants (U.S. Department of Justice, 2006a; 

FBI, 2001; 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005).  

Interestingly, although the rate of motor vehicle theft has decreased, the number 

of thefts has actually increased 0.6% from 2001 to 2005 (FBI, 2005b). This is the case 

for Texas as well. While the motor vehicle theft rate for Texas has also decreased from 

482.2 to 408.9 thefts per 100,000 inhabitants (Texas Department of Public Safety, 

2001; 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005), findings from the present study reveal that the 

frequency of motor vehicle theft in Texas is actually increasing. Due to the fact that the 

frequency of motor vehicle theft remains high and the costly nature of the crime, 

continued research on this topic is needed. Another reason that continued research is 

needed is that motor vehicle theft is not always the single act of stealing a vehicle. 

Vehicle thefts can often be connected to other crimes, including chop shops, organized 

crime, robbery, identity theft, and drug and human trafficking. Motor vehicle theft is an 

easier crime to investigate and by combating auto theft, these other crimes may 

decrease as well.  

Motor vehicle theft is a national problem and occurs in cities of all sizes. Studies 

show that auto thefts occur most often in large cities and small border towns (U.S. 

Department of Justice, 2006a; NICB, 2007). Large cities and border towns may have 

2 

 



higher rates of auto theft because there are more potential offenders and possible 

targets in these areas. This could explain why California, Arizona and Texas have some 

of the highest auto theft rates in the nation (FBI, 2001; 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005). 

Texas is unique in that it is a border state, it has numerous sea ports, and it contains 

Houston and Dallas which are two of the largest cities in the United States (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2003).These characteristics could explain why Texas has one of the highest 

rates of auto theft in the country. Continued research is needed to find effective 

measures to reduce auto theft. It is vital for law enforcement agencies to understand 

the “who,” “where,” and “why” of auto theft. By gaining a better understanding of the 

crime, more effective solutions for combating it can be developed.  

In order to understand motor vehicle theft, it is important to look at the different 

components that make up this complex problem. Early research on motor vehicle theft 

focused on offender characteristics and dismissed the crime as being insignificant 

(Wedekind, 1975). Other research has focused on the motives behind the crime (Clarke 

& Harris, 1992; Krimmel & Mele, 1998). These motives have been found to range from 

the simple need for transportation or money to elaborate illegal exportation rings. 

Theorists have tried to explain the occurrences of auto theft by looking either at the 

characteristics of the offender or at the characteristics of the location where the act 

occurred. Two predominant theories used in explaining why vehicle theft occurs are 

routine activities theory and social disorganization theory. More recent research has 

focused on how vehicles are stolen and the transportation of stolen vehicles out of the 

United States (Texas Automobile Theft Prevention Authority, 2006; NICB, 2007; Heath-
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Eves, 1999). Though motor vehicle theft may still be considered insignificant, the cost 

of the problem plus its connection to more serious crimes has begun to draw attention 

to the issue.  

The Present Study 

 After discussing the issues mentioned above, this paper will examine motor 

vehicle theft data in Texas for the years 2001 to 2005 in order to identify the 

characteristics of the “typical” car thief and what locations these offenders target. By 

looking at the “who” and “where” aspects of vehicle theft, this paper aims to identify 

common characteristics concerning motor vehicle theft in Texas. The state of Texas was 

chosen because it has continually ranked second in the Uniform Crime Report for 

reported incidents of motor vehicle theft in the United States (FBI, 2001; 2002; 2003; 

2004; 2005). The objective of this paper is to answer the following research questions: 

RQ1:   What are the demographic characteristics (age, sex, race, & ethnicity) of 

 those arrested for motor vehicle theft in Texas during the years 2001-

 2005? 

RQ2:   What location types are targeted most often by motor vehicle theft  

  offenders in Texas? 

Conclusion 

 As already mentioned, motor vehicle theft is one of the costliest crimes plaguing 

the United States. Despite the cost of these thefts and their possible connection to 

other crimes, motor vehicle theft has been dismissed in the past as a non-serious crime. 
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While past research discussed the motives for motor vehicle theft, recent publications 

concerning vehicle theft have focused on preventing motor vehicle theft.  

The following chapters go further in depth to describe motor vehicle theft and 

the present study. Chapter 2 discusses past studies of motor vehicle theft, including 

theories used to explain the occurrence of vehicle theft, as well as, major concerns 

related to motor vehicle theft in Texas. Chapter 3 contains an explanation of the 

methodology used to find the data used in answering the research questions posed. 

The findings to these questions are discussed in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 provides a 

summary of the findings, discusses any limitations in the research, and offers 

suggestions for policy, programming and awareness for future research on auto theft.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

As long as there have been vehicles, there have been vehicle thefts. The 

occurrences of such thefts have driven researchers to examine why vehicles are stolen 

and who commits the thefts. Early studies of vehicle theft found that police officials and 

the general public did not consider vehicle thefts as crimes of serious consequence 

(Wedekind, 1957). In the early- to mid-20th century, the offense of stealing an 

automobile was considered a juvenile act of delinquency and offenders were generally 

not punished harshly. This belief stemmed from the fact that the majority of offenders 

at the time tended to be young, Caucasian men (under the age of 20) whose intention 

was to use the vehicle temporarily, not to resell or to keep the vehicle permanently 

(Savitz, 1959; Wattemberg & Balistrier, 1952; Wedekind, 1957). This view has changed 

only somewhat over the years. Persons under the age of 18 accounted for more than 

50% of all vehicle thefts until 1977; since then, professional thieves looking to make a 

profit have become the dominant offenders (Clarke & Harris, 1992). Though motor 

vehicle theft is no longer considered to be a crime committed solely by bored, middle-

class youth, it is still not viewed by all as a crime of serious magnitude. 

Theoretical Explanations for Auto Theft 

Different theories have been used to explain the act of vehicle theft. The most 

common two theories used are routine activities theory and social disorganization 

theory. Routine activities theory explains crime as the coming together of three 

elements. These three elements are a suitable target, a lack of capable guardianship, 
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and a motivated offender (Akers & Sellers, 2004). It is proposed that the daily routine 

of the population affects the coming together of these elements. The creators of the 

theory, Felson and Cohen (1979), assumed there will always be motivated offenders 

who will take advantage of or victimize an unprotected object or person. Suitable 

targets can be anything an offender feels is worth stealing and is capable of being 

stolen. Guardianship can be provided by either a person or an object (such as a lock or 

an alarm system). This theory offers micro-level explanations; it explains the immediate 

surroundings of the potential crime (Rice & Smith, 2002; Miethe, Stafford, & Long, 

1987). The focus of micro-level theories is to explain why an individual commits crime. 

According to this theory, the fluctuation in crime rates is explained by the coming 

together of the three elements discussed above. The presence or absence of capable 

guardianship and suitable targets will result in a fluctuation in crime.  

Routine activities theory can easily be used to explain motor vehicle theft. 

Vehicle theft could often be prevented if car owners would provide capable 

guardianship and take caution to prevent their vehicles from being suitable targets. 

Capable guardianship may include having an alarm system or simply always locking the 

vehicle’s doors. Increasing the guardianship is often referred to as target hardening 

(Copes, 1999). Precautions such as these could discourage a potential thief. Besides 

increasing a vehicle’s guardianship, a car owner can also decrease the likelihood of 

becoming a victim by decreasing the availability or the ease in which the vehicle could 

be stolen. Vulnerability increases when a person parks in an unattended parking lot or 

on the street at night rather than in the home garage. The convergence of motivated 
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offenders and potential vehicles to steal can be seen when looking at the occurrences 

of vehicle theft from public parking garages and bar parking lots (Copes, 1999). 

Situations such as these bring motivated offenders in contact with a large number of 

unguarded vehicles, increasing the chances that a suitable target will be found.  

 Social disorganization theory is another theory sometimes used to explain the 

occurrence of motor vehicle theft. Social disorganization theory differs from routine 

activities theory in many ways. First, routine activities theory is used to explain the 

fluctuation in motor vehicle theft while social disorganization theory explains why rates 

of motor vehicle theft are consistent in certain areas (Rice & Smith, 2002). Another 

difference between the two theories is that social disorganization is a macro-level 

theory. Instead of explaining why an individual commits a crime, social disorganization 

theory places the source of crime on the characteristics of the neighborhood (Akers & 

Sellers, 2004; Rice & Smith, 2002). Social disorganization theory is based on the idea 

that as wealthy and middle-class families move to the suburbs, only the truly 

disadvantaged are left in the center of the city. The city center, encroached on by 

industry, becomes an area of instability constantly in transition which causes a break 

down of social control. In this process, the area becomes a zone of transition. Shaw and 

McKay (1942), who developed social disorganization theory to explain juvenile 

delinquency in Chicago, described the characteristics of a socially disorganized 

neighborhood as including: high population density, population mobility (people 

constantly moving in and out of the neighborhood), poverty, family disruption (single 

parent households), and the physical decay of the buildings in the neighborhood (Akers 
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& Sellers, 2004). As an area begins to decay, it is thought that crime rates will rise due 

to the lack of social control. The theory suggests that people living in such communities 

will turn to criminality because they are denied access to legitimate opportunities. Social 

disorganization theory supports past researchers’ findings that an area’s poverty rate 

positively correlates with the area’s motor vehicle theft rate and, as legitimate access to 

vehicles decreases, vehicle thefts increase (Copes, 1999; Rice & Smith, 2002). The 

National Crime Victimization Study conducted in 2005 found that motor vehicle theft 

rates were highest for inner city residents and lowest for those in rural areas (U.S. 

Department of Justice, 2006a). The rate varied with the proximity to the center of the 

city (Clarke & Harris, 1992). Past suggestions to decrease crime in socially disorganized 

neighborhoods focus on changing the characteristics of the neighborhood in such a way 

that stability and social control increases (Akers & Sellers, 2004). By improving the 

area’s conditions, such as repairing decaying buildings, the people of the neighborhood 

will hopefully develop a sense of pride or ownership for the area and essentially “take 

back” the neighborhood. 

Motor Vehicle Theft Locations 

 Past studies of motor vehicle theft have identified locations where vehicles are 

more at risk to be stolen. Vehicles are most vulnerable when they are left unattended 

for long periods of time. One study conducted in the United Kingdom found that 

commuter parking lots next to train stations, in downtown areas, and long-term parking 

lots at airports had high rates of vehicle theft (Clarke & Goldstein, 2003). In each of 

these places, the thief knows there will be available targets and it is likely that the 
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owner will not notice the vehicle is stolen for at least a few hours. Vehicles can also be 

at risk when parked outside of the owner’s home. Another British study on vehicle theft 

focused on thefts from residential streets and driveways and found that a vehicle is 

least likely to be stolen when it is in the home garage (Keister, 2007). The risk of theft 

increased when parked in the carport or drive way and cars were most at risk when on 

the street outside the home with 37% of all auto thefts occurring on the street outside 

the victim’s home. Identifying the locations targeted by car thieves is an important step 

in preventing vehicle theft. 

Costs of Motor Vehicle Theft 

 Vehicle theft is considered by some to be a victimless crime because there is the 

assumption that the vehicle owner will be compensated after filing an insurance claim. 

This assumption furthers the belief that vehicle theft is not a serious crime. What many 

do not take into consideration is the total cost vehicle theft has on our society. Costs 

related to vehicle theft can be categorized as direct costs to the victim and indirect 

costs to society (Clarke & Harris, 1992; Krimmel & Mele, 1998). The main direct cost for 

the victim is the cost of replacing the vehicle or repairing the vehicle in the event that it 

is recovered. There is also the loss of earnings if the victim could not find transportation 

to work, the cost of renting a vehicle until the stolen vehicle is recovered and or 

repaired, and the cost of retrieving the vehicle from the police lot (Clarke & Harris, 

1992; Krimmel & Mele, 1998). Depending on a person’s insurance coverage, the victim 

may be responsible for the majority of these costs. Besides monetary loss, victims of 

vehicle theft face the inconvenience of filing a police report, an insurance claim, and 
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having to go without a vehicle. The FBI reported that the total estimated loss for motor 

vehicle thefts in 2005 was $7.6 billion (FBI, 2005b). The cost of this “insignificant” 

crime far outweighs the costs of all other property crimes. The costs related to vehicle 

theft not only impact the victims, but the general public as well. High rates of motor 

vehicle theft lead to increases in insurance rates for all insured drivers. There is also the 

money individuals spend on preventative measures such as car alarms and paying to 

park in attended parking lots and parking garages. There is also the cost felt by the 

criminal justice system in investigating these cases and prosecuting offenders (Clarke & 

Harris, 1992; Krimmel & Mele, 1998). In addition to the cost felt by individuals and the 

public, vehicle theft should be considered a significant crime because the offender’s 

motive for stealing the vehicle may be more complex than the recreational need or 

want of a vehicle.  

