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Abstract

Employee Theft from Passengers at U.S. Airports:

An Environmental Criminology Perspective

By Nerea Marteache Solans

Dissertation Chair: Ronald V. Clarke

After 9/11 a number of security measures were implemented at U.S. airports, which
included the creation of the Transportation Security Administration (TSA), the mandate to
scan all air passengers and their luggage, and the grohitur passengers to lock their
suitcases with any system other than TSA approved locks. Some of those measures have

opened up opportunities for employees to

This dissertatiomsesan environmental criminology perspectigeexamine why some

U.S. airports experience more employee theft from passengers than Gitensthe lack

of previous research, it is necessargnalyzefirst the prevalence of this crime at U.S.
airports, which airports experience more theft of kimsl, and whether theft concentrates
mostly in a few airports. Then, the features associated with an increased risk of employee
theft at each airport are examined using bivariate and multivariate analyses. The unit of
analysis is the airport. Theft rateglculated using data of claims from passengers against
the TSA are used as dependent variables. Two subtypes oftieeftudiedtheft at the

security checkpoint, and theft from checkaduggage.

Findings show thatheft ratesare very low. No patteraf concentration is found when

analyzing large and medium airports. While theft at checkpoint is very homogeneous

st



across airports, variation in the opportunities provided by different checked baggage
iInspection systems allows for some concentration d¢f themaller airports. Results
suggest that passengersoOo packing panalsoti ces
facilitate opportunities for theft from checked luggage. Further research is needed to

unpack theefindings.

This research provesaht t her e are exceptions to fAThe I
(Wilcox and Eck, 2011): standardized strict antiterrorist measures have the beneficial side

effect of reducing theft risk and ironing out large differences in theft risk among airports.

From apracticalperspectivethis study shows that there amere opportunities for theft at

smaller airports. Considering thatlividuals involved in employee theft are often involved

in othercrimesas well smaller airports could constitute vulnerable peioit entry into the

aviation industry in this country.
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1. THE COMMERCIAL AVIATION INDUSTRY

Every year, millons of passengers in thmited Stateshooseair travel as their mean of
transportationThey take many valuables with them, either in their eampr in their
checkedin baggage, which are vulnerable to thB#&fore going into théssue objecof
thisdissertation (th@roblem of luggage theft by employees at airporthie United
State} it is necessary to understand the contdéxthe commercial aviation industry in
this country.This chapterprovides a general introduction to air transportasiod
passenger air traval the U.S.The first section explainthe concept of commercial
aviation, and provides some descriptive information on tinbsvindustry works. The
second section describge changest has recently suffere@ndthe challengest must

face in the 2% century.

1.1. Civil aviation, regulators, airports and airlines

Civil aviation

Air transportation can be divided into two main categories: civil and military aviation.

Civil aviationincludes all normilitary aviation,and can béurtherdivided inta

1 Commercialscheduled air transporthat is, all flights (passenger and cargo) that
operate on regularly scheduled routes; and

1 General aviationwhich include all other civil flights (passenger and cargo), from
gliders to medical transportsharter services, flight training or n@cheduled
cargo jet flights. General aviation operations includenmercialand private

flights, depending on whether aircrafts are flown to generate a fireficharter



flights), or pilots fly without any remuweration (i.e. recreational flyingdPrice &

Forrest 2009).

Figure 1. Categories of air transportation

Commercial
scheduled
aviation Commercial
Civil aviation (nonscheduled
Air o flights
transportation General aviatio
Military aviation Private flights

The economic impact of civil aviation activity and its related goods and services in the
U.S. has been estimated to be $tilBan, and to have generated more than 10 million
jobsin 2009. Civil aviation accounted for 5.2% of the U.S. GDP that same year (FAA
2011b). Commercial scheduled air transport generates most of the revenue (it is
responsible for 93% of the economic admnition of civil aviation) (FAA 2011b) and
transports most of the passengers (commercial airlines transport over 80% of air
passengers in scheduled flights in the U.S.) (MAFA, Inc. 2002). However, general

aviation constitutes the larger in the numbgflights.

Regulators

Civil aviation is internationally regulated by th&ernational Civil Aviation Organization
(ICAQO), which serves as a forum for cooperation among its 191 Member States and

establishes internat i aviatoh safetg gegurity, efiiciencys

and regularity, as well as for aviation environmental protestionfl | CAO, f About

Wi

t h



Each member has a National Aviation Administration that handles aviation regulation
within each country. The largeavtiation agencies the world are the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) in the U.S and the European Aviation Safety Association (EASA)

in Europe One of theolesof the FAA is toensure that airports operate safely.

Therefore, part from issuing operating certificatesairportsand with the goal of

assisting airport ownerghe FAAalsoissuesadvisory circulars about aviation

requirements, safety standards and technology. These circulars are mandatory for airports
receiving FAA grants, and are considered techradalsory documents for the rest

(Wensveen 2011).
Airports

There arenore than 1900 airportsin the United State§ncludingcivil and jointuse
civil-military airports, heliports, short takeoff and landing ports, and seaplane bases in the
United Statesind its territories Of those, i2009 (the time period studied in this
dissertation) only 559 airports were commercial service airp@estificated for air

carrier service), and the rest were general aviation airports.

! http://www.bts.gov/publications/national_transportation_statistics/html/table_01_0%aurelssed
September 26, 2012)



http://www.bts.gov/publications/national_transportation_statistics/html/table_01_03.html

The FAA classifies airportsytcategories of activitiés

Table 1. FAA airport categories

Airport Classifications 1 Tgpe. PEITETIEE .Of Annual Common Name
assenger Boardings
Commercial Primary: Large: Large Hub
Service: Havemorethan 1% or more
Publicly owned 10,000 Medium: Medium Hub
airports passenger At least 0.25%but less than 1%
that haveat boardings Small Small Hub
lggizer?ggr each year At least 0.05%but less than 0.25%
boadings Nonhub: Nonhub
each calendar More than 10,00Qyut less than 0.05% Primary
year and
receive Nonprimary: Nonhub: Nonprimary
scheduled Havebetween | At least 2,50@&nd no more than 10,000 Commercial
passenger | 2,500and10,000 Service
service passenger
boardings
each year
Nonprimary RelieverAirports arehigh-capacity Reliever
(Except CommercigService) general aviatiomirportsin metropolitan
areagdesignated by the FAA t@lieve
congestion at commerciativiceairports
and to provide improved general aviati
access to the overall commun{yAA
201().

Source: FAA

The term Ahubd ussoeaty blsy pritnanyeirpbrigard diffezsffrent
the(more popularjneaning of the samermu s ed by t he aandslpionkeesdo i n
system which refers to airports with significant connegtitraffic byoneor more carriers

(FAA 20108).

2 hitp://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/passenger_allcargo_stats/cate@moessed September
26, 2012)



http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/passenger_allcargo_stats/categories/

This study will focus on commercial service airports which, accorditigeto
classification seen aboyvand considering that in 2009 there were 698,003,098 passenger

boardings (also called enplanemerE$)A 20114a), can beclassified as follows:

Table 2. Commercial service airports by category in 2009

% of % of total
. # of enplanements  Total # of
Airport category  enplanements by by cateqor airoorts? enplanements
category y gory P in the U.S.
Primary airports
1 Large hubs 1% or more More than 6,980,00C 29 69.5%
1 Medium hubs 0h 10 1,745,000 18.9%
0.25%- 1% 6,980 000 36
1 Small hubs 0.05%- 0.25% 349,000 1,745,000 72 8.3%
1 Northubs 10,0001 0.05% 10,000- 349,000 231 3.1%

i 0
Nor-primary 25001 10,000  2,500i 10,000 126 0.1%
airports
Total 494

Source: FAA 201a and own calculations

Large hubgend to focus on airline passenger and freight operations, and have limited

general aviation activitySome examples of large habyportsare

Hartsfidd - Jackson Atlanta Internation@bA)

Chicago O'Hare InternationgL)

- John F. Kennedy International (NY)
- Los Angeles InternationgCA)

- Dallas/Fort Worth InternationgllX)

- Denver Internationg|CO)

% The number of commercial service airports in each category reportedHiistbecal Passenger
Enplanements at U.S. Airporised inthis table (FAA 2011a) differs from the number reported in the
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) 20015(FAA 2010a): 503 airports (29 large hubs,
37 medium hubs, 72 small hubs, 244 1t primary airports, 121 neprimary airports). this study the
numbers used will be the ones displayedable 2, ashey are consistent with the FAA document that
constitutes the source of data on enplaned passengers per airport (FAA 2010b).



Medium huls have air carrier ogrations, but also sstantial amount of general aviation

activity. Theyinclude among other airports

LambertSt Louis Internationa]MO)

Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky Internation@Y)

Memphis InternationgTN)

Kansas City InternationéMO)

Some examples of small hubs #re following:

El Paso Internationdll X)

Tulsa InternationalOK)

Long Beach /Daugherty Fiel€A)

Albany Internationa(NY)

City of Colorado Springs Municip&CO)

Long Island MacArthu(NY)

In theseairports airline operations use less than 25% ofuhway capacity, so they can
accommodate a great amount of general aviation actNgghubs constitute the largest

group, andare heavily used for general aviation activity. Theglude airports like

Grand Canyon National Park (AZ)
- PhoenixMesa Gateay (AZ)

- Fort Wayne International (IN)

- Key West International (FL)

- Nantucket Memorial (MA)



Finally, non-primary airports servemainly general aviation operationsAA 2010, Price
& Forrest 2009)Appendix | includes a list of the top 25 U.S. airports rankecording

to number of passengers enplaned and aircraft takeoffs and laimd2afo.