Motives for Stealing a Vehicle 

Past studies of motor vehicle theft have identified three common motives for a 

person to steal a vehicle. These motives are thefts for recreation, transportation, and 

for profit (Clarke & Harris, 1992; Krimmel & Mele, 1998). Vehicles stolen for recreation 

are stolen for “fun” or entertainment. This is often referred to as “joyriding.” A thief 

who steals a vehicle for joyriding is looking for excitement or to improve his or her 

status/image (Clarke & Harris, 1992). As previously discussed, early vehicle theft 

studies mainly associated motor vehicle theft with juvenile joyriding.  Studies from the 

1950s found that the typical car thief was a young man, usually age 20 or younger, 

from an “above average” neighborhood, with delinquent peers who also participated in 
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vehicle theft and the purpose of stealing the car was simply to ride around 

(Wattemberg & Balistrier, 1952). Today, joyriders still tend to be young and 

inexperienced, but come from every socioeconomic background. A joyrider is usually a 

thief of opportunity. An opportunity thief is not actively looking to steal a vehicle, but he 

or she will take advantage of the opportunity if it presents itself, such as an unlocked 

car or an unattended running vehicle (Copes & Cherbonneau, 2006). Vehicles stolen for 

the purpose of joyriding are abandoned when the driver has no more use for the 

vehicle and are oftentimes vandalized or burned. Typically, the vehicles are recovered 

within 24 to 48 hours in the same city it was stolen from or in a nearby community 

(Just the Facts, 2006).  

The second motive for motor vehicle theft is transportation. The vehicle is stolen 

as a way to get from one place to another. This could be a theft of opportunity or the 

thief may be actively looking for a vehicle to steal. In the opportunity situation, the thief 

needs to get from point A to point B and will steal the vehicle if the opportunity exists. 

Vehicles stolen for this type of transportation are generally abandoned once the thief 

gets to his or her destination. The active searcher is purposefully looking for a vehicle to 

steal (Copes & Cherbonneau, 2006). Oftentimes, vehicles are stolen as a way for a thief 

to conceal his or her identity in committing another crime (Copes, 2002). The thief 

needs the vehicle as a way to get to and from the crime. This often occurs during 

robberies or drug trafficking. Afterwards, the vehicle is generally damaged or wrecked 

in hopes to destroy any evidence (Galveston County Auto Theft Crimes Task Force, 

2007).   
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Profit is the final motive used most often to explain motor vehicle theft. These 

types of vehicle theft include insurance fraud and commercial theft. Insurance fraud 

occurs when a vehicle’s owner purposefully contributes to the theft or destruction of his 

or her vehicle and then files a fraudulent claim with the insurance company. There are 

four common vehicle theft fraud schemes: Owner Give-Ups, 30-Day Specials, Export 

Fraud, and Phantom Vehicles (NICB, n.d.a). An Owner Give-Up occurs when the owner 

abandons the vehicle or arranges for the vehicle to be taken and then reports it as 

stolen. Common ploys used are leaving the vehicle unlocked, setting the vehicle on fire, 

or submerging the vehicle in a lake or river. A 30-Day Special occurs when the vehicle 

owner hides the vehicle and reports it as stolen. It generally takes about 30 days for an 

insurance claim to be paid, hence the name 30-Day Special. The vehicle is usually found 

abandoned after the claim has been settled. Export Fraud occurs when the owner of the 

vehicle reports the vehicle as stolen when it has actually been intentionally shipped over 

seas illegally and sold on the black market. A scheme involving a Phantom Vehicle 

occurs when an individual creates a title and registration for a vehicle which does not 

exist. After insuring the vehicle, the owner reports it as stolen and then collects the 

insurance money. Insurance fraud is a costly crime, which in turn causes higher 

insurance premiums for everyone. According to the National Insurance Crime Bureau, at 

least 10% of all property/casualty insurance claims are fraudulent, equaling out to 

billions of dollars annually (NICB, n.d.c).  

Commercial theft is the second form of vehicle theft for profit. Commercial theft 

occurs when a vehicle is stolen with the intent to resell the vehicle, strip the vehicle for 
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parts, or to export the stolen vehicle illegally out of the country. These types of thefts 

will be discussed in detail in a later section. While it is important to recognize and 

understand the motives behind vehicle theft, it is also important to understand the 

methods used to commit such theft in order to develop more effective deterrent 

programs. 

How Vehicles Are Stolen 

 Unfortunately for car owners, there are numerous ways in which a thief can steal 

a vehicle.  Owners make it even easier for a car thief by being careless or by not 

properly securing their vehicle. This includes leaving a vehicle unlocked or running 

unattended.  Even if a vehicle is secure, car thieves have ways to steal it.  Devices such 

as “Slim Jims” can be used to unlock doors. These type of devices can be found on the 

internet ranging from twelve dollars to a couple of hundred (Automotive Entry Tools, 

2007).  Some websites, such as lockpickshop.com, even tell potential buyers which 

products work best on certain types of vehicles. Once inside the vehicle, the thief can 

either hotwire the car, crack the steering column, or damage/remove the ignition to 

start the vehicle. 

 Vehicle manufactures have made new models more difficult to break into, so 

experienced thieves have had to develop more elaborate and complex schemes in order 

to keep up with new technology. New model vehicles are equipped with electronic key 

systems. These keys emit an electronic code and without the correct code the engine is 

unable to start (Montgomery County Department of Police, 2007). Thieves have, 

however, already found a way around this security measure. “Smart keys” are 
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advertised on the internet and claim to be master keys, able to start vehicles equipped 

with an electronic key system (Keep Shooting, 2007). The websites providing master 

keys claim their products are for legitimate uses only such as towing or emergency 

services, dealerships, rental car agencies, or personal use. 

As mentioned before, oftentimes the theft of a vehicle is for commercial reasons. 

There are a variety of ways that a thief can make a profit off a stolen vehicle.  One way 

is to simply resell the stolen vehicle. Often the buyer of the stolen vehicle is unaware 

that the vehicle is stolen. This can be done by selling the vehicle out of state or by 

switching or altering the vehicle identification number (VIN) (Texas Automobile Theft 

Prevention Authority, 2006). Vehicle title laws vary from state to state. These 

inconsistencies make it easy for a stolen vehicle to be sold with out detection in another 

state (State Farm, 2006b). In some states all that is needed for proof of ownership is a 

registration certificate, which can be filled out on a mailed-in application. Further, in 

some states no proof of ownership is needed in order to sell older model vehicles 

(Texas Automobile Theft Prevention Authority, 2006).    

The VIN can also be altered to disguise a stolen vehicle. Thieves will either alter 

the VIN into a fictitious VIN number or they will copy the VIN from a legally owned 

vehicle.  These legal VIN numbers are obtained usually from vehicles of the same 

make, model, and color. This practice is known as “cloning” the vehicle (NICB, n.d.b; 

Texas Automobile Theft Prevention Authority, 2006). If the VIN is checked off of a 

cloned vehicle it appears to be legitimate and therefore may not be detected as stolen.  

As not all states have their vehicle databases linked, thieves can use the same cloned 
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VIN on numerous vehicles in numerous states without detection (Bennett, 2005). It can 

be very difficult for a buyer to know whether or not the used vehicle being sold is in 

fact stolen. Another practice of car thieves involving VIN switching is a “salvage switch” 

(Texas Automobile Theft Prevention Authority, 2006).  This occurs when a salvaged or 

wrecked vehicle is purchased from insurance companies or junk yards. Parts containing 

the VIN from a salvaged or wrecked vehicle are then put onto a stolen vehicle. 

Afterwards, the stolen vehicle is then sold under the identity of the salvaged vehicle. 

Other thieves have decided a better way to steal a vehicle is to tow it. Advantages to 

stealing a vehicle by towing are it can be fast and it does not damage the vehicle 

(Austin Police Department, 1995; National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 2006). 

Also, posing as a towing company provides the thief with a believable cover for any 

witnesses.  

Carjacking is another unique form of vehicle theft. Carjacking is defined as the 

theft or the attempted theft of a motor vehicle by use of force or threat of force (Rand, 

1994). Some data sources, such as the National Incident Based Reporting System, 

classify carjackings as a type of robbery and list the vehicle as the property stolen (U.S. 

Department of Justice, 2006a). Despite media attention, carjackings are not common in 

comparison to other violent crimes. The 1980’s saw an increase in carjackings and this 

increase has often been blamed on the media for attracting attention to this as a new 

form of vehicle theft (McGoey, 2007). Another explanation for the increase in the 

number of carjackings is that thieves had to resort to this drastic method because new 

technology has made it more difficult to steal a vehicle. The U.S Department of Justice 
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Report titled Carjackings, 1993-2002 stated that during those years, there were about 

38,000 carjackings annually in the United States (Klaus, 2004). This averages out to 1.7 

victimizations per 10,000 people annually. Since 2002, the rate of carjackings has 

decreased. The report also stated that carjackings are most common in urban areas, 

followed by suburban, then rural areas. A carjacking is more likely to happen in the 

evening or at night, with about two-thirds of all carjackings happening at night, and 

there tended to be only one person in the vehicle (Klause, 2004; McGoey, 2007). 

Victims of carjackings are more likely to be male, single, and under the age of 35 

(Klause, 2004; McGoey, 2007). These findings are not a surprise since young males are 

the most likely demographic to be the victim of a violent crime in general (U.S. 

Department of Justice, 2007). The reasoning behind this is that young, single males are 

more likely to take risks and to be out alone at night (McGoey, 2007). This could also 

explain why offenders are almost always young males. The race of the victims and the 

offenders in carjackings are also similar. African Americans are more likely than 

Caucasians to be both the victim and the offender; and Hispanics are more likely to be 

a victim of carjacking than non-Hispanics (Klaus, 2004; Rand, 1994).  

Past reports on carjackings suggest that the crime is committed because of a 

pressing need for a vehicle immediately. This need could be the immediate need for 

cash (usually for drugs), a getaway vehicle, or the need of a vehicle as a status symbol 

(Jacobs, Topalli & Wright, 2003). This feeling of an immediate need for a vehicle could 

explain why a person would take such a risk and use force in order steal a vehicle.  In 

74% of all attempted or completed carjackings the offender had a weapon. (Klaus, 
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2004) Typically, this weapon was a handgun. Another important detail of carjacking is 

where this type of crime takes place. It is suggested that specific areas targeted for 

carjackings include parking lots, shopping centers, gas stations, ATMs, hotels, fast-food 

drive-thrus, convenience stores, and car washes (McGoey, 2007; Jacobs, Topalli & 

Wright, 2003). These are all places where an owner may be getting in or out of the 

vehicle, the doors may be unlocked, or the windows may be down. Any of these 

situations makes a person more vulnerable to a carjacker getting in the vehicle.  