Airlines
Airlines, or air carrier s, are Athe commer
domestic and international swenr20Qli, p.b532)at ed an

Airlines can be classifieth three categorieagccording to their annual gross revenue
(AGR): major airlines (AGR over $1 billion), national carriers (AGR from $100 million
to $1 billion),and regional carrierdAGR under$100 million) (Wensveen 2011A4A

n.d). Some examples of major airlings2010include

Delta Air Lines

Air Tran Airways

- Alaska Airlines - Frontier Airlines

- American Airlines - JetBlue Airlines

- American Eagle Airlines - Mesa Airlines

- Atlantic Southeast Airlines - SkyWest Airlines

- Atlas Air - Southwest Airlines
- Comair - United Airlines

- Continental Airlines - US Airways

National air carriers includkairlines such as

- Air Transport International - Mesaba Airlines
- Allegiant Air - North American Airlines
- Amerijet International - Pinnacle Airlines

Florida West Airlines - Southern Air



- Hawaiian Airlines - Spirit Airlines
- Horizon Air - Sun Country Airlines

Some examples of regional carrier2010were

- Chautauqua Airlines - CommutAir

- Colgar Air - GoJet Airlines

- Midwest Connect - Mokulele Airlines
- Silver Airways - Shuttle America

Appendix lincludesa list of the top 25 U.S. airlineankedaccording tanumber of

passengers enplanedricraft departures, and operating revernoex09

Most airlinesu s e aandslpwik e 0 n eutethar plane trafficAn airlineit h u b 0

is an airport used by the airline as a major transfer point, in order to facilitate transport
to/from various s mal | Eachatlieescanihave dne ay mustipld t h e
hubs which can be primaryorseondary (al so cal-hehlsta@f ocus ¢
Themainadvantage of this system is that it allows airlines to reach a larger number of
destinations than with thifg@oint-to-pointd system of direct flights between cipairs.

Other advantages dfi¢ hubandspoke systermarethe increase athances of filling up
airplanegwhich, as will be explained below,sdts in lower costsgpnd that, once a

carrier has gtablished a solid hub at a particular airport, it is very difficult for other

carriers © do the same at that particular locatidowever, this system also has some

dr awbacks such awhiclilagpang whert the @ircraftvelume gt@ hub
approaches the capacity of a hub: excessive taxi waits and the spreading of delays system
wide are some of its consequend2slays alsancrease the chances of mishandled

baggage, as theme allotted to unload baggage and to transport it and load it onto the

following flight decreasesAlso, a higher number of flights increases the amountedf fu



needed to operate, whighturni ncr eases t he ai(Wehsveere201d) oper a
A fipoint-to-pointd network focuses oarigin and destination (O&D) traffic, without
connecting passengers through a third airpuanv cost carriers tend to useethoint-to-

point system of direct flights between citifse classic example is Southwest Airlines.

Regional airlinesimit their operations to certain regions, they fly smaller aircraft, and

they cover shorter distances tHargerairlines, providing sevice to smaller

communitiesThey also connect with bigger hubs, so passengers can connect (or

Ai nterlined) to fIl i gAppreximatgly®0%aof regbnabayline ar ger
passengers make those connections (Wensveen 2011, A4Aumidh ae facilitated by
codesharing agreements between regional and major airlines. These agreslneras

airline to sell a ticket on a flight that is actually operated by another partner,airtiieh

resultsin a larger number of destinations being oftfeby each carrier, and an easier way

for passenger® book flights that include multiple carriers.

1.2. Commercial aviation in the U.S.in the 21% century
The initial boom in passenger air travel occurred after World War I, especially in North
America, wh@ many pilots and aircraft that had flown for military purposes became
available.In the past decades, air travel has become one of the preferred means of
transportationn the United States and worldwidespecially for long distance trips.
Some of the m&t cited advantages of commercial air travel are its speed, safety, comfort,
andcost (David, n.d.Wens\een 201}, whichbecome apparent when compared to other

modes of transportation such as trains, buses an@Blaejay 2010). From a business
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standpant, by making executives and sales personnel more mobile, air transportation has
enabled companies to decentralize production and distribution, and to expand their
market areas. Leisure travel patterns have also changed: more and more people choose
this male of transportation for personal or pleasure travel and, at the same time, more

regions have become accessible for tourists and travelers.

Thenumber of passengers in the Uggewfrom 310 million enplanements in 1980, to

710 million by 2000 (FAA 2018). However, that increase has not been steddying

the second half of the 2@entury, commercial aviation experienced a series of cycles,
which mirrored the cycles experienced by the world economic activity. During periods of
recession, the airline indtrysuffered great economic losses: in times of crisis, travel is
one of theeasierexpenses to cut. On the other hamten the economy strengthened, the

industry obtained importamirofits (Price & Forrest 2009/Vens\een2011)

In 2000boththe numben f passengers and airl i buetlked pr of
slow turn of the economat the beginning of the decaded the terrorist attacks on the

World Trade Center in NY in September 2@2used a very steep decline in the number

of passenger@JSDOT 2011b)The number of enplanemerdisl notsurpasR 000 6 s dat a
until 2005 only to sink again with the 2008 global economic ciiBBA 201(0g).

According to the FAA (201), in 2009 there wer&98 million enplanements

Additionally, in the past decadhe airline industry has had to deal with other challenges

such as the outbreak of Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) in 2003, the rise of
low-cost carriers, the shift towards governmental control of airgbeg;se of fuel

prices, and major aline debt (Wengeen 2011).
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In order to face such unfavorable situation, since 2000 the airline industry has undergone

major changes (USDOT 2011Wensveen 20)1

o Efforts have been made to nease the passenger load facteinich measures the
percentage foairline capacity utilization by dividing the number of passengers
flown by the number of avlable seatsln order to make a profit with each flight,
the load factor needs to be around8M86 (Price & Forrest 2009T.he goal is to
make sure that planeseaas full as possible, since every empty seat is a loss for
the airline. To that end, main airlines have implementedrencodesharing
partnerships with regional airlineshich fly smaller aircraft

0 The top cost for airlines is fuel, which in 2008 congéd 34.2% of all airline
operating costs in North America (IATA 201®s a response to increased fuel
costsinthe lastyeatrs t her e te-hubbintp precess, with @ardincrease of
direct flights between origidestination

o The second top cost fairlinesis labor. As a result of cost cutting strategies,
airline employment has been decreasing during the last dekacerding to the
U.S. Department of Transportatforihe number of employeesoppedby 22.3%
from 2000 to 2009.

o With the rise of lowcost carriers, competition between airlines has remained
strong, making very difficult for main airlines to obtain additional revenue by
increasingticket prices. For this reason, airlines have turned to other sources of

i ncome, cal | ed o iAalines ihdvé addeyl sepasate efees rsa

4

http://www.bts.gov/publications/transportation_statistics_annual_report/2009/html/chapter_01/table 01 04
07.htm| accessed September 26, 2012



http://www.bts.gov/publications/transportation_statistics_annual_report/2009/html/chapter_01/table_01_04_07.html
http://www.bts.gov/publications/transportation_statistics_annual_report/2009/html/chapter_01/table_01_04_07.html
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number of services, such as checking baggage, changing and cancelling tickets,
seats with certain characteristics (with more legroom, on the aisle, etc.), snacks,
pillows, headsets, etc.

o Finally, other strategieadopted by airlines to cut costs and to cope with the
changing environment have been declarbankruptcy e. US Airways and
United Airlines in 2002, Delta Air Lines and Northwest Airlines in 2005,
American Airlines in 2011)andconductingmergers betwen airlines (i.e. Delta
Airlines + Northwest Airlines in 2009, United Airlines + Continental Airlines in
2010, Skywest + Atlantic Southeast Airlines + ExpressJet Airlines in 2010,

Southwest Airlines + AirTran in 2011)

One of the most important changesfetdd by the aviation industry has been the
increasing emphasis on airline and airport sectwityll commercial scheduled and non
scheduled flightsSome of the regulations that hatheyerimpact on the air travel
experience before 9/1dre the folloving. A series of skyjackings in the 60s led the U.S.
Congress to enact the Astijacking Act of 1974 that mandated the airlines to conduct a
threestage screening of all passengers: (1) checking passenger lists for indications of
hijacker personality prdg, (2) search of carrgn items, and (3) metal detector screening
(Rust 2009). The Aviation Security Improvement Act of 1990 included more
comprehensive regulations on personnel identification systems and airport access control
systems. The Aviation Segty and Antiterrorism Act of 1996 mandated background
checks on employees with access to secure areas and called for the deployment of

explosive detection technology, among other measures (Price & Forrest 2009).
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In September 11, 2001, a team of terrergdined control of four commercial flights and

used them to attack the World Trade Center in New York and the Pentagon in
Washington DC. The legislative response to that attack was the Aviation and
Transportation Security Act of 2001, which addressed nousassues, including the

creation of the Transportation Security Administration (TSA), the requirement that all
checked baggage should be screened before being loaded into the plane, the
reinvigoration of the air marshal program, and the creation ofs $&&r passenger fee to

help airports cover security expenses. After that, and following the detection of a liquid
bomb plot in the United Kingdom, liquids and gels were banned from-oarlyggage,
although later on that ban was modiftecallowa limited amount of liquids per

passenger (Price & Forrest 2009). All these security measures are directed toward
increasing safety and reducing the risk of attacks against civil aviation. However, they
impose a burden and certain disturbances to the passémgargake air travel more

stressful and less attractive. Annek&ilitation (of Annex 17) of the ICAO Chicago
Convention addresses this issue, establishing that all security measures must be applied in
a manner such that they do not interrupt the flowessonnel, baggage, and aircraft

through the system (ICAO 2006). Nowadays, the typical process followed by a passenger
when travelling by air includes: arrival to the airpoftgeckin of luggage border control,

airport security baggage and passengeckchefore entering the gate, boarding, flying

and pickup of luggagdrom the baggage claiesnd-limited to international flights

another border control at the host country's border.

From t he pass ethgexperiesce qf teavedling dycaindhundergone a

myriad of changes, including the types of aircraft used, the services offered, the
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destinations reached, the costs of tickets, or the amount of luggage allowed (less than 40
pounds until 1965, two or three pieces of luggage per passengethiec’0s until the
beginning of the Zlcentury, to the actual one bag per international flights and fee per
checkedbag in domestic flightsApart fromstress, jet lag, the increasing airfares and
baggage fees, artde hassles caused by the screenmoggrures, air travelers complain
about a number of different issues. According to the Department of Transportation, the
majorissuesexperienced by passengar2011were, in order of importance: flight

problems (cancellations, delays, etc.), mishandigbage, ticketing/boarding, customer
service, fares, disability related issues, and oversales (USDOT Z0&P¢. were a total

of 1,907,76%aggageaelated complaints in domestic flights in the U.S., which

constitutes a rate of 3.39 reports per 1,000 @kimn) enplanements (p. 31). Thade is

based on the total number of reports each carrier received from passengers concerning
lost, damagd, delayed or pilfered baggage. Despite being the second cause of complaint
among air travelers, to date no furtiformation is available regarding what percentage

of those 1.9 million complaints is due to pilferaghis dissertation will focus precisely

on this issue, in particular when the theft it is committed by airport employees.