Chop Shops 

After a vehicle is stolen car thieves will often strip the vehicle and sell the stolen 

parts. This practice usually occurs at a chop shop. Chop shops are defined by the 

federal government as: 

     any building, lot, facility, or other structure or premise where one or more   
     persons engage in receiving, concealing, destroying, disassembling, dismantling,   
     reassembling, or storing any passenger motor vehicle or passenger motor vehicle  
     part that has been unlawfully obtained in order to alter, counterfeit, deface, destroy,  
     disguise, falsify, forge, obliterate, or remove the identity, including the vehicle or  
     vehicle part in interstate or foreign commerce. (Public Law 102-519, Sec. 105) 
 
Chop shops are often operated out of “junk yards,” but chop shops can also be found in 

backyard garages in residential areas. In these “junk yards” or garages, stolen cars are 

disassembled and stripped for their parts. These parts are then sold to unscrupulous 

auto repair and body shops. The patrons of these shops may not be aware that they 

are purchasing stolen auto parts. A chop shop operator can make two to four times 

what a vehicle is worth by selling the parts separately (Texas Automobile Theft 

Prevention Authority, 2006). Parts from older vehicles are oftentimes more valuable 

than parts from newer models because they are harder to come by (Pittsburg Police 
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Department, n.d.). Also, some older vehicles do not have the VIN number on all of the 

parts and are therefore harder to identify and trace.  

Recently airbags have been the target to steal and sell to dishonest auto body 

shops. A thief can sell an airbag for $100 to $200 and then the body shop charges the 

unsuspecting customer nearly $1,500 for the stolen airbag (State Farm Insurance, 

2006a). To prevent this practice, carmakers and insurance companies are encouraging 

auto repair shops to only replace airbags with new airbags and not used ones. In an 

effort to combat the problem of auto theft and chop shops, the Federal Anti-Car Theft 

Act of 1992 (FACTA) was created (National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 

1998). The Act requires that all vehicle makes and models made in 1997 and thereafter 

have certain parts marked. The Act also requires repair shops, insurers, recyclers, and 

dismantlers to check all for VIN numbers on all used parts against a nation vehicle 

database of VIN numbers.  

Export of Stolen Vehicles 

The fate of many stolen vehicles is export out of the United States. It is 

estimated that 200,000 vehicles are illegally exported out of the country each year 

(United States General Accounting Office, 1999).  The value of these vehicles is 

believed to be one billion dollars annually (United States General Accounting Office, 

1999). Stolen vehicles are transported out of the U.S. either in shipping containers at 

sea ports, loaded onto trains, or are simply driven across the border. Cites and towns 

near a border or a port often have higher rates of vehicle theft and equipment theft. 

According to the National Insurance Crime Bureau, two-thirds of the top 25 
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metropolitan areas with the highest theft rates have direct ties to international ports or 

nearby borders (State Farm Insurance, 2006a).  

Overseas markets provide eager buyers who are willing to pay top dollar for a 

luxury vehicle.  According to Customs officials, other law enforcement officials, and 

NICB the majority of stolen vehicles are transported to Central America, South America, 

and Eastern Europe (United States General Accounting Office, 1999). In 2005, over 

3,000 U.S. vehicles were recovered from Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, the Dominican 

Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Venezuela, and Lithuania 

(NICB, 2006). A study conducted in a Caribbean country found that approximately one 

out of every five vehicles being shipped into the country had been stolen and shipped 

from the United States; for vehicles worth over $15,000, the statistics were nearly four 

out of five vehicles (Beekman & Daly, 1990).  

In efforts to deter the export of stolen vehicles, the U.S. government is 

continually developing treaties with foreign countries concerning the return of stolen 

vehicles. The U.S. and Mexico have had a treaty for the return of stolen U.S. vehicles 

since 1983, but as the market for illegally exported vehicles has expanded to Central 

and South America and Eastern Europe so has the government’s focus (U.S. 

Department of State, 2001). As of 2001, the U.S. had recently developed bilateral 

agreements with Belize, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, and Panama 

and was in negotiations with Poland, Venezuela, Honduras, Nicaragua, El Salvador, and 

Columbia (U.S. Department of State, 2001). The trafficking of stolen vehicles is an 

international problem and the chances of recovering an exported vehicle is near 
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impossible without cooperation from other countries. It is estimated that only one 

percent of exported stolen vehicles from the U.S. are returned (U.S. Department of 

State, 2001). Collaboration between countries is essential to stopping the trafficking of 

stolen vehicles.  

The process of shipping a vehicle out of the country can be very complicated and 

is often not the work of amateur car thieves. Car thieves typically use one of three 

schemes to avoid detection when transporting a stolen vehicle out of the country. In 

the past, the two preferred methods were to use a duplicate or counterfeit title and VIN 

plates, or to have a legitimate vehicle inspected and then switch it with a stolen vehicle 

later (United States General Accounting Office, 1999). Since customs officials have 

caught on to these techniques, thieves have begun to conceal the fact that a vehicle is 

being shipped. This is done by listing the contents on the paperwork as other goods 

which are not likely to be inspected or by concealing that there is a vehicle in the 

shipping container. In one case, customs inspectors found two cars in a hidden 

compartment built in a container. Bags of cement had been stacked in front of the 

compartment door to prevent/discourage closer inspection (United States General 

Accounting Office, 1999).  

In efforts to deter the exportation of stolen vehicles, customs officials have 

begun using gamma ray devices to x-ray shipping containers (Heath-Eves, 1999). These 

types of devices were developed primarily to prevent terrorist organizations from 

importing the materials needed to make nuclear weapons (Medalia, 2007). If the x-

rayed items do not resemble what the cargo is listed as then customs officials will 
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further inspect the container. The use of these machines increases the difficulty of 

illegally exporting or importing vehicles, as well as, contraband or anything else 

someone is trying ship incognito. An advantage to using a gamma ray is it is a fast way 

to search large amounts of cargo without impeding commerce. The U.S. Customs 

Service uses a gamma device known as the Vehicle and Cargo Inspection System, or 

VACIS, to inspect cargo containers coming into U.S. ports and crossing the U.S. border 

on freight trains. VACIS can scan a 70 foot long container in about 90 seconds (Taylor, 

2000).  Another advantage of using gamma ray devices is many models can be 

disassembled and reassembled in a day. By moving the devices around, smugglers have 

no way of knowing if and where the machines are going to be used (Taylor, 2000). As 

the effectiveness of gamma rays is being tested and confirmed, more and more ports 

are starting to use this new technology. In the year 2000, VACIS machines were being 

used in eleven entry points into Texas. These sea ports and border stations include 

Brownsville, Del Rio, Eagle Pass, El Paso, Houston, Laredo, Los Indios, Pharr, Presidio, 

Roma, and Rio Grand City (Taylor, 2000). 

The exportation of a stolen vehicle across the border is not as difficult as 

shipping the vehicle overseas. In 2001, the Texas Department of Pubic Safety Motor 

Vehicles Theft Service with the help of the Border Auto Theft Information Center 

(BATIC) recovered 1,967 stolen vehicles from Mexico. The value of these vehicles is 

estimated at more than $25 million. The BATIC works along with Mexican authorities in 

preventing the exportation of stolen vehicles, as well as the return of vehicles located 
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across the border. Before the BATIC was created in 1994, less than 50 vehicles were 

returned a year from South of the border (Texas Department of Public Safety, 2002). 

The exportation of stolen vehicles out of the country has often been linked to 

organized crime rings. In recent news, stolen cars from the U.S. have been located in 

some countries in the Middle East, including Iraq and Syria (Bender, 2005; Desel, 

2007). Some of these vehicles have been used by terrorist organizations in recent car 

bombings in Iraq. A raid by U.S. troops in Fallujah, Iraq in 2004 discovered a car 

reported stolen in Texas being equipped for a bombing mission (Bender, 2005). It is 

believed that insurgents prefer American vehicles because the vehicles tend to be larger 

and blend in easier with the U.S. government convoys and private contractors, plus 

they are harder to be identified as stolen than a vehicle stolen in Iraq.  

Organized crime rings also use stolen vehicles for the trafficking of people and 

drugs across the U.S. border or as transportation once these goods have entered the 

country. In 2007, Border Patrol agents recovered a stolen Sports Utility Vehicle (SUV) 

on the Tohono O’odham Indian Reservation in Arizona (U.S. Customs and Border 

Protection, 2007a). Inside the vehicle, agents discovered 1,203 pounds of marijuana, 

estimated to be worth around $962,400. In 2004, the U.S. Border Patrol seized over 

2,650 vehicles from the Arizona border that were also used by smugglers (Gonzalez, 

2004).  

SUVs and extended-cab pickup trucks are often targeted for their size. A 

smuggler can fit between 18 and 20 people in some vehicles after the rear seats are 

taken out (Gonzalez, 2004). In May of 2007, Border Patrol agents seized a stolen pickup 
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truck carrying 19 illegal immigrants (U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 2007b). 

Smugglers steal vehicles because they are looking to make the most profit and to 

remain undetected. The stolen vehicles are typically abandoned once the vehicle is no 

longer needed or if the smugglers believe they are going to be apprehended.  

Texas/Mexico Border 

 As mentioned before, the theft of motor vehicles along the Texas/Mexico border 

is often linked to organized crime rings which operate on both sides of the border. With 

a border stretching 1,254 miles long and with 23 ports of entry, the Texas/Mexico 

border is a hot spot for vehicle thieves looking for transportation or for moving goods 

(Combs, 2003). In some cases these goods are undocumented immigrants and 

narcotics (Miller, 1987). The majority of vehicles stolen and carried or driven over the 

border into Mexico are destined for resale in some form. The stolen vehicles will either 

be dismantled at a chop shop or sold whole on the black market in Mexico. In some 

cases the vehicles are later exported out of Mexico to foreign markets (U.S. Department 

of State, 2001). Car thieves are able to sell vehicles whole in Mexico without detection 

because the vehicle regulations in Mexico are lax, falsified papers are easily obtained, 

and there is not a computerized records and registration database (Miller, 1987). 

Vehicles taken across the border are usually chosen for the ease in which they will 

blend in with vehicles produced in Mexico. As example of this, in 1986, a year after the 

Chevrolet Suburban was introduced in Mexico, the theft of Suburbans in border towns 

drastically increased (Miller, 1987). Oftentimes, sophisticated crime rings will even have 

a list of the types of vehicles potential buyers are requesting.  
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 In some cases the vehicles stolen are for the use of organized criminal groups. 

In August of 2007, police from Pharr and McAllen, Texas arrested five people involved 

in an auto theft ring which provided stolen cars to drug cartels and to a known 

organized crime group in Mexico (Holeywell, 2007). The men would enter the United 

States illegally, steal vehicles and then deliver the vehicles to a drug cartel known as 

the Zetas, a paramilitary crime organization based in Mexico. The Zetas would then use 

the vehicles for smuggling drugs and people into the United States. The Zetas are an 

organized crime group made up of former Mexican military. The Zetas use their military 

training to operate their drug running operations which stretch across the border into 

the United States. The FBI and other U.S. government offices believe the Zetas are 

responsible for numerous kidnappings, murders, as well as, attacks on federal agents 

(FBI, 2005a; Americans for Legal Immigration, 2005). The Zetas are known to recruit 

other gangs, including prison gangs, for their operations. The use of stolen vehicles by 

the Zetas is just one example of how motor vehicle theft can be part of much more 

serious and heinous crimes.  

 In 2002, the Texas Department of Public Safety Motor Vehicle Theft Service 

recovered more than $25 million in stolen vehicles from Mexico. As the population 

increases in Northern Mexico and as Northern Mexico becomes more urbanized, the 

demand for automobiles will continue to increase (Ethridge & Gonzalez, 1996). One 

study discovered that between 80-90% of vehicles stolen near the border end up in 

Mexico (Beekman & Daly, 1990). The recovery of a stolen vehicle greatly decreases 

once it is taken across the border. This puts vehicle owners in border towns at an even 
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greater risk. A vehicle could be taken across the border before the owner is even aware 

it has been stolen. In 2001, the Department of Public Safety recovered 1,967 of the 

4,575 stolen vehicles identified South of the border (Texas Department of Public Safety, 

2002a). This was a recovery rate of 43%. Much of this success is credited to the Border 

Auto Theft Information Center.  