Chapter summary
This chapter mvided a broad overview of the commercial aviation industry in the U.S.
How airports and airlines work, how they are classified, and what are the most recent
changes andevelopments in the industaye key to understandinige environment in
which the prblem studied in this dissertation takes place. Next chapter will address the
problem of luggage theft by employees at airports, and will explain how some of the

regulations and practices mentioned above facilitate this type of crime.
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2. THE PROBLEM OFLUGGAGE THEFTBY EMPLOYEESAT

AIRPORTS

In any given day, approximately8imillion peopleboard an airplane ithe U.S Almost
everybody travels with some sort of caoly bag, and many passengers travel with
luggage that they need to chdok Apart from clothng and toiletries, many of us pack in
our travel bags a number of valuables: currency, laptops, digital cameras, jewelry, cell
phones, GPS devices, iPods, etc. Despitéatigenumber of passengers, and of

valuables that travel with them, in thecentyears the study of crime at U.S. airports has
focused on crimes like terrorist threats and smuggling of illegal goods. No attention has
been paid to the problem of theft of and from luggage, and very little is known about the
incidence or prevalence of thige of crime However, the problem existghis chapter
outlines the problem of theft from/of luggage and explains past 9/11policies on
passenger screening andingpection and handling of baggage at airports ajpen

opportunities for theft by airppemployees.

2.1. Theft OF luggage vs. theft FROM luggage
A previousstudy onthis issuebased orpress releases of cases of luggage theft at U.S.
airports during 2008 and 200®&rteache, 2003%showed that, when analyzing luggage
theftat airportsit is impatant to differentiate between theft OF luggagel theft FROM
luggage. These two problerdsfer in what is stolen, how and when the theft is
committed, who steals it and how it is reported, as showlreitable belowin one case,
the whole suitcase &olen, while in the other only selected items are removed from the

bag. The modus operandi is also very different: the thieves of luggage just take the bag,
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while those who steal only some items need to open the bag, go through the contents,
pick the itens they want and close the bag again. Therefore, the place where this type of
theft occurs is different as well: most suitcases are stolen at the baggage carousel, and
most thefts of items from the luggage occur in areas with restricted access, since some

privacy is needed to go through the contents of the suitcase.

Table 3. Characteristics of theft of luggage and theft from luggagat airports

Theft OF luggage Theft FROM luggage
What Whole suitcase Selected items
How Steal thesuitcase Open the suitcase
Where Baggage claim area Areas with restricted access

Other travelers

By whom Other individuals

Airport and TSA employees

Reported as Lost luggage Theft

According to media reports, very often thieves of suitcases areduodis who enter the

airport baggage claim area as if they were travelers, take one or two bags and leave again;
while in most of the cases of thefts from luggage, some airport and Transportation

Security Administration (TSA) employees are involved. Thakes sense considering

that they are the ones with privileged access to the luggage in order to perform their
functions of handling and screening the baggage. Although thefts from luggggeot
beexclusive to airport and TSA employees, the analysiBetases reported in the

media shows they represenvery largepercentage of offenders (see textboxes below).

Finally, if checked bags do not show up at the baggage claim area, travelers assume that
t he airl i ne thhtitdentdhem doroesdnk elsehoe smply lost them.

Passengers report missing bags as lost, even if they have beeyvgiatbrmakes the
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study of theft OF baggage at airports very difficult. On the contrary, the passenger who
finds that only some items are missing frora bag can be certain that he has been the

victim of theft, and he reports it as such.

Some examples dheft OF luggage

Miami International Airport andFort LauderdaleHollywood International Airport
(FL): A husband and wifeerecharged with stealing luggage from baggage carousels
at least 5 times since early Marctouth FloridaBusiness Journal Online. May 22, 2012.

Rogue Valley InternationalMedford Airport (OR): A couple was arrested for stealing a
$2,000 laptop off the baggage carousel. The laptop was packed in a box identifying tt

contents, and arrived before the man travglwith it.Mail Tribune. February 3, 2012.

Spokane International AirporWA): Threeindividuals were arrested for stealing
baggage from the baggage claim areas of the three concourses of the dihport.
SpokesmaiiReview. October20, 2011.

Phoenix Sky Habor International Airport (AZ): A woman was arrested for stealing at
least 30 pieces of luggage. In December 2009 a couple had been arrested at the san
airport for stealing nearly 1,000 pieces of luggage from the baggage carrousel.

Associated Press Newses. February 11, 2010.

Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport (GA):Eight people were arrested between
mid-May and the end of June on charges of stealing luggage from the baggage carou
The Atlanta Journal Constitution. July 18, 2008.

Buffalo Niagara International Airport (NY): Two individuals were arrested for stealing
55 pieces of luggage from the carousel during ala® period in December 200The
Buffalo News. March 5, 2008.
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Some examples dheft FROM luggagénvolving baggage handlers
(Wadl Street JournalDecember 17, 2009 Lafest Airport Hassle: Carousel Croaks

fi( é This year, Delta Air Lines Inc. baggage handlers were caught rifling through
suitcases in the belly of airplanesHiartford, Conn., pocketing laptops, cameras, iPods,
GPS units, jewelry, watches and earrings, according to Lt. J. Paul Vance of the
Connecticut State Police.

Authorities also broke up a ring of airline thieves3n Louiswho, according to Lambert
Airport Police Chief Paul Mason, were targeting soldier's ©#wat were shipping off to
war. Baggage handlers pulled soldiers' duffels off a conveyor belt in a tunnel, stashed
and then picked it up later, taking it home under their coats or in backpacks. Among tr
stolen items recovered: laptops, electronicngasystems, cameras, cigarettes, battery

chargers, sunglasses and firearms. (é)

In Portland, Ore, Northwest Airlines baggage handlers were caught in April stealing
items and posting them for sale on eBay right from a supervisor's aiimed

computer. Rggage theft reports are up nearly 50% this year, according to airport
spokesman Steve Johnson. Portland airport police have received 195 reports of bagg:
theft this year through October, compared with 132 reports in the same period of 200€

least 430f the reports this year relate to the ring at Northwest, Mr. Johnson said.

In New York police caught baggage handlers in July stealing items from bags and the
switching destination tags so that the luggage would be lost. If the bag was reunited w
owrers, the circle of possible suspects who handled it had been expanded, covering tl
tracks of the thief.

Airlines say baggage theft is rare among the millions of passengers who fly each year
law-enforcement officials say it has been growing signifigatiThere's been a
tremendous increase in the last five years. It's pretty lzalbt is getting stolen every
day," said a prosecutor in the Queens County district attorney's office, which handles

airport theft cases in New York.o
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Some examples dheft FROM luggagenvolving TSA officers:
(Wall Street JournalF e b r u ar y N¥C ageht@rtedted inflatest TSA theft allegai)on

AA Transportation Security Administration agent stole $5,000 in cash from a passenge
jacket as he was going through secpdtJohn F. Kennedy International Airport

authorities said Thursday, the latest in a string of thefts that has embarrassed the age

Alexandra Schmid took the cash from a Bangladeshi passenger's jacket as it went alo
an Xray conveyor belt Wednesdaight in Terminal 4, said Al Della Fave, spokesman
for the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey's police f@ae/eillance video
showed Schmid taking the money from a jacket pocket, wrapping the cash in a plastic
glove and taking it to a bathroomella Fave saidThe money hasn't been recovered, he
said. Police are investigating whether Schmid gave it to another person in the bathroo
(e)

Wednesday's arrest came the same day that a federal judge sentenced former TSA
screener Ricky German to eightmnths in prison for trying to steal a laptop from a
passenger at thelemphis airportin December 201(. é )

The cases are part of a series of recent theft allegations against TSA employees:

0 Last month, an agent who worked searching checked luggageRalias-Fort

Worth International Airport was suspended after the owner of a stolen iPad used the
tracking feature on the device to locate it at the agent's home. Police found seven othe
iPads there.

0 On Jan. 10, former TSA agent Paul Yashou pleaded goittiealing a $15,000 watch
from a passenger's belongingslLais Angeles International Airporin May. He is

awaiting sentencing.

0 Two other former TSA agentsHK were sentenced on Jan. 10 to six months in jail
and five years' probation for stealing(8@00 from a piece of luggage in January 2011.
The agents, Coumar Persad and Davon Webb, had pleaded guilty to grand larceny,

obstructing governmental adminigtion and official misconduct.

(Continueson the next page)
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(cont 6d)

d Also in January, authaties charged an agent Miami International Airport with
swiping items and luggage and smuggling them out of the airport in a hidden pocket ¢
his work jacket. He was arrested after one of the items, an iPad, was spotted for sale
Craigslist. Another TS employee was arrested in July at nearby Fort Lauderdale
Hollywood International Airport after an airline employee reported that the man slippe

an iPad into his pants.

0 In December, police charged a TSA screener at New MatGsardia Airport with

lifting a laptop after a Detroibound passenger left it behind at the security station.

0 Earlier last year, a TSA supervisor and one of his officers pleaded guilty in a schen
that lifted $10,000 to $30,000 from passengers' belongingwatrk Liberty
International Airport. A federal judge sentenced the supervisor, kktirato, to 25

years in prison and his subordinate, Al Raimi, to six months of home confinement.

This dissertation will focus on theft FROM luggageaiports which, as shown above, is

committed mostly by airport employees. Despite the lack of information about this issue,

the problendoes existln the very limited literature available that will reviewad

Chapter 3airport officials identify emploge theft as a prevalent problem (Nunn 1993;

Royal Canadian Mounted Police 2008), and the media recounts multiple cases of baggage
handlers or screeners arrestedsfdr e al i ng from passengerso bag
least 32 instances of luggatieeft goerationd involving both baggage handlers and TSA

screenershave been exposed a2012u. S. airports. o P

There are many situations in the airport i

be stolen, such as the restroomsjyaiting areasparkinglots, stores, restaurants, etc.,
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andthose thefts can be committed by employees, other travelers, or other individuals.
This researcleoncentratespecifically on thefts occurring when the passemngezquired

to hand ovehis or heibag for trasportation or screening, that vghen the passenger has

no direct contact wittheluggageand it is difficult or impossible fathemto exert

effective guardianship over the bag. In this situation, only employees have access to the
valuables that are beg stolenThose settings are basically the passenger security

screening checkpoint, and the checked baggage inspection and handling system.

2.2. Passenger and baggage screening at airports
After the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in New Yorkdit$geptember 11
2001, security policies for air travel changed drastically. On November of that same year
the federal government passed the Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA)
with the objective of increasing air passenger safidtg. Transpdation Security
Administration (TSA) was created as an agency within the Department of Transportation,
although it was later transferred to the Department of Homeland Security. The TSA is
responsible, among other duties, for overseeing security operatiahg€ommercial
airports in the United StatéBlalock, Kadiyali & Simon, 2007)That includes the
screening of all air passengers, their camyand their checked luggage. 8ueeening
procedures have evolved since they were first implemented in 200 have adapted to
the new technologies and policies developed since gganeral description of these
procedures, and of how tkereening and handling of baggage genexgtesrtunities

for theft, is provided below.
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2.2.1. The passengereacurity screeningcheckpoint
The goal of the passenger and caonyluggage screening procedures is to make sure that
passengers do not bring a firearm, explosive, or dangerous device into a passenger cabin
to prevent acts of unlawful interference (ICAO 2Q0d)e passengesecurity screening
checkpoint (SSCP) divides the public and the sterile area of the akmierile area is a
portion of an airport that provides passengers access to boarding aircraft and to which
access generally is controlled byA 8rough the scening of persons and property
(TSA 2011a)Only passengers with boarding passes and employees with cleared access
are allowed in the sterile ar€ghe different steps included in the basic screening process

arethe following(Price & Forrest, 2009, pp. 2223}

1. The divestiture process.
The passenger or employee is called by security staff to remove outer attire and
anything that may set off the metal detector, such as belt buckles, watches,
jewelry, coins, mobile phones, or PDAs. These items are placadpmlymer
container and sent through theray machine. Laptops and personal DVD players
are often removed from their containers and placed in separate bins. In the United
States and many other countries, individuals must also remove their shoes, but
this policy changes both from airport to airport and country to country. The
individual also loads their baggage onto the bag belt for analysis by-thg X
machine. Security staff may then realign or space the bag to randomize its
position and to allow propeeparation of bag images enabling a static image.

2. Passenger screening.
The passenger is requested to move through the metal detector. Passengers who
set off the detectords alarm are asked
conducted, usuallyansisting of a patiown or hand wand metal detectey.
holding station holds passengers temporarily until screeners are available to escort
them to the proper area to conduct secondary screelingome instances,
passengers may be allowed to go backubhothe metal detector after divesting
themselves of additional items that may have triggered the alarm, rather than
going to secondary screenirig.some airports, Explosive Trace Portals (ETP) are
usedfor secondary screening. ETBstect microscopic tces of explosives on a
personb6s body or c¢clothing by bl dhei ng ai
TSA has incorporated Advance Image Technology (also kneviiody scanners)
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at more than 1B airports, which screens passengers for metallic and norineta
threats including weapons, explosives and other objects. If a suspicious object is
detected, a secondary search consisting of-dgah is conducted.

3. Carryon baggage screening.
As the passenger is being screened, security staff members analyaetémds of
the passenger 6s b aaytechsology @r expmsive detectiono n a |
systems (EDS) technology. Baggage that contains questionable items or threat
items is often checked physically through a bag search, analysis Byplosive
Trace [etection (ETD) machine, or, in some cases, both. If a bag contains an
apparent bomb, then the screener will likely keep the suspect item within the X
ray machine, hinder attempts by the owner to pull the bag away from the security
staff, and notify law enbrcement and supervisory personnel for further
assessment of the-pay image. If the item appears to be a bomb, then an
immediate evacuation of the security screening checkpoint and surrounding area
may be required.

4. Exit process.
Provided passenger belongs have been cleared through theay analysis,
passengers are reunited with their belongings and allowed to proceed into the
sterile area.

5. Special circumstances.
Disabled passengers and those in wheelchairs often must be hand searched.

6. Newer technolgy.
New technology is being developed, including explosive trace portals, liquid
explosive detectors, and document scanning devices. These technologies are
being integrated into the passenger and eanripaggage screening process.

® hitp://www.tsa.gov/approach/tech/ait/index.slamcessed September 26, 2012)



http://www.tsa.gov/approach/tech/ait/index.shtm
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Figure 2. Standard security screening checkpoint layout

Source: TSA (2011a)

If everything goes smoothly, the passenger and the-oarbag should be reunited in
less than a minute after entering the security checkpoint. However, being held for
secondey screening can prevent the passenger keaping an eye on their belongings
and secondary screening of caory bags is conducted by haséarching the contents of
the bag. Both provide the opportunity to TSA officers to commit theft from -carry
luggage.Anecdotal evidence from two cases of theft at checkpoint at Newark
International Airporin 2009 and2010(see textbogsbelow’) show that those thefts were

commi tted precisely duri ng s-ercluggageaandthes cr e e

® United States v. Arato: information retrieved from
http://www.justice.gov/usao/nj/Presslfiles/pdffiles/2010/Arato,%20Michael%20Complaint%20RRgidf
access, September 26, 2012).

United States v. Ray: information retrieved from
http://www.justice.gov/usao/nj/Press/files/pdffiles/2010/Ray,%20L eroy%20Complaint%20RRsidf
access, September 26, 2012).



http://www.justice.gov/usao/nj/Press/files/pdffiles/2010/Arato,%20Michael%20Complaint%20PR.pdf
http://www.justice.gov/usao/nj/Press/files/pdffiles/2010/Ray,%20Leroy%20Complaint%20PR.pdf
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victim was not able to exert effective guardianship over the bag because she was either

not present or was being distracted byThaensportation Security Officers (TSOs)

Examples of how theft FROM luggage is committed at checkpoint by TSA officers

CASE 1:United States v. Arato
(United States Attorney, District of New Jersey)
fiArato was the Supervisory Transportation Security Officer at tBes8curity
checkpoinfor Terminal B at Newark Airport. Another Transportation Security Officer
for that checkpointdent i f i ed i n t he -s@dmepreai,nt haasd t
regularly from passengegsassing through the checkpoint from approximately October
2009 to September 13, 2010. Sitiza time, the Cachemer has been cooperating in the

g OV er nme matiéndntoithe thedfts t |

Arato, whowastheGe c hemer 6 s | mmedi at -schaneragaedthat |
when the Ceschemer stole cash from a passenger traveling through-thehgckpoint,
hewoul d Akick up6o hal f ofragelhe Cescheméren r
would takeapproximately $400 to $700 from passengers during each shift, with
approximately $200 to $4Qfbing to Arato. In exchange for the payments, Arato never
notified his superiors at TSA or anther law enforcement agency abthg Co

schemer6s thefts. Ar &dmdhe Essahamprtbetvieen$ 3, 1 0
September 13 and October 5, 2010.

(Continues on the next page)
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(cont 6d)

In order to facilitate the theft and bribery scheme, the conspirators targeted
predominatelynortEnglish speaking victims, including women of Indian descent and

nationality who wereeturning to India after visiting the United State< )

I n addition to taking bribes related t
from passengers for himseticcasionally giving a portion of his take to the-&&xnemer.

Arato wouldpocket approximately $400 to $700 from passengers during a given shift

Federal case files show that, on August 31, 2010, thecBemer removed a white
envelope containing $5,0@0a s h f r om a jorabsgdaringsecoriay c a |
screening. While Arato distracted the victim, the€ebhemer placed the envelope in a
drawer attached to theray machine and covered the envelope up with other items
inside the drawer. Once the victleft the checkpoint, the Cechemer placed the
envelope in his pocket and hid it in an empty locker in a TSO break room.

On September 15, 2010, Arato conductec
bag, and stole two $100 bills from it. He plackém inside the EDS machine and told
the Ceschemer to retrieve them. The-€chemer removed them from the machine and
placed them into a white bowl, which in turn was placed on top of the EDS machine.
Then the Ceschemer gave Arato one of the bills andtkép other.

On September 27, 2010, Arato stole a s
handbag during a secondary search. During the search he first removed several item
(including the purse) and placed them in a plastic tray. He then haadetblthe victim

all the items except the red purse. Arato removed the tray from the secondary search
table while concealing the red purse between the tray and his hand so that it could nc
seen by the victim. He walked to another area in the chedkpbare he emptied out a

box containing rubber gloves and hid the red purse in the empty glove box. He broug
the glove box with the purse inside his office where he removed the purse and placec

in his desk drawer.
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Examples of how theft FROM luggageaommitted at checkpoint by TSA officers

CASE 2:United States v. Ray
(United States Attorney, District of New Jersey)
fAOn February 3, 2010, a female passenger passed through the security screening
process alNewark Liberty International Airport. Aftehte passenger 6s |
through the xay machine, Ray pulled the tray from the machine to search it at anothe

table.

After Ray found a white object in time
one hand. Once the victim retrieveer personal property and proceeded towards her
departure gate, Ray moved away from the checkpoint and placed the gloves in a poc
of hispants. After throwing the gloves away, Ray continued touching the pocket, in wt

an objectwas visible, numerousies.

Several minutes later, the victim returned and indicated she was missing an envelope
containing approximately $300 in cash, as well as approximately $195 in cash from

inside azippered pocket of her bag.

Shortly thereafter, Ray abruptly began walkgckly away from the location where he
was wor king. He went into his supervis

andpl aced a white object in a Al ost and

Ray then returned to the area around the check point. Several offiaidigathered
around the victim, to begin investigating her complaint regarding the missing money.
Withoutbeing asked, and without being told that the victim was missing anything, Ray
stated to thesether officials that in sum and substanéehe rememéred the victim, he
knew what she hdéft behind, and that he had found an envelope on the floor and had
recovered it. An officiat et ri eved a white envelope f
super vi s ordanelope Eohtainecapprokimaed, which the victim

identified as hers.
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Closed circuit television (CCTV) is used at most security checkpoints. According to TSA

guidelines (2011a) they should cover each lane, all secondary screening areas, and exit

lanes, and they should be positioned to shovirthe view ofthep a s s en gand s 6

any other identifying characteristics. The emphasis is placed on the surveillance of

passengers, not of TSA officeeithough they can serve as a deterrent for theft.