 The Border Auto Theft Information Center (BATIC) was created in 1994 with a 

grant from the Texas Automobile Theft Prevention Authority. The BATIC provides a link 

between Mexican and U.S. law enforcement, increasing the recovery rate of stolen U.S. 

vehicles located in Mexico. The BATIC provides services to all 50 states, as well as 

Mexico. Also, because the Mexican government does not have a national database, the 

Mexican police also use the BATIC to recover stolen Mexican vehicles and prosecute 

criminals (Texas Department of Public Safety, 2002a). While a recovery of 43% is 

considered good for exported stolen vehicles, this number is still well below the overall 

recovery rate of vehicles stolen in Texas. The Texas Department of Public Safety 

revealed in its annual Crime in Texas report that the recovery rate for stolen vehicles in 

Texas was between 73% and 77% for the years 2001 to 2005 (Texas Department of 

Public Safety, 2001; 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005). 

 Some of the cities with the highest rates for vehicle theft in the nation are 

located in close proximity to the border. The Texas cities of Brownsville, El Paso, and 

Laredo all have bridges that directly connect the cities to Mexico and McAllen is located 

fewer than 10 miles from the border crossing (Etheridge, 1996). According to a NICB 

report on vehicle theft, which listed the top 361 hot spots nationally, Laredo was ranked 
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22, McAllen was ranked 79, and Brownsville was ranked 99 (NICB, 2006). Due to the 

high volume of traffic across the U.S./Mexico border it is not difficult to transport a 

stolen vehicle through a border check point and, in some places along the border where 

there is no check point or where the river is low, a vehicle can be driven across the 

border without the risk of inspection. Tables 1 and 2 show the cities with the highest 

rankings for motor vehicle theft in 2006 according to the NICB report “Hot Spots.” 

Law enforcement agencies on both sides are working to prevent the 

transportation of stolen vehicles across the border. These efforts include better training 

for border officials in learning how to detect if a vehicle is stolen and the use of license 

plate readers. License plate readers digitally record the license plate information of 

inbound and outbound vehicles (McFadden, 2005). The information is then run through 

a database and it alerts the officers if the license number has been reported as stolen. 
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             Table 1 

Top Ten “Hot Spots” For Motor Vehicle Theft in the U.S. for 2006 

National Rank City 

1 Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 

2 Stockton, CA 

3 Visalia-Porterville, CA 

4 Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ 

6 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 

7 Sacramento-Arden-Arcade-Roseville, CA 

8 Fresno, CA 

9 Yakima, WA 

10 Tucson, AZ 

 
Source: National Insurance Crime Bureau (2007) 

 
 

 
Table 2  

 
Top Ten “Hot Spots” For Motor Vehicle Theft in Texas for 2006 

 
City Texas Rank National Rank 

Laredo 1 22 
Houston- Sugar Land- Baytown 2 32 
Dallas – Fort Worth – Arlington 3 46 

El Paso 4 51 
Amarillo 5 77 

McAllen – Edinburg – Mission 6 79 
San Antonio 7 81 
Longview 8 84 
Lubbock 9 86 

Brownsville – Harlingen 10 99 
 

Source: National Insurance Crime Bureau (2007) 
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License plate readers have been used in Europe for years and have begun to 

gain popularity in the United States. License plate readers are currently used in 13 

states and at more than 400 inbound/outbound lanes at the U.S. borders with Mexico 

and Canada. The readers can be mounted on police cars, toll booths, or highway 

overpasses (McFadden, 2005). License plate readers allow law enforcement authorities 

to detect if a reported stolen vehicle is being driven on the road or through a border 

check point without law enforcement agents being present. The readers can also be 

used to detect people with outstanding warrants and help locate vehicles in Amber 

Alerts which are used when a child has been kidnapped (Downs, 2006). An advantage 

of using license plate readers is that they are a more cost effective way to combat 

vehicle theft, rather than hiring more law enforcement officers. The devices can scan 

240 plates each minute; this is the equivalent to the work of ten officers (Downs, 

2006). The likelihood of recovering stolen vehicles could greatly increase as more 

departments start to use license plate readers and the other types of technology 

discussed in this Chapter.  

Conclusion 

After examining the many facets of motor vehicle theft and the impact that the 

crime has on both individual car owners and society as a whole, it is easy to justify why 

continued research is needed on this topic. The problem of vehicle theft stretches 

beyond early views of disgruntled youth looking for easy entertainment. Motor vehicle 

theft is considered a gateway crime as stolen automobiles are used as getaway 

vehicles, for gang initiation, and to aid in the trafficking of people and contraband. 
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Motor vehicle theft is the most expensive property crime, yet efforts to combat the 

problem have been minimally effective considering the frequency of vehicle thefts 

remains high. If our criminal justice system is to successfully fight crime, it is essential 

that preventative measures are developed to reduce the theft of motor vehicles in 

America. The following Chapter will present the methodology to be used for the present 

study to analyze trends in motor vehicle theft locations and offender characteristics for 

the years 2001-2005. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study is to identify any predominant characteristics of motor 

vehicle offenders in Texas and to examine the types of locations these offenders target. 

Considering the enormous costs (both direct and indirect) that motor vehicle theft has 

on our society, it is vital to understand who is committing motor vehicle theft and where 

vehicles are most likely to be stolen. Past studies have identified certain characteristics 

of the “typical” car thief. These characteristics usually include the offender’s age, 

gender, and race. This study hopes to update past findings to obtain a more thorough 

understanding of who is currently committing motor vehicle theft in Texas. To do this, 

the present study will examine offender characteristics for motor vehicle theft in Texas 

from 2001 to 2005. Previous research has identified that certain locations are more 

susceptible to crime, including motor vehicle theft. This study will also identify which 

location types are most at risk for vehicle theft in Texas.  

Data to be Analyzed 

The data used to answer these questions has been obtained from the National 

Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS). NIBRS is a collection of data concerning 

details of reported crime incidents gathered from participating law enforcement 

agencies across the United States. NIBRS is a reorganized and more detailed version of 

the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program. The UCR was created in 1929 by 

members of the International Association of Chiefs of Police in order to provide a 

uniform and reliable way to collect crime statistics for the nation (FBI, n.d.). It was 
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during the next year, 1930 that the FBI began to gather, analyze, and publish the 

information collected from different law enforcement agencies. The FBI titled the 

annual publication of their findings Crime in the U.S., which remains the most utilized 

source of crime statistics to date (Maltz, 1999).  

Since its inception, participation in the UCR has been voluntary. While this is the 

case, over 17,000 law enforcement agencies across the United States currently submit 

information each month to the FBI (FBI, 2006). These law enforcement agencies 

represent approximately 94% of the nation’s population (FBI, 2006). While the UCR is 

broken down into Part I and Part II crimes, the main focus is on the Part I, or, index 

crimes, which include murder, forcible rape, robbery, burglary, aggravated assault, 

larceny theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. While the UCR is a useful source for 

national statistics concerning crime, it does have two major weaknesses. The first 

criticism is that the UCR applies the hierarchy rule when recording offenses. Under the 

hierarchy rule, if multiple offenses occur in a crime, only the most heinous offense is 

counted for the purposes of the UCR. There are some exceptions to the hierarchy rule. 

The offenses of justifiable homicide, arson, and motor vehicle theft are exempt from the 

hierarchy rule (FBI, n.d.). The UCR is also criticized because it does not provide in-

depth details concerning each crime incident. NIBRS was created in 1987 as a response 

to these recognized weaknesses of the UCR (FBI, n.d.).  

NIBRS collects the same information as the UCR, but includes much more 

detailed information. NIBRS includes important details concerning offenders, as well as 

arrestees, whereas the UCR only provides information on arrestees. The NIBRS system 
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collects more detailed information for each crime incident including information on 

crime victims.  Like the UCR, participation in NIBRS is voluntary. A major weakness of 

NIBRS is that participation is not as extensive as the participation in the UCR. Many law 

enforcement agencies have limited funding and staff; therefore, they do not have the 

resources necessary to participate in NIBRS. In 2003, the Bureau of Justice Statistics 

reported that 5,271 law enforcement agencies from 23 states had been incident based 

reporting (IBR) certified and were reporting to NIBRS (U.S. Department of Justice, 

2004). These agencies represented 20% of the nation’s law enforcement agencies and 

16% of the nation’s population. In the state of Texas, 57 law enforcement agencies 

reported to NIBRS in 2005, representing 14.960% of the population of Texas (U.S. 

Department of Justice & FBI, 2005). A list of these reporting agencies is provided in 

Appendix B. Because fewer law enforcement agencies report to NIBRS, researchers 

have to keep in mind that NIBRS might underestimate the number of reported crime 

incidents. This means that one has to be very careful when making broad 

generalizations using NIBRS data.  While this is the case, NIBRS is an important tool to 

use when analyzing crime because NIBRS provides details related to crimes that can not 

be found elsewhere.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 The purpose of this study is to identify specific details of motor vehicle theft in 

Texas. To do this the following two questions were posed: 
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RQ1:   What are the demographic characteristics (age, sex, race, & ethnicity) of 

 those arrested for motor vehicle theft in Texas during the years 2001-

 2005? 

H1:     Motor vehicle theft offenders are more likely to be male, between the  

ages of 16 and 29, of a minority race, and of Hispanic ethnicity. 

RQ2:   What location types are targeted most often by motor vehicle theft  

offenders in Texas? 

H2:     The locations most targeted by motor vehicle theft are public places 

 where vehicles are left by owners for a long period of time unattended. 

Obtaining NIBRS Data 

NIBRS datasets for the years 2001 to 2005 were downloaded from the Inter-

University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) website, which is 

maintained by the University of Michigan. Because the datasets are so extensive and 

include millions of cases per year, only the cases most relevant to this study were 

selected. First, the offense and arrest segments were downloaded from ICPSR. The 

next step was to select out only those cases reported by law enforcement agencies in 

Texas. Finally, only cases involving motor vehicle theft were kept for inclusion in the 

present study. 

Initial analyses revealed that from 2001 to 2005, there were 34,618 incidents of 

motor vehicle theft in Texas reported to NIBRS. During this same time period, NIBRS 

recorded information on 3,221 offenders arrested for motor vehicle theft in Texas. 

Incident location types were provided for all 34,618 of the motor vehicle theft cases. 
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Table 3 presents the number of motor vehicle thefts for each year, as well as, the 

number of people arrested for motor vehicle theft each year. In order to make 

comparisons across the years, the arrestee segments for all five years were combined 

into one dataset and all the offense segments were combined into one dataset. 

Table 3 
 

Number of Motor Vehicle Theft Offenses and Arrests in Texas from 2001-2005 
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total 

Number of Offenses 6,811 7,752 5,843 5,683 8,529 34,618 

Number of Arrestees 472 583 625 672 869 3,221 

 

Variables to be Analyzed 

The main variables included for analysis in the present study are (1) year offense 

was committed; (2) location of incident; and the demographic arrestee characteristics 

(3) gender; (4) age; (5) race; and (6) ethnicity. The categories of age and location 

were collapsed into smaller categories for analysis. NIBRS records 25 different location 

types for offenses. After running frequencies for location, it was determined that the 

four most common places targeted for motor vehicle theft are residence, parking 

lot/garage, highway/road/alley, and other. Because the remaining location types are all 

places which have parking lots, these locations were then included into the parking 

lot/garage category. The location types added to the parking lot/garage category 

include: air/bus/train terminal, bank/savings and loan, bar/nightclub, 

church/synagogue/temple, commercial/office building, construction site, convenience 

store, department/discount store, drug store/doctors office/hospital, field/woods, 
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government/public building, grocery/supermarket, hotel/motel/etc., jail/prison, 

lake/waterway, liquor store, rental storage facility, restaurant, school/college, 

service/gas station, and specialty store. Another advantage to combing these locations 

is that it eliminated any discrepancies in how the incident location was primarily 

recorded. It can not be known if all the primary reporting officers used the specific 

location types or if the parking lot/garage category was selected for convenience. This 

also eliminated problems if there was any difference in how officers defined locations. 