Personal observation at Newark International Airport.

On February 22, 2012, | went through a security checkpoint at Newark International
Airport. | sat down just at the exit of the checkpoint to reorganizeetonings, check
that nothing was missing, and tie my shoelaces. Three TSA officers (two men and a
woman) were chatting near me, and one of them suddenly realized that a passenger |
forgotten his wallet in one of the empty plastic trays. He told the dtleeTSOs, who
instructed him to check if there was an ID so they could return it to its owner. He looke
at them and said fAButé ités right in f
needed to check the wallet to be able to return it, seemé to the pile of empty trays,
turned his back to the cameras, and took the wallet. Then he moved a couple of steps
unt i |l he was sure to avoid the camerab
doublechecked that by looking up a couple iofi¢s). He identified the passenger, and he
and the other male TSO left for the gate to try to locate the passenger and give him hi

wallet.

While the whole situation was perfectly legal, it was very interesting that the TSO was
awar e of t ¢atbonsarditoekrpeecadtionk to not be recorded as he was
retrieving the wallet. This situation calls into question whether CCTV can be an effecti

deterrent of employee theft at checkpoint.

f

ac
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2.2.2. Checked baggagdandling process and inspectiorsysten
The handling process of checked baggage can be broadly described as follows: the
passenger arrives at the airport with or heduggage and goes to the chanlcounter.

At the counter the bag is weighted to seenfiéetsthe allowed weight limits,rad it is

tagged with the information of the passeng

connecting flights, most of the times the bag is tagged directly with the information of the
last destination where the passenger is flying, since the passergmtwgicover the
luggage until that final destination is reach&hdenthere are two option$l) In most
casesthe bag isent directly to the TSA screening areher automatically (by placing

it on a bag belt) or manually (pick up by a baggage leapdifter being screened by the
TSA, the bag is sent to the airport baggage handling @ngsiis called an kline

screening system, and will be described in detail bgldwn the second optiothe
passenger is askeddarrythe baghemselveso a TSA screening node placed in the
airport lobby, near the chegk counter, and to bring it back to the chaglcounter,

where the suitcase is sent to the baggage handling @ption (1) does not

inconvenience the passengers since the luggage is awalhyagent to the screening
area, and such screening is done out of
baggagescreening process requires additional time and effort on the part of passengers,
and the screening is domefront of or near thenBlalock et al, 2007)More details

about the TSAd6s bag screening procedures

In the baggage handling room luggage is sorted according to its destination, and it is held
until the time when it can be loaded onto the plane. After comglétmflight, luggage

is unloaded from the plane and brought to the baggage claim area (when it is its final

w
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destination) or to the baggage handling area of that airport, until it can be loaded onto the
next flight. In each step of this process, differemiployees have access to the luggage.

Bags are screened by TSA officers, transported and loaded/unlu@dettie plandy

baggage handlers andhile they are being held in the baggage handling attea are

availableto other airport employees with &ss to that area €. cleaning crews)Figure

3illustrates this process and the possibilities of access to the luggage by the different
types of employees. fAiSafeo areas are those

or cannot be accessed by amployee.

Figure 3. Inspection and handling process of checked baggage with likely access by
employees

Bag belt/ Baggage
handler

Baggage handlers load
plane

Baggage handlers i

“Safe” areas — TSA screening — Baggage handlers — Other employees

Baggage handlingroom

While the figure above illustrates in rather generic terms the possibility of anrtss
luggage of each type of employdlee truth is that each of thogeoupshasvery different
opportunitiesand justifications to access the bafse role of TSA officers is precisely to
scan the contents of the bags by either automated or manual methods, while baggage

handlers are suppostmtransport the bags, without opening them, from one point to
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anotherThe TSA estimates that after the bag is screened by their agency, between 5 and
8 other employees touch that same’bAglines employ their own baggage handlers at

their busiest hubbut tend to subcontract these servatesther airport¢Peterson 2012)
Baggage handlers working for subcontractors are less uniotisdhave worse pay

and work conditiongnd a higher turnover rateanthe ones employed directly by the

airline. Finally, other employeesan physically access the bagsile they are in the

baggage handling rogralthoughthey have no excuder doingso without looking

suspicious.

The main goal of the screening of checked baggage conducted by the TSA is to prevent
the placement of an explosive device in the baggage being boarded into an aircratft.
However, checked baggage screening can also be used to detect and prevent the illegal
transport of hazardous materials, narcotics, and weapons (Price & Forrest, 2009). All
checked baggage is screened before being loaded into the plane, and although there are
generic procedures that apply to all luggage, the spacifeeningrocess of baggage

differs among airport@andevenamong terminals within airports, depending onois

factors such athe throughput rate (the number of bags being processed hourly), available
space, and availabfands(TSA 2011b).Thestandard system used in the United States is
that all baggage be checked by explosive detection system (EDS) maaithiough

other systems such as explosive trace detection (ETD), physical inspectior9and K
inspection are also used (Price & Forr@®09). EDS machines are essentially ara}(
machine that uses computerized tomography to analyze the contentsgodiado

therefore the screening process can be autoraathtiore bagsan be screenguer

" http://blog.ts.gov/2008/02/tsaur-officers-public-andtheft.html (accessed September 26, 2012)
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hour.ETD machineson the contraryare more labor intensive, since they require that a

Transportation Security Officeonducts a manual swap of each individual. bag

As described by the TSA (2011bhetgeneridn-line screening process is structured in
three levels, whiclare shown in the figure belowccording to Shanks & Bradley
(2004), 70% of the bags are cleared at Level 1 screening, and another 25% aretleared

Level 2, leaving about 5% of the bags to be subject to Level 3 scrépnihig)

Level 1 screening is performed with EDS units. All bags ¢hatphysically fit in
an EDS unit are directed to Levesdreening and scanned using an EDS. All bags
thatautomatically alarm at Level 1 are subject to LevstBening.

During Level 2 screening, TSA personnel view alarmib@aages captured during
the Level 1 EDS scan, and clear d&&gs whose status can be resolved visually.
This process iseferred to as OSEOn-Screen Resolutionyvhich, for inline
systems, allows theontinuous flow of bags through the system until a decision
made. Although OSR typically occurs in a rem&tesening area, it may occur
locally at the individual ED&nit, but this is notecommended. All bags that
cannot beesolved at Level 2, and all bags that cannot be directeevts 1
because of size restrictions, are sent to Lewer8ening.

Level 3 screening is performed manually and involyasning the bag and the
use of ETD ¢échnologyat the Checked Baggage Resolution Area (CBBB&ps
thatdo not pass Level 3 screening (typically, a small percertbigeal bags) are
either resolved or disposed of by a loleal enforcement officer (LEOJp. 3-2)
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Figure 4. Generic inline checked baggage inspection system

Figure 3-1
GENERIC IN-LINE CHECKED BAGGAGE INSPECTION SYSTEM

Clear bags travel to
LRgeane makeup and are
tman Joaded onfo avplanes

@ CHECK-IN B LEVEL1 C LEVEL2 i@ LEVEL 3
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C S | 4

LEGEND
Unscreened Bags
I ! EDS
EDS Alarmad / Undergoing OSH Bags

Suspected Bags ’

R © WAKEUP AREA |
g. ;‘l'm"rl“:v"-“"" Planning Guidelines and Design Standards Version 4.0
MY Administravion  for Checked Baggage Inspection Systems 33 July 15, 2011

Source: TSA (2011b)

In the cases in which an-Ime system is not installed at the airport, statwhe EDS or

ETD machines are used. In general, bigger airports opt for a fully integrdted EBDS

system because it is the fastest and most effective, but it is also costly and requires some
remodeling of the terminal. Smallerminals anairports tend to opt for staralone
machinegEDS or ETD) The differences between all the screening ogtiare

summarizedn Appendix I.

Oversized and fragilbags,and other baggage that cannot be screened usingg&DS
directly to Level 3 screening, whelelg D technologyand manual inspection are uses

the primary screening methediirports located neaourist facilities (golfing, skiing,
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scuba diving, etc.) will receive a higher number of oversized Isggending on the
geographic location of the airport, between 5% and 20% of the total checked baggage is

oversizel (Shanks & Bradley, 2004, p. b1

In order to be able to screen all checked baggage, and to access the contents of suspicious
baggage, the TSA recommends that passengers do not lock their bags, or that if they do,
they use a TSApproved lock for which thESOs have a master key. The instrocs

can be found i mPlaaseeefraln$réndlacking yobr £hedked baggage or

use one of our accepted and recognized locks. If your baggage alarms and our Security

Officers cannot gain access to your checked bag, unrecognizedragibe boken®o

The inspection and handling process of checked baggage offers some opportunities for

t heft: (-ogkydutbea gii ol dtcy o prevents passenger
their bags, forcing them to either leave them unlocked or to use aff88ved lock; (2)

TSAOGs i nspect i o-myipmagmgoéteesoniemtsoof the dhag sandX

possibilities for manual inspection, giving potential offenders information about and
access to passengerso valwuablndsomthe3) t he |
baggage handling area by baggage handlers, where the bags are accessible for baggage
handlers (and other employees), especially if they are not locked or their locks have been
removed or broken; and (4) baggage that is travelling through memeone airport is

stored at two or more baggage handling areas during the process, increasing the time at

risk for theft and decreasing the risk of being caught of the offender. Finally, oversized

and fragile baggage is always manually inspected, wharkases the access to its

contents by TSOsn words of Scott Mueller, author @he Empty Carouseind system

8 hitp://www.tsa.gov/travelers/airtravel/assistant/editorial_1052.¢ataessed Septemt2s, 2012)
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manager obaggage services for sevethB. airlinedor over 20 yearshaggage theft
Ahappens far more t han thimg it hasgatterewoisenirgthep u b | i
past decadelhe arrival of the TSA, which should have heightened security throughout
airports, actually created an opportunity for petty thievery. After the TSA took over back

in 2001, my pilferage claims quadrupled. Beftine TSA came into the game,
passengersodo bags coul d be -enpeemertoffiteywaanot he

present. o (pPkterson 2012

Examples of how the screening and handling process createsunies for theft

EXAMPLE 1
(Associated Press Newswirk.u g u st  1Midwayb&gdage hanidller charged with laptop
thefd emphasis added
A baggage handler at Chicago's Midway Airport has been charged with stealing lapt
computers from travelerkiggage.( € )

The Cook County State's Attorney's Office said Saturday the investigation began afte

numerous complaints of thefts of laptops belonging to Southwest Airlines customers.