Table 4 presents the way in which variables were coded for analysis. 
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Table 4 
  

Variable Codes 
 

 

  

Name Variable Coding 

Age Age of the Offender 1=< 16 
2=17 to 19 
3=20 to 29 
4=30 to 39 
5=40 to 49 
6=50 to 59 

 

 

 7=60 to 69 
8=70 & up 

 

   

  

   

 
Sex Gender of Arrestee 1=Male 

2=Female 

Race Race of Arrestee 1=Caucasian 
2=African American 
3= Asian/Pacific  
    Islander  
4=American Indian/ 

      Alaskan Native 
5=Unknown 

Ethnicity Ethnicity of Offender 
 

1=Hispanic 
2=Non-Hispanic  
3=Unknown 

Location Location Type 
Where Motor Vehicle 
Theft Occurred 

 
1=Parking Lot/Garage 
2=Home/Residence 
3=Highway/Road/Alley 
4=Unknown 

 

 

Limitations 

 With every research study there are limitations. The main limitation in this study 

is that the NIBRS data used is secondary data. Secondary data is data that was 

collected by another party and not by the researcher. The limitation of secondary data 

is the data was gathered for the purpose of the primary researcher, therefore the data 
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available may or may not provide all the information needed for other research designs 

(Hagan, 1997). The data may not have been measured in the manner best suited for a 

secondary analysis. Often times a research design will have to change in order to fit the 

data available. Also, any missing or conflicting information can not be clarified. 

Researchers using secondary data should also keep in mind that there could be 

inaccuracies made in favor of the primary reporting agency. As mentioned earlier, 

another limitation of using NIBRS data is that fewer law enforcement agencies report to 

NIBRS than the UCR and this should be kept in mind when making broad 

generalizations using NIBRS data.  

 There are two other limitations of the NIBRS data specific to this study. One 

limitation of the data on motor vehicle theft is that the geographic location of the thefts 

is not recorded. Without the geographic locations, the analysis is limited to the location 

type. If the geographic location was provided, a comparison could be made of which 

areas of Texas are more prone to motor vehicle theft. The second limitation is the 

location of recovered stolen vehicles is not recorded. Information on the location of 

recovered vehicles could provide law enforcement agencies with more detailed 

information on the offenders and the motive for the theft.  

Plan of Analysis 

 The data downloaded from NIBRS was analyzed using the computer program 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, commonly known as SPSS. Descriptive 

analyses were used to examine the demographic characteristics of motor vehicle theft 
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arrestees and locations. The results were then examined to recognize any trends in 

offender characteristics and targeted location overall and by each individual year. 

Conclusion 

NIBRS data was chosen for the purpose of this study because the data goes into 

further detail than other available datasets. The NIBRS data for 2001 to 2005 were 

downloaded from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research 

website. Only cases relevant to motor vehicle theft in Texas were selected. After 

running the descriptive analyses on the data obtained from NIBRS, the findings were 

analyzed to explore whether the proposed hypotheses were correct. These findings will 

be discussed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 

This chapter discusses the analyses conducted in order to answer the proposed 

research questions. Once the data was downloaded from ICPSR, it was cleaned for 

analysis. Only cases involving motor vehicle thefts in Texas were used. Mean imputation 

was utilized in cases where there were less than five percent missing values for a 

variable (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005). In these cases of missing data, the average 

variable response was substituted for the missing values. Descriptive statistics were 

used to answer the research questions. Each research question will be discussed 

separately and then the findings from this study will be summarized. The data reported 

to NIBRS concerning offenders is for those who were actually arrested for that offense. 

The terms offender and arrestee will be used interchangeably in this Chapter.  

In 2005, there were 8,529 motor vehicle thefts reported to police in Texas. This 

is an increase from the previous years. In fact, between the years 2004 and 2005 there 

was an increase of 2,846 motor vehicle thefts reported to police. This further 

emphasizes the need for continued studies on motor vehicle theft. The general 

characteristics of the data provided from NIBRS on motor vehicle theft are presented 

below in Table 5. 
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Table 5  

General Characteristics for Years 2001-2005 

                 
General Characteristics N % 

 
Age 
     ‹ 16 
     17 to 19 
     20 to 29 
     30 to 39 
     40 to 49 
     50 to 59 
     60 to 69 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Percentages may not equal 100.0% because of rounding 

     70 ‹ 

740
629
979
559
268
43
6
0

 
23.0 
19.4 
30.4 
17.4 
8.3 
1.3 
0.2 
0.0 

Sex 
     Male 2675

546

 
83.0 
17.0      Female 

Race 
    Asian/Pacific Islander 
    African American 
    American Indian/Alaskan Native
    Caucasian 
    Unknown 
Ethnicity 
     Hispanic 
     Non-Hispanic 
     Unknown 
Location  
     Parking Lot/Garage 
     Residence/Home 
     Highway/Road/Alley 
     Other/Unknown 
Year 
     2001 
     2002 
     2003 
     2004 
     2005 

18
847

5
2345

6

722
2150
349

16,631
11,108
5,161
1,718

6,811
7,752
5,843
5,683

 
8,529

 
0.6 

26.3 
0.2 

72.8 
0.2 

 
22.4 
66.7 
10.8 

 
48.0 
32.1 
14.9 
5.0 

 
20.4 
22.2 
16.7 
16.5 
24.2 
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Analysis of Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

 The first research question focuses on the common demographic characteristics 

for motor vehicle offenders in Texas. NIBRS provides data on the categories of age, 

sex, race, and ethnicity for people arrested for motor vehicle theft. The hypothesis for 

Research Question One states that motor vehicle theft offenders are more likely to be 

male, between the ages of 20 and 29, of a minority race, and of Hispanic ethnicity. 

Descriptive analyses were used to find which characteristics were the most common for 

each category.   

 The findings for the descriptive analysis of the variable age can be found in Table 

6. The most common age range for NIBRS reported Texas motor vehicle theft offenders 

during this time was 20 to 29 (30.4%). The second most common age category for 

offenders is 16 years old and under, accounting for 23.0%. Finally, the age category 17 

to 19 accounted for 19.4% of the total.  

 The age group 20 to 29 was the most frequent age group for every year, except 

2003 when the age category 16 years old and younger represented more arrests than 

any other age group. If the second and third highest categories (under 16 years old and 

17 to 19 years old) are combined, these two age groups account for 42.4% of reported 

Texas motor vehicle theft to NIBRS for the years 2001 to 2005. From the years 2001 to 

2005, the majority of those arrested for motor vehicle theft have consistently been 

under the age of 29. This finding does not support past findings that car thieves today 

are no longer joyriding youths (Clarke & Harris, 1992) as many of the offenders in this 
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study are under the age of 19. It is unknown if the motive of these offenders is 

joyriding, transportation, or profit.      

Table 6  

Percentage of Arrestee Age by Year 

Year ‹16 17-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70<

2001 21.0 20.8 33.1 18.0 6.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 

2002 21.8 25.0 31.0 17.2 3.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 

2003  27.8 20.2 25.8 15.7 8.8 1.3 0.5 0.0 

2004 22.5 17.3 30.4 17.9 10.6 1.3 0.1 0.0 

2005 21.7 16.1 31.9 18.0 10.4 1.7 0.2 0.0 

Total  23.0 19.4 30.4 17.4 8.3 1.3 0.2 0.0 

* Total for each individual year may not equal 100.0% because of rounding 

 An examination of the variable gender reveals that males are more likely to 

commit motor vehicle theft than females. Males represented 83% of motor vehicle theft 

offenders between 2001 and 2005, as reported by the IBR certified Texas agencies. 

Each year males continually accounted for at least 80% of those arrested for motor 

vehicle theft in the state of Texas. As 50.4% of Texans are female, females seem to be 

greatly underrepresented as motor vehicle theft offenders (U.S. Census, 2002). The 

number of females arrested for auto theft, however, did increase from 2001 to 2005. 

The year 2002 had the lowest occurrence of females arrested, with 13% of offenders 

being female, but by 2005 this percentage had increased to 19.7%. This increase could 

be due to the fact that 2005 has the largest number of people arrested for motor 

vehicle theft during this time period. It is an interesting finding, however, that females 
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may now be more involved in motor vehicle theft. Table 7 presents the gender of those 

arrested for motor vehicle theft in Texas from 2001 to 2005 by year. 

Table 7 

 Arrestee Sex by Year 

Year Male Female Total 

 N       % N       % N    

2001 404     85.6 68     14.4 472   

2002 507     87.0   76     13.0 583 

2003 522     83.5 103     16.5 625 

2004 544     81.0 128      19.0 672 

2005 698     80.3 171      19.7 869 

Total    2,675     83.0       546      17.0 3,221 

 

 When exploring the variable race, it was found that Caucasians accounted for 

72.8% of the offenders arrested. The frequency of arrestees by race remained 

consistent from 2001 to 2005. For each year, Caucasians represented between 67.4% 

and 78.4% of offenders. The next largest race category for offenders was African 

Americans. African Americans represented 26.3% of those arrested between 2001 and 

2005. By year, the percentage of African Americans offenders ranged from 21.3% to 

31.2%.  Table 8 presents the descriptive findings for those arrested for motor vehicle 

theft by race. The other racial categories, Asian/Pacific Islander, American 

Indian/Alaskan Native, and those where race was unknown each represent less than 

1% of Texas motor vehicle offenders. These findings are consistent with the racial 
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demographics for Texas. According to the 2000 Census, 71% of Texans identified 

themselves as Caucasian, 11.5% were African American, 0.6% were American 

Indian/Alaskan Native, 2.8 were Asian/Pacific Islander, and the remaining 11.7% were 

of another, unspecified race (U.S. Census Bureau, 2002).  

Table 8  

Arrestee Race by Year 

Year Caucasian  African 
American

Asian/  
Pacific 

Islander 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native 

Unknown Total 

 N       % N       % N     % N     % N     %        N 

2001  338     71.6 131    27.8 3     3.0 0     0.0 0     0.0 472 

2002  393     67.4 182    31.2 4     0.7 3     0.5 1     0.2 583 

2003  441     70.6 173    27.7 7     1.1 1     0.2 3     0.5 625 

2004  527     78.4 143    21.3 1     0.1 1     0.1 0     0.0 672 

2005  646     74.3 218    25.1 3     0.3 0     0.0 2     0.0 869 

Total  2,345   72.8 847    26.3 18     0.6 5     0.2 6     0.2 3,221 

*Percentages may not equal 100.0% because of rounding 

 NIBRS not only collects information on race, it also collects information on an 

arrestee’s ethnicity. Between 2001 and 2005, Non-Hispanics represented the majority of 

arrested motor vehicle theft offenders (66.7%). Over the years, this percentage 

fluctuated very little, remaining above 66%, except for 2001 when it was 59.8%. 

Hispanics accounted for between 18.6% and 27.2%, with the average being 22.4%, of 

motor vehicle theft offenders.  Table 9 presents the frequency of offenders by ethnicity. 
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These findings reflect the 2000 Census which reported that 68% of Texans are Non-

Hispanic and 32% are Hispanic (U.S. Census Bureau, 2002). 

Table 9  

Arrestee Ethnicity by Year 

Year Hispanic Non-
Hispanic 

Unknown Total 

 N     % N      % N     %  

2001 86    27.2 335     59.8 51    13.0 472 

2002 124    18.6 399     70.6 60    10.8 583 

2003 123    22.0 428     67.8 74    10.3 625 

2004 160    21.5 461     66.7 51    11.8 672 

2005 229    23.8 527     68.6 113    7.6 869 

Total  722    22.4 2,150   66.7 349    10.8 3,221 

* Percentages may not equal 100.0% because of rounding 

 Overall, findings reveal that the hypothesis put forth for Research 

Question One was only partially supported. While motor vehicle theft offenders 

were more likely to be male, and the majority of offenders were between the 

ages of 16 and 29, the hypothesis was incorrect in predicting the race and 

ethnicity of arrestees. Caucasians and Non-Hispanics represented the majority of 

motor vehicle theft offenders in Texas. A summary of the findings for Research 

Question One can be found in Table 10.  
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Table 10 

Summary of Findings for Research Question One: Most Common Arrestee 

Demographic Characteristics 

Variable Category N % 

Age 

Sex 

Race 

Ethnicity 

<29 

Male 

Caucasians 

Non-
Hispanic

156 

2,675 

2,345 

2,150

72.8 

83.0 

72.8 

66.7 

 

Research Question 2 

 The hypothesis for the second research question predicted that the locations 

most likely to be targeted by motor vehicle theft offenders are public places where 

vehicles are left by owners unattended for a long period of time. The second research 

question was also answered by running a descriptive analysis of the variable location. 

Analysis indicates that the most common location target for motor vehicle theft is 

parking lots and garages. From 2001 to 2005 there were 16,631 reported motor vehicle 

thefts from parking lots and garages. This accounts for 48.0% of reported vehicle thefts 

during this time frame. The second most targeted location was residence/home, 

representing 11,108 of the thefts reported (32.1%). Further, there were 5,161 (4.9%) 

vehicle thefts reported stolen from highway/road/alley(s). Finally, the location of the 

motor vehicle theft was unknown for 5% (1,718) of the reported motor vehicle thefts. 

These figures are presented below in Table 11.  
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Table 11  

Frequencies of Location Types Most Frequently Targeted 2001-2005 

 Category       N        % 
 
 Parking Lot/Garage 

Home/Residence 

Highway/Road/Alley

16,631

11,108

5,161

 
 
 
 

Unknown 1,718

48.0

32.1

14.9

5.0

Total 34,618 100.0

 
 
 

 

 Location categories by year are presented in Table 12. When looking at locations 

targeted by year, results show that since 2003 more vehicles are being reported stolen 

from the category of residence/home and the number of those reported stolen from 

parking lots and public garages has decreased slightly. In 2005, only 12 more vehicles 

were reported stolen from the category of parking lot/garage (3,557) than 

home/residence (3,545).  
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Table 12  
Location Categories by Year 

 
Year Parking 

Lot/Garage 
Home/ 

Residence 
Highway/Road/ 

Alley 
Unknown Total 

     N         %    N        %   N        %   N    %  

2001   3,530     51.8   1,576    23.1 1,333    19.6  372    5.5  6,811 

2002   4,080     52.6   1,894    24.4 1,402    18.1  376    4.9  7,752 

2003   2,858     48.9   1,983    33.9   735    12.6  267    4.6  5,843 

2004   2,606     45.9   2,110    37.1    648    11.4  319    5.6  5,683 

2005   3,557     41.7   3,545    41.6 1,043    12.2  384    4.5  8,529 

Total 16,631    48.0 11,108    32.1 5,161    14.9 1,718  5.0 34,618

 

 The hypothesis for Research Question 2, that the location types most targeted 

are locations where vehicles are left unattended for long periods of time, was supported 

by these findings. The two categories of parking lot/garage and home/residence 

account for the majority of vehicles reported stolen in Texas for the years 2001 to 

2005. When combined these two categories make up 80% of the locations from which 

vehicles were reported stolen from during this time period. 

Conclusion 

 The descriptive analyses of demographic characteristics from the reporting IBR 

certified agencies revealed that the “typical” offender of motor vehicle theft in Texas 

between 2001 and 2005 was a Caucasian (72.8%), Non-Hispanic (66.7%) male (83%), 

under the age of 29 (72.8%). An analysis of locations most targeted revealed that 

vehicles were most likely to be stolen from parking lots and public garages (48%). The 
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second most likely place a vehicle is to be stolen from was a person’s residence or 

home (32.1%). Both of these location types are places where vehicles are often left 

unguarded for long periods of time. The final chapter will discuss these findings and 

provide recommendations for the prevention of motor vehicle theft incidents. Though 

the data used for this analysis comprises reports from only 57 Texas law enforcement 

agencies, it is believed that the data is an accurate representation of motor vehicle theft 

across the state because the data provided was reported from a such a variety of 

agencies. Included in this analysis was data from border towns to large cities, including, 

Amarillo, El Paso, Longview, and Lubbock, which were all noted in the National 

Insurance Bureau’s list of “Top 10 Hot Spots for Motor Vehicle Theft in Texas.”  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 The goal of this research study was to obtain a better understanding of motor 

vehicle theft in Texas, particularly who are the offenders and what location types are 

most targeted for vehicle theft. The following two research questions were posed: 

RQ1:   What are the demographic characteristics (age, sex, race, & ethnicity) of 

 those arrested for motor vehicle theft in Texas during the years 2001-

 2005? 

RQ2:   What location types are targeted most often by motor vehicle theft  

offenders in Texas during the years 2001-2005? 

These questions were addressed using descriptive analyses to examine the data 

obtained from NIBRS for cases of motor vehicle thefts in Texas between the years 2001 

and 2005.  

Principle Findings 

 Findings revealed that many arrestees for motor vehicle theft in Texas during 

2001 to 2005 were under the age of 19 (42.4%). This contradicts past studies which 

say that youth are no longer the primary offenders of this crime (Clarke & Harris,1992). 

Looking at the ages of motor vehicle theft offenders over a five year period, it appears 

that vehicle thefts tend to be an offense in which people age out. As age increases 

there are fewer individuals arrested for this crime. People over 30 years of age 

accounted for only 27.2% of arrestees and those over 40 accounted for 9.8% of 

arrestees.  
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  Motor vehicle theft is a crime dominated by males. Although 2005 saw the 

highest percentage of female offenders with 19.7%, males continually account for at 

least 80% of those arrested for the offense. These findings are not surprising as males 

have consistently been the offenders of motor vehicle theft as has been found in past 

studies as early as the 1950’s (Savitz, 1959; Wedekind, 1957). The number of female 

offenders has been increasing in recent years and the discrepancy between the sexes 

may continue to decrease in the future if this trend continues. Concerning race and 

ethnicity, Caucasians and Non-Hispanics are the dominant offender characteristics. The 

rates changed very little for these categories in the time period under study. Between 

2001 and 2005, 72.8% of offenders were Caucasian and 66.7% were Non-Hispanic in 

the state of Texas. According to analysis, the “typical” offender for motor vehicle theft 

in Texas is male, Caucasian, Non-Hispanic, and between the ages of 16 and 29 years 

old. 

 Findings for the locations types most targeted showed that in recent years 

homes and residences are being targeted more. This increase was steady from 2001 to 

2005 and in 2005 the number of motor vehicles reported stolen from homes and 

residences was almost equal to the number reported stolen from parking lots and 

garages. These findings support past studies on locations at risk for motor vehicle theft 

(Clarke & Goldstein, 2003; Keister, 2007). If the parking lot/garage category was 

broken down into the original categories reported in NIBRS, then home/residence would 

be the location type most targeted.  
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Suggestions for Prevention 

 Harsher laws may or may not prevent motor vehicle theft. With the overcrowding 

of the United States’ prison system and the viewpoint that vehicle theft is not a serious 

crime, it is doubtful that a person arrested for motor vehicle theft would serve any 

serious time in prison. Therefore, the best way to prevent motor vehicle theft is to 

increase the difficulty of stealing a vehicle. This can be done by both car owners and 

law enforcement personnel.  

 Vehicles are most likely to be stolen from a parking lot or garage, or from a 

person’s home or residence. Car owners can reduce the likelihood of having their 

vehicle stolen by parking in attended parking lots and garages and by parking in the 

home garage or driveway rather than on the street. Other efforts by owners could be to 

invest in some sort of theft deterrent system, such as a car alarm.  As discussed earlier 

in this paper, routine activities theory explains crime as the coming together of a 

motivated offender, suitable target, and lack of capable guardianship. Preventative 

measures taken by vehicle owners could be considered target hardening because the 

vehicle’s guardianship is increased and its attractiveness is therefore decreased. Many 

police departments across the state of Texas have also increased public awareness 

campaigns informing the public on how to prevent being the victim of vehicle theft. 

These efforts make it more difficult to steal a vehicle without detection and may 

discourage potential thieves.   

 Law enforcement officials can help deter motor vehicle thefts in two ways 

besides public awareness campaigns. The first approach is to increase patrol or police 
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presence in those areas most targeted. Increased police presence in residential 

neighborhoods and long term parking lots could help decrease motor vehicle theft. The 

second approach could be to improve the use of technology by law enforcement 

departments. One way this could be done is to participate in a national interlinked 

database for stolen vehicles. The National Motor Vehicle Title Information System 

(NMVTIS) was established to help law enforcement agencies, potential buyers, and 

insurance agencies in accessing damage histories, verify vehicle titles, and to check if a 

vehicle has been reported stolen.  Databases, such as the NMVTIS, make it easier to 

detect or locate a stolen vehicle if it is taken out of state.  Currently, 30 states 

participate in NMVTIS, representing 55% of the U.S.’s vehicle population (Bureau of 

Justice Assistance, 2007). The development of an international database is another 

crucial step in combating vehicle theft. An international database would be especially 

effective for countries in Central America, South America, and Eastern Europe which 

studies show are the largest black markets for stolen American vehicles (United States 

General Accounting Office, 1999). A linked database would help officials here and 

overseas with the investigation and recovery of illegally exported vehicles. As it is now, 

only 1% of exported vehicles from the U.S. are returned (U.S. Department of State, 

2001).  

 Any efforts in combating international auto theft rings would also help in limiting 

the ability of international crime organizations. It has been documented that vehicle 

thefts are often an easy way for organized crime rings to fund other operations 

(Gonzales, 2004). The Texas/Mexico border is currently seeing an increase in organized 
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crime, such as the actions of the paramilitary group the Zetas. There is also the 

disturbing fact that stolen U.S. vehicles have been used in car bombings in the Middle 

East (Bender, 2005; Desel, 2007). Being that motor vehicle theft is often an easier 

crime to investigate than drug and human trafficking or terrorism, a linked database 

between countries could prove very effective in stopping these heinous crimes, as well 

as, support the need for further research on motor vehicle theft.  

 Increasing the use of automated license plate readers is another way in which 

law enforcement agencies can help combat motor vehicle theft. Automated license plate 

readers can be mounted in a variety of places such as on police vehicles, overpasses, 

and border checkpoints. These devices can detect a reported stolen vehicle and then 

alert local police. As the success rate of these devices is evaluated it is likely that more 

law enforcement agencies will begin to use automated license plate readers. An added 

advantage to the license plate readers is that these devices can increase police 

presence without having to hire more personnel. This is especially important for smaller 

departments or departments with limited funding. A national database together with 

automated license plate readers could greatly increase the detection and recovery of 

stolen motor vehicles.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

 With the increased frequency of motor vehicle theft along Southern border states 

and the increased use of stolen motor vehicles in organized criminal activities such as 

drug smuggling, human trafficking and terrorism, there is certainly a need for more 

research on this topic. It is imperative that different organizations within the United 
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States, as well as, internationally work together and share information. It is only 

through cooperation, internationally and domestically, that officials can gain a true 

understanding of how prolific auto theft is and form effective solutions. In international 

database for stolen vehicles discussed earlier would provide such useful information. 

 Another suggestion for future research stems from the fact that NIBRS does not 

currently provide the cities or geographic areas where the thefts occurred within the 

state of Texas nor does NIBRS provide information as to if and where stolen vehicles 

are recovered. Recovery rates for stolen vehicles are reported each year in the UCR and 

in the Texas Department of Public Safety’s Crime in Texas Report, but both of these 

reports fail to provide where the vehicles were recovered. Research on the geographic 

locations where vehicles are stolen and locations where recovered could give further 

insight into who is stealing motor vehicles and what is the motive for the thefts. Such 

information could prove valuable in developing new policies to prevent motor vehicle 

theft.  

 This study was an analysis of the overall demographics and locations targeted for 

motor vehicle theft offenders in the state of Texas. Further research is needed in 

looking at the specific details of motor vehicle theft for specific geographic locations of 

Texas. Different location types may be targeted in different areas of the state. Also, the 

demographic characteristics may vary a little in different areas of the state as well. For 

example the location types and offender characteristics for border towns may differ 

from those in large cities because of different motives and different demographic 

populations. By obtaining a more comprehensive understanding of offender 
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characteristics and locations across the state, law enforcement agencies could tailor 

policies specific to their department needs.  

Conclusion 

 Despite the rates of motor vehicle theft for Texas decreasing in recent years, the 

frequency of motor vehicle theft has actually increased over the past five years and the 

value of stolen vehicles is the highest it has ever been. In 2005, the value of stolen 

motor vehicles in Texas was $827,818,781 (Texas Department of Public Safety, 2005). 