Police identified Johnson as a susp&rbsecutors say his work statiomas near a
security screening area where he could see what types of computers were in specific
bags and later steal them

Authorities say a search of his home turned up numerous Apple and other laptops as

as records showing he pawned many compugérs. o
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Examples of how the screening and handling process creates opportunities :for thet

EXAMPLE 2
(New York Post. July 25, 2011Rdsh of TSA thefts at New York airporismphasis added
A TSA screener is suspected of teaming up with a baggage hankemnedy Airport
to loot the luggage of at least one flier in the latest in a rash of theft allegations agains

metropolitanarea airport workers, The Post has learned.

JFK screener Jamel Martin, 30, was fired after allegedly filching an expensiveaamer

from an East Hampton photographer's bag in late June.

Surveillance video and cell phone records caught him searching the bag ofye4®
old photographer and then making a cell phone call to a baggagadler cohort at
JetBlue sources said.

Martin later allegedly admitted to cops that he had called the baggage handler to tell h
that there was an item in the flier's bag.

Chapter summary
Luggage theft at airports céamke mainly two forms: theft of the whole suitcase, and theft
of certain items from inside the bag. The first is reported by the passenger as lost luggage,
while the latter is reported as theft. Theft from the bag is committed mostly by airport
employeeswho have privileged access to the luggage while the owner is either absent or
is in no position to exert effective guardiansbver the bag. This chapter shoviexnv
passenger screening aoaggagenspection and handlingrocedures facilitate this type
of theft. In the next chapter the current literature on employee theft from passengers at

airports will be reviewed.
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3. LITERATURE REVIEW

Very little is known about employee theft
reports analyzed in the first semtiof this chapter show that, althougis believed to be
awidespreagroblem, there iEmited systematiénformation about this type dheft.

Studies of theft from passengers at mass transit systems in gerwfide some

information about the indiduals most targeted by thievesterature on cargo theét

airpotts addresses the characteristics and special challenges posed by this type of crime

In the second sectiarf the chaptethe literature on employee théftanalyzedwith

special focus w its fit within the wider area of whiteollar crime theoretical

explanations of employee thedindthe importance of the role of opportunities in

analyzing this type of crime.

3.1. Theft at airports

3.1.1. Theft from passengersat airports
The problem of theft frm passengers at airports has not beiglely addresed in the
academic literature, and information about this crime is therefore scastedy
conducted by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (2008)ygamized crime infiltration
at Canad a 6oss fdurad thgtadtlsotigh drugisrpuggling was by far the most
common offense committed, theft from baggage was also among the crimes conducted by
the criminal groups operating at the airpofisere were employees involved in criminal
activity at all eighof the airports studiedllost employees involved in illegal activities
worked on jobs that facilitate access to aircraft and/or luggage, as well as security

companies, public agencies, courier companies, etc. The way organized crime groups
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infiltrated theairport was mainly by corrupting existing airport employees, although in
some cases they would place associates into the airport workforce too. As stated in the
r e p AMhite jncid@nts of theft involving airport employemsght not appear to be as
significant as other morgerious ofénces, they could signal more serious criminal
activityo  ( p Thesg fnjlings are consistent with the recently uncovered case of an
organized crime group operating from JFK airport in New York (Secret, December 9
2011) compsed by baggage handlers and crew chiefs that worked together to smuggle

drugs into the U.S. and to steal from carg

The most comprehensiwgtudyon crime at airporterasconductedy the Home Office
(Nunn, 1993), which founthat theft from pagsn g e r s éwashardjygeaegreported
andwastherefore very difficult to estimat&he reportistedthe followingforms of theft

as some of the most prevalettHeathrow Airportn London(p. 15):

1 Theft of briefcases/baggage fromhe t ops of passengerso
teams employing distraction tactics. Such teams prey upon the holiaking,
jet lagged victims, by awaiting their chance when the unsuspecting dupe is forced
to leave his trolley out of his sight, whilst qumey at the bureau de change,
information desks or in the inadequately sized toilet cubicles.

T Theft from passengersodéd |l uggage while be
hold, after it has been checked in under the terminal or when being checked by
sealrity guads for suspect electrical goods

The studyalso analyzed crime in other international airports, five of them in the United
States JFK and Newark International Airports (New York City Area), Anchorage
International Airport (Alaska), Seattleacomalnternational Airport (Washington), and

Los Angeles International Airport (Californiddlthough the Airport Police at those

airports identified employee thefts from passenger luggage as a prevalent problem, they

had very little statistical information tmack it up due to the lack of reportibyg the
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passengershe airlinesand other employee$his,in turn, led to thedifficulty in
identifying patterns of criméick-pocketing and theft of baggage from passengers
some of the other problems iddi®d, with tourists (mainly Asian passengeb®ingthe

most targeted victims.

Theft from passengers ather mass transit systems

Severaktudies have identified theft from passengers as one of the most prevalent crimes
against passengers in mass trasystemsn generalMorgan & Smith 2006; Levine and
Wachs 1985; BDoT 1986lror example, in 2010/11, the largest category of serious
offenses in railways in the UK and the London subway recorded by the British Transport
Police (2011) waesr ipheperfyom whisslkenrepres:
Within this category, the BTP statistics differentiate between theft of luggage (suitcases),
theft of personal property (i.e. bag snatching) and theft from the persofp(uikkting),

which constitute %, 39% and 52% of the total number of thefts against passengers,
respectivelyMost of these studies have focused in train, subway and bus systems, mainly
in the US and the UK, and they have found that women, tourists, and shoppers are the
most victimizedgroups (Levine and Wachs 1985; BDoT 1986), probably due to the fact

that they tend to carry valuables with them (Morgan & Smith, 2006).

3.1.2. Cargo theft at airports
Cargo theft refers to theft of commercial merchanudikge it is in transit from point of
origin to final destinationwhatever themode of transportatiobeing usedtrucks,
planes, trains, ships, etdfis difficult to detect asny theftfrom cargowill remain
undiscovered until the shipment arrives to its destination and the missing ieented,

which gives the thieves some time to dispose of them (Mayhew).2lfd specific
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location where the theft happened very often remains unknown, and rfexyapey

from the destination where merchandise is delivered (Tyska 20&jrequentlyan
underreported crime, since companies often choose to avoid the bad pahlicihe
higher insurance rates that reporting the theft would prolafggt them (FBI 2010,
Mayhew 2001)Although any merchandise is a potential target, the most stolengbsod
in cargo theft areigarettes, pharmaceuticals, and vespeciallycomputers and
electronic components (FBI 2010) which are considérédot pr oduct s 0,
that are easy to resell but tiséitl retain a high valuéMayhew 2001Clarke 199).
Pilferage is one of the most costly causes of cargo. theftan opportunisticrime
committed mostly by employees of large transportation facilities or of other transport
related companiesyhose jobs provide them with access to the area where the
merchandise is located (Tyska 200&hile pilferage tendlto be largely dependent on
available opportunities, theft of larger volumes of merchartdisgs to be planned and
premeditated, and very often is linked to organihedt rings or organized crien

networksthat facilitate the disposal of the stolen goods (Tyska 2004 FBI considers

t hat

cargo theft a g a tirstames,d cargo theftényestigason Willtarn ma n y

into a case involving organized crime, public corruption, health cawe finsurance

fraud, drug trafficking, money laundering, or possibly even terrarism( FBI 2010) .

Air cargo has some particular characteristics that rtadfteven moralifficult to
identify, such asimissshipping and internation&ison difficulties;overlapping

responsibilitiedbetween airlines, customsplice and airport security; amdultiple

carrierhandlinginvolving freightforwardingcompanies, consignorsando n si gne e s 0

(Mayhew 2001, p. 5Mhile only a small percentage of all cargoiscarhegd ai r ,

A i

t

e
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shipped on aircraft generally consist of thsensitive and higr al ue commodi ti es
Common examples of air cargo include higllue machine parts and manufacturing

equipment, electronic components for manufactured goods, consumematsctro

j ewelry, and perishable 1 tems such as fl ow
Airlines are reluctant to report crinf@ey tend to only report it if it has become a great

problem) and therefore the true extent of cargo theft at airpentsins unknown. There

is also the problem of determining the jurisdiction of the police agency that should

investigate these crimes, they can happen at origin, at destination, or anywhere in

betweenNunn 1993).

Most of the air cargo (about 75%) isigped in bulk pallets or special containers called

unit load devicesSome of the measures implementeg@reventair cargo theft are

tamperevident and tampeesistant packaging, cargo tracking technolqgesl

screened cargo identifiers (Elias 2018l).domestic air cargo transported on passenger

aircrafsis subject to TSA screening in a very danway ashowp assenger s 6 | ugog
screened. TSA uses random and-hsked assessmeimsfocus screening ashipments

transported in altargo planesHlias 2010).

3.2. Employee theft

3.2.1. Definition and classification of employee theft within the whitecollar
crime literature
Employee theft is a typology of crime embedded in the general categwhytefcollar

crime Since the birth of this conceptinEHtSher | andds Presidenti al



American Sociological Society in 1939, there has maahdiscussion and confusion
about

wide array of existing definitions, Friedricf&007) arrivesatthe conclusion that there is

what
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exact lcyoldoaers ctrhiemetoe rrne ffiewhsi tteo .

consensus among most of the scholars who do research in this area with regards to the

cor e

el

ement s

of t his

category

of ¢

r

me : i

context; (2) is motivated by the obfae@ of economic gain or occupational success; and

(3)

i s

not

characteri

zed by

di

rect,

nt ent

Figure 5 showsow employee theft from customers fits within the general category of

white-collar crime (red boxes). The review of thietature has been divided in 5 levels,

according to the structure of the figure, and can be found below.

Figure 5. Classification of theft from customers by employees within the general category of

white-collar crime
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Level 1.White-collar crime

The same degree of confusion found in the definition of the concept is also found in the
classification of whitecollar crime. One of the most widely accepted classifications was
proposed by Clinard and Quinney (1973), who differeatistween two subategories:
corporate crime and occupational cri me. C
corporate officials for their corporations
188), while occupational crim@&onsists of offerss committed by individuals for

themselves in the course of their occupations and the offenses of employees against their

employersd The topic analyzed in this dissertation falls into the second category.