The high cost of these crimes and connection between motor vehicle theft and more 

serious crimes justifies more attention and further research on motor vehicle theft. Any 

success in combating auto theft is also a success in combating more serious crimes 

ranging from drug and human trafficking to the terrorist operations of organized crime 

groups such as the Zetas. Overall, this research study was conducted for the purpose of 

identifying the common demographic characteristics of motor vehicle offenders and the 

locations they target in Texas. The findings from this study along with further research 

on this topic will hopefully assist law enforcement officials and policy makers in Texas to 

develop effective techniques in combating motor vehicle theft.  
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APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX B 

APPROVED IBR AGENCIES FOR TEXAS 
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Number Agency 
1 Amarillo PD 

2 Aransas Pass Pd 

3 Argyle PD 

4 Bedford PD 

5 Brenham PD 

6 Cleburne PD 

7 Collin Co 

8 Conroe PD 

9 Crowley PD 

10 DFW Airport PD 

11 Deer Park PD 

12 Denison PD 

13 Denton PD 

14 El Paso PD 

15 East Central ISD PD 

16 Flower Mound PD 

17 Forney PD 

18 Fort Worth PD 

19 Frisco PD 

20 Gainesville PD 

21 Galveston PD 

22 Georgetown PD 

23 Haltom City PD 

24 Highland Park PD 

25 Iowa Park PD 

26 Joshua PD 

27 Katy PD 

28 Lancaster PD 

29 Leander PD 

30 Lewisville PD 

31 Llano PD 

32 Longview PD 

33 Lubbock  PD 

34 Marble Falls PD 

35 McKinney PD 
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36 McLennan CO 

37 Missouri City PD 

38 Pearland PD 

39 Plano PD 

40 Port Lavaca PD 

41 Richardson PD 

42 Richland Hills PD 

43 Rockwall PD 

44 Rowlett PD 

45 Sachse PD 

46 San Angelo PD 

47 San Marcus PD 

48 San Saba PD 

49 Seguin PD 

50 Temple PD 

51 Tomball PD 

52 UT Arlington PD 

53 Victoria PD 

54 Vidor PD 

55 Weatherford PD 

56 Woodway PD 

57 Wylie PD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REFERENCES 

Akers, R. L., & Sellers, C. S. (2004). Criminological theories: Introduction, evaluation, 
and application. Los Angeles: Roxbury Publishing Company. 

 
Americans for Legal Immigration. (February 20, 2005). U.S. officials says Zetas 

(Mexican Commandos) have killed in Texas. Retrieved October 1, 2007, from 
http://www.alipac.us/article222.html

 
Austin Police Department. (1995). 50 ways to watch your car. Retrieved June 6, 2007, 

from http://www.ci.autsin.tx.us/police/50auto.htm  
 
Automotive entry tools, Slim Jims, lockout tools, tryout keys, automotive lockout kits. 

(2007). Retrieved June 15, 2007, from http://www.lockpickshop.com/AT.html 
 
Beekman, M.E., & Daly, M. R. (n.d.) Motor vehicle theft investigations: emerging 

international trends. Retrieved June 12, 2007, from 
http://www.hackcanada.com/blackcrawl/survive.mvt.txt  

 
Bender, B. (2005, October 2). US car theft rings probed for ties to Iraq bombings. 

Boston Globe. Retrieved June 6, 2007, from http://www.boston.com  
 
Bennett, B. (2005, April 11). High-tech thievery: The car cloners. Time Magazine. 

Retrieved June 15, 2007, from http://www.time.com/time/magazine  
 
Bureau of Justice Assistance. (2007, Feburary 13).National Motor Vehicle Title 

Information System Executive Summary. Retrieved October 22, 2007, from 
http://www.ojp.isdoj.gov/BJA/grant/NMVTISExecSum.pdf

 
Clarke, R. V., & Goldstein, H. (2003, January). Theft from cars in center city parking 

facilities- A casesStudy. (Publication No. e12021823). Retrieved June 12, 2007, 
from Office of Community Oriented Policing Services in the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Access: http://www.cops.usdoj.gov  

 
Clarke, R. V., & Harris, P. M. (1992). Auto theft and its prevention [Electronic version]. 

Crime and Justice, 16, 1-54. Retrieved August 9, 2007, from 
http://www.jstor.org  

 
Combs , S. (2003, November). Grabbing hot wheels. Retrieved June 12, 2007, from 

http://www.window.state.tx.us/comptrol/fnotes/fn0311/grabbing.html  
 
Copes, H. (1999). Routine activities and motor vehicle theft: A crime specific approach. 

Journal of Crime & Justice, 22(2), 125-146.  

63 

 

http://www.alipac.us/article222.html
http://www.ci.autsin.tx.us/police/50auto.htm
http://www.hackcanada.com/blackcrawl/survive.mvt.txt
http://www.boston.com/
http://www.time.com/time/magazine
http://www.ojp.isdoj.gov/BJA/grant/NMVTISExecSum.pdf
http://www.cops.usdoj.gov/
http://www.jstor.org/
http://www.window.state.tx.us/comptrol/fnotes/fn0311/grabbing.html


Copes, H. (2002, December ). Streetlife and the rewards of auto theft. Deviant 
Behavior: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 24, 309-332.  

 
Copes, H, & Cherbonneau, M. (2006). The key to auto theft: Emerging methods of auto 

theft from the offenders’ perspective [Electronic version]. British Journal of 
Criminology, 46, 917-934. Retrieved August 12, 2007 from 
http://bjc.oxfordjournals.org/ 

 
Desel, J. (2007, February 7). Iraqi insurgents could use your car to kill U.S. troops. 

Retrieved June 15, 2007, from 
http://www.khou.com/news/local/stories/khou070207_tnt_stolencarsiniraq.5e7af
063.html

 
Downs, D. (2006, March). Dragnet, Reinvented. Wired, 14(3). Retrieved July 2, 2007, 

from http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/14.03/lapd.html
 
Etheridge, P. A. (1996, January). Combating vehicle theft along the Texas border. 

Retrieved June 19, 2007, from 
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2194/is_nl_v65/ai_18498721/print

 
Etheridge, P. A. Ph.D., & Gonzales, R. (1996, January). Combating vehicle theft along 

the Texas border. Retrieved June 5, 2007, from 
http://www.fbi.gov/publications/leb/1996/jan963.txt

 
Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2005a, November 17). Congressional Testimony 

Statement of Chris Swecker Assistant Director, Criminal Investigative Division 
Federal Bureau of Investigation Before the U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland 
Security and the Subcommittee on Immigration, Border Security and Claims. 
Retrieved October 1, 2007, from 
http://www.fbi.gov/congress05/swecker111705.htm 

 
Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2006). FBI releases its 2005 crime statistics. 

Retrieved August 21, 2007, from 
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/05cius/about/crime_summary.htm 

 
Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2001). Uniform crime report. Retrieved August 1, 

2007, from The Uniform Crime reporting System in the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Access: http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/01cius.htm  

 
Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2002). Uniform crime report. Retrieved August 1, 

2007, from The Uniform Crime reporting System in the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Access: http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/02cius.htm 

64 

 

http://www.khou.com/news/local/stories/khou070207_tnt_stolencarsiniraq.5e7af063.html
http://www.khou.com/news/local/stories/khou070207_tnt_stolencarsiniraq.5e7af063.html
http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/14.03/lapd.html
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2194/is_nl_v65/ai_18498721/print
http://www.fbi.gov/publications/leb/1996/jan963.txt


Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2003). Uniform crime report. Retrieved August 1, 
2007, from The Uniform Crime reporting System in the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Access: http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/03cius.htm 

 
Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2004). Uniform crime report. Retrieved August 1, 

2007, from The Uniform Crime reporting System in the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Access: http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/

 
Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2005b). Uniform crime report. Retrieved August 1, 

2007, from The Uniform Crime reporting System in the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Access: 
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/05cius/offenses/property_crime/motor_vehicle_theft.html

 
Federal Bureau of Investigations. (n.d.). Uniform crime reporting (UCR) Summary 

Reporting: Frequently Asked Questions. Retrieved August 21, 2007, from 
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/ucrquest.htm 

 
Galveston County Auto Theft Crimes Task Force. (2003). Types of auto theft. Retrieved 

June 15, 2007, from 
http://www.co.galveston.tx.us/ACTF/types%20of%20auto%20theft.htm

 
Gonzales, D. (2004, April 15). ‘Coyotes’ fuel car thefts. Arizona Republic. Retrieved 

August 30, 2007, from http://www.azcentral.com
 
Hagan, F. E. (1997). Research methods in criminal justice and criminology (4th ed.). 

Boston, MA; Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Heath-Eves, K. (1999). Gamma ray exposes auto theft. Capital News Online. Retrieved 

June 15, 2007, from http://temagami.carleton.ca/jmc/cnes/03121999/n1.htm
 
Holeywell, R. (2007, August 1). Police bust auto theft ring with ties to Zetas [South 

Texas Illegals]. Free Republic. Retrieved August 24, 2007, from 
http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1875356/posts

 
Jacobs, B. A., Topalli, V., & Wright, R. (2003). Carjacking, streetlife and offender 

motivation [Electronic version]. British Journal of Criminology 43, 673-688. 
Retrieved June 15, 2007, from http://bjc.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/43/4/673

 
Just the Facts. (2006). Retrieved June 12, 2007, from 

http://www.vinshield.com/vs/Public/Home/MoreAutoTheftfacts/index.cfm
 
Keep Shooting. (2007). GM tryout master keys. Retrieved August 28, 2007, from 

http://www.keepshooting.com/lockpicks/autolockouttools/gm_master_tryout_key
s.htm

65 

 

http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/05cius/offenses/property_crime/motor_vehicle_theft.html
http://www.co.galveston.tx.us/ACTF/types%20of%20auto%20theft.htm
http://www.azcentral.com/
http://temagami.carleton.ca/jmc/cnes/03121999/n1.htm
http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1875356/posts
http://bjc.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/43/4/673
http://www.vinshield.com/vs/Public/Home/MoreAutoTheftfacts/index.cfm
http://www.keepshooting.com/lockpicks/autolockouttools/gm_master_tryout_keys.htm
http://www.keepshooting.com/lockpicks/autolockouttools/gm_master_tryout_keys.htm


 
Keister, T. (2007, February). Thefts of and from cars on residential streets and 

driveways. (Publication No. 1-932582-76-2). Retrieved June 12, 2007, from 
Office of Community Oriented Policing Services in the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Access: http://www.cops.usdoj.gov

 
Klause, P. (2004, July). National crime victimization survey: Carjacking, 1993-2002 

(Publication No. 205123). Retrieved June 20, 2007, from Office of Justice 
Programs in the U.S. Department of Justice. Access: 
http://www.ojp.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/c02.pdf

 
Krimmel, J. T., & Mele, M. (1998). Investigating stolen vehicle dump sites: An 

interrupted time series quasi-experiment [Electronic version]. Policing: An 
International Journal of Police Strategies & Management, 21(3) 479-489. 
Retrieved June 20, 2007, from http://www.csa.com

 
Maltz, M. D. (1999, July). Bridging gaps in police crime data: A discussion paper from 

the BJS fellows program (Publication No. NCJ 177615). Retrieved September 12, 
2007, from Bureau of Justice Statistics in the U.S. Department of Justice. Access: 
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/bgpcdes.pdf 

 
McFadden, T. (2005, April). Automatic license plate recognition systems emerge as a 

law enforcement tool. Office of Law Enforcement Technology Commercialization. 
Retrieved June 20, 2007, from www.oletc.org 

 
McGoey, C. H. (2007). Carjacking facts: Robbery prevention advice. Retrieved June 20, 

2007, from http://www.crimedoctor.com/carjacking.htm
 
Medalia, J. (2004, September 22). Nuclear terrorism: A brief review of threats and 

responses (Publication No. RL33595). Retrieved October 1, 2007, from 
Congressional Research Service in the Library of Congress. Access: 
http://www.fas.org/irp/crs/RL32595.pdf 

 
Mertler, C. A., & Vannatta, R. A. (2005). Advanced & multivariate statistical methods: 

practical application & interpretation. Glendale, CA; Pyrczak Publishing. 
 