Level 2. Occupational crime

Hollinger and Davig2006) identified 3 basic elements of occupational crime consistently
cited in the |literature: these crimes fA(1)
occupation; (2) involve a violation of trust; and (3) are committed primarily for the

benefitoft he i ndi vi dual either financially or i
efforts to further develop a typology of occupational crime has encountered the problem

that, in the literature, scholars have used this term as a synonym of occupationakdevianc
(which includes deviant behaviors such as drinking in the workplace) or workplace crime
(whichrefers to any crime that happens physically in the workplace; i.e. assault)

(Friedrichs 2002).Several scholars have made an additional differentiation of

ocaupational crime/devianc@roduction deviancandproperty devianceProduction

deviance refers to counterproductive behavior, that is, behavior that affects and reduces

the productivity of the employee or the company. Property deviance refers to the
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unauhorized taking of property (i.e. cash, merchandise, etc.) However, some of these

authors consider that theft is a type of property deviance (Robinson & Bennett 1995;

Slora 1989), while others consider that both production and property deviance fall within

the general category of theft (Hollinger & Clark 1983). This different understanding of

the categories of property and production deviance, and how they relate to theft can be
confusing. For example, a behavior like spending time at work checking Faqghbeibok

of tim@ would definitely be considered production deviance, but depending on the
perspectiveadoptedt could be considered theft or not. Another probleith this

classification is the use of the term deviance, which includes conduct that cadstresli

expected behavior at the workplace, buggitot necessarily constitute offenses. For all

those reasons the differentiation between production and property deméines be

included in thisclassification. Friedrichs (2007) suggests restrmctire term of
occupational c¢crime to Afinancially oriente
context of a |l egitimate occupation and spe
88), and proposes three different g€ypes according to thepg of offender: crimes by

small businesses (retail crime and service fraud), crimes by professionals (medical, legal,

academic and religious), and crimes by employees.

Level 3. Crimes by employees

Employees can engage in a variety of crimes: misusecesa®r information, sabotaging
equipment, lying about the hours worked, accepting kickbacks, andameihg others.
With regards to theft, Friedrichs (2007) identifies five different forms of commission:
pilfering (petty theft), larceny (grand thefthiseling (cheating or swindling), fraud (theft

through misrepresentation), and embezzl eme
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appropriation of anot hehaGs bre@emey ndmr urmd reah 4

careo, Altheide et @chs200Z7,p.18). p. 91, <cited

Level 4. Employee theft

Once again, the literature on the issue of employee theft is defined by the lack of

consensus on one particular definition, and on the scope or the range of behaviors that are
encompassed within the concept ofpgoyee theft. Hollinger and Clark (1983) define it

as Athe wunauthorized taking, control, or t
work organization that is perpetrated by an employee during the course of occupational
activityo (definithnis givenfhy Greenberd (A995), who considers

empl oyee theft fAany unauthorized appropria
either for one6s own use or for sale to an
accepted definitions. They heally exclude all theft committed by employees against

clients, customers or emorkers, as they consider that the target of the crime must be

company property. In fact, theft of customer property by employees has been neglected

in the literature, probdyp because it has not been widely coesétl as employee theft

per se.

Level 5. Employee theft from customers

The only scientific approach to the study of employee theft from customers has been
provided by research on the hospitality industry (Hawkingt1&8ll 1994). In his study

of selfreported theft techniques used by waiters in the restaurant trade, Hawking (1984)
identifies three possible targets: the restaurant, customers of the restaurant, and co

workers. The results of his research showed #ithitpugh theft against the restaurant



46

was more prevalent, over two thirds of the participants in the study knew others involved
in bill padding, shorthanging customers, aadding tip to credit card. 28%, 23% and

15% of the sample admitted to engagéhimse activities themselves, respectively.

Similar results were obtained in the research by Gill (1994) on fiddling within hotel bars.
Four out of the 9 most common fiddles were committed by employees against customers:
overcharging, short changing, piddding, and presenting a wrong bill to the customer.

All these behaviors have something in common: offenders are able to engage in these
conducts due to their professional position and the specialized access that it provides.
Apart from the studies@td above, some other examples of
committed by employees are: theft from cars by parking valets, theft by maids in hotel
guest rooms, theft of valuables left in coat rooms committed by the attendants, theft from
packages delived by courier companies committed by their personnel, and theft from

passengersd luggage committed by airport e

F e | s fiCrindes of specialized access

In an effort to simplify this ongoing discussion, and to find the characteristics that

differentiate whitecollar crime from other categories of crime, Felson (2010) suggests

that this category should be renanteithes of specialized acces#e argues that having

privileged accest crime targetsia a particular profession or job the single geeral

feature common to all whiteollar crimes, which differentiates them from the other

typologies. Helef i nes this type of c¢crime as fia cri
j ob or profession to gain specipfoposesaccess

classification of crimes of specializagcess based on the typehafm inflicted to the

victims, and the type of victim affected by the crin@fenders can harm victims in four
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ways: 1) by conducting illicit transfers of money, goods orotégources to the

detriment of others; 2) by misinforming others; 3) by manipulating others; and 4) by
endangering the health and safety of others. The victims can be employees,
customers/clients/patients, the pubtiez own organization, and other orgaations.

When wusing this classification it is clear

by employees would be an illicit transfer of goods to the detriment of the customers.

3.2.2. Prevalenceof employee theft
One of the problems of employee thefthat it is very difficult to determine its incidence
or prevalence, due mainly to the lack of official data about this cAemording to the
National Retail FederatiGnemployee theft accounts for 43.9% of all retail shrinkage.
The 24" Annual Retail Tleft Survey reports that, on a per company basis, one in every
36 employees was apprehended for theft from their employer if%26idwever,
employee theft casesreusuallydealt with internally at the compangsbusinessesy to
avoid the negative outawes that could arise, such as a bad public image of the company
(Hollinger & Davis 2006 Shury et al 2006 For this reason, estimates of employee theft
have been calculated using mainly selbort studies. After reviewing the literature,
Hollinger and Cark (1983) concludkt hat At heft by empl oyees i
pervasive part of the work experience with betweehalhand onequarter of the typical
work force involved in taking company money or property sometime during their
e mp |l oy me nrtamor¢ rpceneftdr) to calculate base rates of employee theft,

Wimbush and Daltof1997) conducted a studsing samples of employees who had

° Preliminary results of the National Retail Security Survey 2011, retrieved from
http://www.nrf.com/modules.php?name=News&op=viewlive&sp id=1@EReessed Septemtizd, 2012)

10 http://hayesinternational.com/news/anntethiltheft-survey/(accessed September 26, 2012)
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experience fAin businesses with high theft
cash, supplies,andmbérandi se easily converted to cash
guestions about theft behavior, they found that 28.2% of employees admhtadng

committed theft. That percentage rose to 57.9% and 59.2% when using another two more

subtle methods of detian.

Some of the key findings dfvo of the major research studies conducted in the topic of
employee theft showhich employees are more likely to steal (Clark & Hollinger, 1983;

Baumer & Rosenbaum, 1984):

1 Young (16 to miekwenties), unmarried and malmployees

1 Employees with lowepaying, lowerstatus jobs

1 Jobs providing easiest access to merchandise and money

1 Jobs providing the opportunity for numerous and frequent social interactions with
co-employees

1 Employees dissatisfied with their employment (jaonditions, workload,
supervisors, organization, etc.)

1 Employees with the lowest perception of the risk of being caught (the greater the
perceived risks, the less the theft

1 Employees considering that the consequences of being caught would not be very
serous (because neither management newodkers would care)

1 Organizations witfewer prevention measures (e.g. ggmployment screening or

arti-theft policies) experience more theft
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The fit of these predictors in broader theoretical frameworks is exglairtee next

section.

3.2.3. Theories that explain employee theft
Three main groups of theories have been used to explalowgse theft (Hollinger &
Davis2006): 1) job satisfaction or workplace equity theories, 2) organizational theories,

and 3) opportunityhteories.

Job satisfaction theoriesconsider that employee théfppens as a consequentéhe

employe® s p e rotbeipgttreated unfairly, being exploited, etc. According to these
theories, workerso6 dissati s bthanttacommitwi t h t h
theft in the workplace as a way of revenge
who feel like they are underappreciated or underpaid would also turn to theft as a way of
compensating for the lack of recognition of their waridvalue. In onesentencetheft is

a reaction against the employer for the perceived inequity in the work relatioastip

way of redressing its effects. The level of dissatisfaction of employees at any given

industry or company can be measured by examithie levels of turnoveEmpirical

studies have found that dissatisfied employees, those who were looking for another job,

and those who perceive that they are not being valued or compensated fairly are more
involved in enployee theft (Hollinger & Clark982 and 1983; Ditton 1977; Mars 1974;

Harris & Benson 1998; Greenberg & Scott 1996; Tucker 1B88s et al, 2007;

Murphy 1993.

Organizational theoriesar e based on Sutherlandds theory

(1947. The idea is that employee thef the effect of the informalrganizational
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structureat the workplace, whenh er e i s a pr eval eEmploydéesul t ur e
learnthe motivations and techniques for committing theft through interaction with their

peers, as well as rationalizais to remove the feeling of guilt and shame (Shover and
Hochstetl er, 2002) . Sykes and Matzads (195
central to this theory as a way of Anor mal
justifications involving denial of sponsibility, of injury, of victim, condemnation of the
condemner,etds st ated by Murphy (1993), ATher e |
engaged in employee theft believe that their acts are not theft at all, that theft is common,
inthe sensethatmbs e mpl oyees do the same thing, and
41).Research findings support this group of theories (Mars 1982; Clark & Hollinger

1983; Baumer & Rosenbaum 1984; Parilla, Hollinger and Clark 1088s et al, 2007

Greenberg 1997

Opportunity theories consider thatrime is the result of the interaction between
disposition and situation and, heneajployee theft is highly dependent on thieninal
opportunitiedacilitated by the environment, in which employees have privilegegkacc

to valuable assets due to their jgbslson 2010) As will be explained irChapter,
opportunity theories do not try to explain the motivations of the offender (as the two
previous groups of theories): they focustie analysis of thepportunity sructure of the
crime event in order to find points of intervention to prevenhitheir studyTheft by
Employee$1983), Hollinger and Clark found that employees with uncontrolled access to
valuables and cash reported higher levels of theft, andhiatiracteristics of the
merchandise or goods available to them also played an important role in the amount of

theft. Despite the potential value of the opportunity perspective in understanding and
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preventng employee theft, this approach has not beerelyitbllowed or tested

empiricaly As st ated by Hollinger and Davis (200
find it interesting that there has been so little systematic research on the role that
opportunity plays i n t heSomerpcenljeairet hef t eq
(Benson, Madensen & Eck, 2B80Benson & Simpson, 2009) studigkite-collar crime

from an opportunity perspective, but the analysisoisfocused specifically on employee

theft To datethis issuehas not been addressed from o@nt of view which will be

precisely the perspective adopted in this dissertation.