Miethe, T. D., Stafford, M. C., & Long S. L. (1987, April). Social differentiation in 

criminal victimization: A test of routine activities/lifestyle theories [Electronic 
version]. American Sociological Review, 52(2), 184-194. Retrieved August 9, 
2007, from http://www.jstor.org

Miller, M. V. (1987). Vehicle theft along the Texas-Mexico border. Journal of 
Borderlands Studies, 2(2), 12-33) 

 

66 

 

http://www.cops.usdoj.gov/
http://www.ojp.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/c02.pdf
http://www.csa.com/
http://www.crimedoctor.com/carjacking.htm
http://www.jstor.org/


Montgomery County Department of Police. (2007). Ask police officer- auto theft. 
Retrieved August 27, 2007, from 
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/poltmpl.asp?url=/Content/POL/ask/autoT
heft/devices.asp

 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. (1998, July). Auto theft and recovery:  

effects of the anti car theft act of 1992 and the major vehicle theft law 
enforcement act of 1984 (Publication No. 808 761). Retrieved August 29, 2007, 
from The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration in the U.S. Department 
of Transportation. Access: 
http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov/cars/rules/regrev/evaluate/808761.html

 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. (2006, September 6). Vehicles & 

equipment: motor vehicle theft prevention precautions. Retrieved June 6, 2006, 
from www.nhtsa.gov

 
National Insurance Crime Bureau. (2007, April 27). Hot spots. Arlington, TX: National 

Insurance Crime Bureau.  
 
National Insurance Crime Bureau. (2006, November 1). Hot wheels: Do you know 

where your car is?  Retrieved June 19, 2007, from 
https://www.nicb.org/cps/rde/xchg/SID-4031FE9B-0080E1FC/nicb/hs.xsl/72.htm

 
National Insurance Crime Bureau. (n.d.a) Insurance fraud: Understanding the basics. 

Retrieved June 20, 2007, from 
https://www.nicb.org/cps/rde/xbcr/nicb/INSURANCE_FRAUD.pdf 

 
National Insurance Crime Bureau. (n.d.b) Vehicle cloning: Look twice! Does your vehicle 

have a twin? Retrieved June 6, 2007, from 
https://www.nicb.org/cps/rde/xbcr/nicb/13734_VehicleCloning_Eng.pdf

 
National Insurance Crime Bureau. (n.d.c) Vehicle theft fraud: Taking an age-old crime 

to the next level. Retrieved June 20, 2007, from 
https://www.nicb.org/cps/rde/xbcr/nicb/VEHICLE_THEFT_FRAUD.pdf 

 
Pittsburg Police. (n.d.) Types of car theft. Retrieved June 20, 2007, from 

http://www.city.pittsburg.pa.us/bat/html/types_of_car_theft.html
 
Public Law. (1992, October 25). H.R.4542 anti car theft act of 1992 (Publication No. 

102-519). Retrieved September 12, 2007, from The Library of Congress. Access: 
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/F?c102:1:./temp/~c102mGlL95:e481: 

 

67 

 

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/poltmpl.asp?url=/Content/POL/ask/autoTheft/devices.asp
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/poltmpl.asp?url=/Content/POL/ask/autoTheft/devices.asp
http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov/cars/rules/regrev/evaluate/808761.html
http://www.nhtsa.gov/
https://www.nicb.org/cps/rde/xchg/SID-4031FE9B-0080E1FC/nicb/hs.xsl/72.htm
https://www.nicb.org/cps/rde/xbcr/nicb/13734_VehicleCloning_Eng.pdf
http://www.city.pittsburg.pa.us/bat/html/types_of_car_theft.html
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/F?c102:1:./temp/%7Ec102mGlL95:e481


Rand, M. R. (1994, March). Carjackings: National victimization survey (Publication No. 
NCJ-147002). Retrieved June 15, 2007, from Bureau of Justice Statistics in the 
U.S. Department of Justice. Access: http://www.ojp.gov/bjs/pub/ascii/c.txt

 
Rice, K. J., & Smith, W. R. (2002). Socioecological models of automotive theft: 

Integrating routine activity and social disorganization approaches [Electronic 
version]. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 39, 304-323. Retrieved 
June 15, 2007, from http://online.sagepub.com/

 
Savitz, L. D. (1959, Jul.- Aug.) Automobile theft [Electronic version]. The Journal of 

Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science, 50(2), 132-143. Retrieved August 
9, 2007, from http://www.jstor.org

 
State Farm Insurance. (2006a). Auto theft has new faces, but old crimes still big 

trouble. Retrieved June 19, 2007, from 
http://www/statefarm.com/about/media/background/theft.asp 

 
State Farm Insurance. (2006b). State farm supports uniform salvage titling laws. 

Retrieved August 29, 2007, from 
http://www.statefarm.com/about/media/current/salvage.asp

 
Taylor, R. (2000, March). High tech inspection systems hit ports this year. U.S. Customs 

Today. U.S. Customs Service. Retrieved August 22, 2007, from 
http://www.cbp.gov/custoday/mar2000/hitec.htm

 
Texas Automobile Theft Prevention Authority. (2006). 2006 Plan of operation. Retrieved  

June 6, 2007, from 
ftp://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdotinfo/atpa/2006operation_plan.pdf 

 
Texas Department of Public Safety. (2002a, January 30). Recovery of stolen vehicles 

from Mexico rises. Retrieved June 12, 2007, from 
 http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/director_staff/Public-information/pr013002.htm
 
Texas Department of Public Safety. (2001). The Texas crime report. Retrieved August 

1, 2007, from the Texas Department of Public Safety. Access: 
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.
htm#2001

 
Texas Department of Public Safety. (2002). The Texas crime report. Retrieved August 

1, 2007, from the Texas Department of Public Safety. Access: 
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.
htm#2002

 

68 

 

http://www.ojp.gov/bjs/pub/ascii/c.txt
http://online.sagepub.com/
http://www.jstor.org/
http://www.statefarm.com/about/media/current/salvage.asp
http://www.cbp.gov/custoday/mar2000/hitec.htm
ftp://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdotinfo/atpa/2006operation_plan.pdf
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/director_staff/Public-information/pr013002.htm
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2001
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2001
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2002
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2002


Texas Department of Public Safety. (2003). The Texas crime rReport. Retrieved August 
1, 2007, from the Texas Department of Public Safety. Access: 
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.
htm#2003

 
Texas Department of Public Safety. (2004). The Texas crime report. Retrieved August 

1, 2007, from the Texas Department of Public Safety. Access: 
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.
htm#2004

 
Texas Department of Public Safety. (2005). The Texas crime report. Retrieved August 

1, 2007, from the Texas Department of Public Safety. Access: 
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.
htm#2005

 
United States General Accounting Office (1999, May). U.S. Customs service efforts to 

curtail the exportation of stolen vehicles (Publication No. B-279627). Retrieved 
June 20, 2007, from United States General Accounting Office. Access: 
http://www.gao.gov/archive/1999/os99010.pdf

 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2002, August). Texas: 2000; 2000 Profile (Publication No. 

C2KPROF/00-TX). Retrieved September 28, 2007, from U.S. Department of 
Commerce; Economic and Statistics Administration. Access: 
http://www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/c2kprof00-tx.pdf  

 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2003, July 10). United States Department of Commerce news 

(Publication No. CB03-106). Retrieved October 7, 2007, from U.S. Department of 
Commerce; Economic and Statistics Administration. Access: 
http://www.census.gov/Press-Release/www/2003/cb03-106.html 

 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection. (2007a, May 23). CBP border patrol recovers 

stolen vehicle, seizes more than half ton of marijuana. Retrieved August 30, 
2007, from 
http://www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/newsroom/news_releases/052007/05232007_3.xml 

 
 
 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection. (2007b, May 4). Yuma border patrol foils human 

smuggling attempt. Retrieved August 30, 2007, from 
http://www.customs.ustreas.gov/xp/cgov/newsroom/news_releases/052007/054
2007_2.xml

 
U.S. Department of Justice. (2006a, December). Criminal victimization in the united 

states, 2005 Statistical Tables  (Publication No. NCJ 215244). Retrieved August 

69 

 

http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2003
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2003
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2004
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2004
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2005
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/crime_records/pages/crimestatistics.htm#2005
http://www.gao.gov/archive/1999/os99010.pdf
http://www.customs.ustreas.gov/xp/cgov/newsroom/news_releases/052007/0542007_2.xml
http://www.customs.ustreas.gov/xp/cgov/newsroom/news_releases/052007/0542007_2.xml


30, 2007, from the Bureau of Justice Statistics in the U.S. Department of Justice. 
Access: http://www.ojp.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/cvus0505.pdf

 
U.S. Department of Justice. (2006b, July). Developments in the National Incident-Based 

Reporting System (NIBRS). Retrieved August 30, 2007, from Criminal Justice 
Information Services (CJIS) Division in the U.S. Department of Justice. Access: 
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/nibrs/vendor.pdf  

 
U.S. Department of Justice. (2004, November 17). UCR and NIBRS participation. 

Retrieved August 31, 2007, from the Bureau of Justice Statistics in the U.S. 
Department of Justice. Access: http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/nibrsstatus.htm 

 
U.S. Department of Justice. (2007, August 9). Victimization characteristics. U.S. 

Retrieved September 12, 2007, from the Bureau of Justice Statistics in the U.S. 
Department of Justice. Access: http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/cvict_v.htm

 
U.S. Department of Justice, & the Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2005). National 

Incident-Based Reporting System, 2005 Code book (Publication No. ICPSR 4720). 
Retrieved June 30, 2007, from the Inter-University Consortium for Political & 
Social Research. Access: http://www.icpsr.umich.edu 

 
U.S. Department of Justice, & the Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2001). National 

Incident-Based Reporting System, 2001. [Data file]. Available from the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) Website , 
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/NIBRS/

 
U.S. Department of Justice, & the Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2002). National 

Incident-Based Reporting System, 2002. [Data file]. Available from the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) Website , 
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/NIBRS/ 

 
U.S. Department of Justice, & the Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2003). National 

Incident-Based Reporting System, 2003. [Data file]. Available from the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) Website , 
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/NIBRS/ 

U.S. Department of Justice, & the Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2004). National 
Incident-Based Reporting System, 2001. [Data file]. Available from the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) Website , 
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/NIBRS/

 
U.S. Department of Justice, & the Federal Bureau of Investigations. (2005). National 

Incident-Based Reporting System, 2005. [Data file]. Available from the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) Website , 
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/NIBRS/ 

70 

 

http://www.ojp.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/cvus0505.pdf
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/nibrs/vendor.pdf
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/cvict_v.htm
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/NIBRS/
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/NIBRS/
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/ICPSR/index.html


 
U.S. Department of State. (2001, May). International narcotics and law enforcement: FY 

2002 budget justification. Retrieved August 30, 2007, from the Bureau for 
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs in the U.S. Department of 
State. Access: http://www.state.gov/p/in1/rls/rpt/cbj/fy2002/3711.htm

 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. (2005, March 22).  ICE-led investigation 

results in the recovery of 16 stolen vehicles valued at $1 million. Retrieved June 
15, 2007, from 
http://www/ice.gov/pi/news/newsreleases/articles/recovery032205.htm

 
Wattenberg, W. W., & Balistrieri, J. (1952, May). Automobile theft: A 
  “favored-group” delinquency. American Journal of Sociology, 57(6), 575-579. 

Retrieved August 9, 2007, from http://www.jstor.org
 
Wedekind, R. (1957, Nov.-Dec.). Automobile theft, the thirteen million dollar parasite. 

Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Sciences, 48(4), 443-446. 
Retrieved August 9, 2007, from http://www.jstor.org 
 

71 

 

http://www.state.gov/p/in1/rls/rpt/cbj/fy2002/3711.htm
http://www/ice.gov/pi/news/newsreleases/articles/recovery032205.htm
http://www.jstor.org/

	Page
	Chapter 