3.2.4. Occupations, work relations and opportunity for crime
Mars (1982 conducted an analysis of the characteristics of occupations according to the
social structure and the pprtunities that such work organization provides for deviant
behavior. He classified jobs into four types, depending on whether work is carried out
individually or in group, and to the level of autonomy or submission to strong rules that
people experienda the course of their work. Jobs sharthg sameategory have
similar structural characteristics, criminal opportunities, and justificatic®a.
employeesand baggage handlers crews at airp@sswell as dockworkers (the example
used by Marsyvould be best characterized as having less autonstrgnger
workgroupsand weltdefined and coordinated tasksddling and pilferage by these
employees is likely tinvolve participation of several group membdoiowing the

same coordination required fdret performance of the jqMars 1982).
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Example of theft from luggage involving several group members:
(The New York Timeg.a n u a r y Bag Har@lérd Held in Theft &uggage in Houstad)

f( éOfficials on Tuesday announced the arrest of five men suspected of stealing the
bags, including 23/earold twins. All worked for a contractor at George Bush
Intercontinental Airport handling luggage between connecting flightsimé secure

area of the airport( é )

The arrests followed the discovery on Dec. 26 of 68 pieces of looted luggage in a tras
bin outside a pet store in north Houston. Since then, said Capt. Rick Bownds, commai
of the Houst on Pol divisien, nibee phanr90 adéitiorialipiecesahave

turned up in two other locations.

iWebre stildl uncovering | eads and info

virtually every airline at the airport was probably affected by the thefts.

The five men, altharged with one felony count of engaging in an organized criminal
activity, worked for Menzies Aviation, which operates in 23 countries and 100 airports
including 15 in the United States, providing passenger, ramp and cargo services. All h
credentialsto work in secure areas of the airport, and all the luggage taken was being

transferred between connecting flights, Captain Bowndsdsaid.

Kleemans and Van de Bun€008)r e s ear ch, b as e ctudiegheMiar sd6 t vy
of work settings and relations in providingportunities for organized crinie the

NetherlandsThey analyzed the occupations of 1,623 suspects of organized crime using

files of closed Dutch police investigations, and they found that many of those occupations
involved some degree of mobility or transport (i.e. garage owner or airport baggage
handler)andthata r el ati vely | arge percentage of th

that it is easy to find partners in crin@iminal activities and certain occupations can be
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interrelated, as some occupations are used as awapyer criminal activities,ley

provide specialized knowledge or access to certain targets or methods to commit crime,
and sometimes criminal activities are directly embedded in work relations. One of the
examples used by Kleemans and Van de Bunt (2008) to illuiteaesmbeddednes$
organized crime activities in work settinigsprecisely the case of airport baggage
handlersThe list below(left columnof table4) showssome of their findingsvith

regards tahe opportunitieso commit organized crimgrovided by this occupatiofpp.
192-193) These opportunitiesre also useful when analyzing their opportunities to
commit theft f r o.mhepightscsluemn of the tabe shHowsdhgtangse of
the findings apply as well to tlepportunities for theft that TSA personneteanter

while performing their job duties.
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Table 4. Opportunities for theft related to the characteristics of the job

Airport baggage handlers
(Kleemans & Van der Bunt, 2008)

TSA officers (TSOs)

Airport baggage handlers are lpaid C TSOs areamong the lowest paid of all

employees federal employeé§ with salaries starting
at $25,508

They have many opportunities to ma C The criminal opportunitiegxist, but there

illegal extra earnings, towards which the are no studies that can suppotie

is certain level of tolerance statement about the level of toleranc
toward them

They work in groups, with a strong soci C The same applies to TSQalthoughthey

cohesion, which can discourage crime | work in smalle groups(2-3 screenersand,

also can promote.it depending on the size of the airpdtiey
might everwork alone

A number of employees from the sar C All TSOs belong to the same agency

company are involved in the same crimit

activities

The context of licit work (i.e. mioading C That is especially true in the case of TSt

planes) provides the opportunity structt whose job consists precisely on screen

for criminal activities, as well as fc the contents of the bags

concealing them

The baggage basement at the atrps a C In most airports baggage screening

ficl osedo environme performed in restricted areas. Cargn

easily spotted luggage, however, is screened in public.

Additional factors are the time presst C Time pressure is certainly a factor f

when loading and unloadingagpies and the TSOs as well. With regards to effecti

absence of effective checks between checks, TSOs undggo checks when the

airside (areas accessible to aircrafts) enter the screening areas, but not wl

landside (access roads, parking lots, pu they leave thenfthe focus is orterrorism

transportation) not on theft))

If employees of a higher rank are involv: C This applies as well to TSOs. As a mat

in the criminal activities, they can be us
to make sure that specific persons
placedin specific crews, and assigned
specific shifts or flights

of fact there have beesomeexamples of
supervisors involved in theft rings alor
with TSA screeners.

M http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyld=12294§@62essed September 26, 2012)

12 hitp://www.tsa.gov/join/careers/pay_scales.staotessed September 26, 2012)

13 http://www.tsa.gov/what_we_do/layers/employee_screening.&tcessed September 26, 2012)



http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=122948752
http://www.tsa.gov/join/careers/pay_scales.shtm
http://www.tsa.gov/what_we_do/layers/employee_screening.shtm
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Chapter summary
There is evidence thatemployeh e f t from passengersoé luggag
but at this poinit is not known howprevalentit is, which airports experience more theft,
what objects are most stolen,vainether certain kinds afictims are most targeteBrom
the literatue reviewed in this chapter we carfer some likely characteristics of this

crime

1 Itis often committed by groups of employees working together

1 Small, valuable objects are targeted primarily

1 Privilegedor specializedccess is key tthe commissiorthis crime

1 Itis oftenan opportunistic crime

1 Companies (airlines and airports) are not keen on reporting this crime

T The fact t hat the objects stolen are i
where the theft was committed,what agency has jurisdiction ewthe thefts

1 Theftf r om p as s e niglikely ® be rélated tg atlgereforms of criminality

like smuygling of drugs

This chapter describdtbw employee theft fits in the broader literature of wiiéar

crime, and what theories have been usedpiaé this type of crime. Bhough the
opportunity perspective holds potential value in understanding and preventing employee
theft, it has not been widely followed or tested empirically in the literature. This will be
precisely the perspective adoptedhis dissertation. Chapter 3 provides an overview of
opportunity theories, and a detailed explanation of the theoretical framework that will be

used in this research.
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4. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The goal of this research is to study why some U.S. airportsierpe more employee

theft from passengers than others. To do so, the theoretical framework of risky facilities

will be used(Eck, Clarke & Guerette 2007), which explores the concentration of crime in
homogeneous sets of establishmefitise variablestha explain such pattern of

concentratiorwill be analyzedusingalsot he conc e gtt raufctiuah cmigce@r op
(Cornish & Clarke 1987), whictefers to the characteristics of offenses that influence

offenders to engage in each particular type of crifitee chapter begins with an

overview of environmental criminology, routine activity theory and rational choice

perspective, which provide a broader framework tawetheories mentioned above.

4.1. Broader theoretical framework: Environmental Criminology
Environmental criminology is a term that refers to a group of criminological theories that
focus on the crime event and on the role that the environment plays in generating crime
opportunitef t hi s i s why they ar e aWhleraddiendll ed fi op
criminology has focused on understanding why people commit crimes and in reducing
criminal disposition, this perspective starts from the premise that crime is the outcome of
the interaction between disposition and situation. Considering thaihatidispositions
have extensively been addressed in criminology, the environmental perspective focuses
its efforts in understanding and reducing the crime opportunities present in each situation

or setting(Wortley & Mazerolle, 2008)

Recognizing the imprtance of situational factors leads to another prero@esidering

the unique constellation of features present in each sdttmgjstribution of crime
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opportunitiesamong thenwill notbehomogeneou@~elson & Clarke, 1998)0n the

contrary, crime cocentrates around places, people or targets with characteristics that
facilitate criminal activity. This concept follows the Pareto principle (also called the

80/20 rule), which states that a small percentage of any group will experience, or will be
respomsible for, a large percentage of any outcome. Applied to crime, the Pareto principle
suggests that a small proportion of any group of places, products, victims, etc. will
account for the majority of crime experienced by that group. Various forms of crime
concentration have been studied: hot spots, repeat victims, hot products, risky facilities,
etc.(Clarke & Eck, 20055tudying the patternsf crime concentration is useful for at

least two reasons. First, comparing highme and lowcrime places (or tar¢® facilities,
times, etc.) immediately suggests some features that differentiate them and that may be
responsible for the differences in risk. Second, focusing resources and efforts in the small
percentage of the group that experience the most crimbeviie most efficient way to
preventit. Since the main focus of this dissertation is to analyze why some U.S. airports
experience more employee theft than others, the theoretical framework that will guide
this research will be provided blye concept ofisky facilities, which will be described in

detail below.

The three main theories that compose environmental criminology are crime pattern

theory, routine activity theory, and rational choice perspective. The last two are discussed

furtherinthissecton as t hey help understand the prob

luggage by airport employees.
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4.1.1. Routine Activity Theory
Cohen & Felson (1973)eveloped Routine Activity Theory as a matxeel explanation
of trends inrates of directontact predatorycrimégsas ed i n changes i n s
Aeveryday activitiesodo. The core idea of th
it is necessary that three elements converge in time and spaoévatedoffender, a
suitable target, and the lack of a capahlardianLi ke t he rest of WdAoppo
routine activity theory focuses in the crime event, witreniertaining the analysis of
why people commit crime. The existence of a motivated offender is taken for granted
under the consideration that thewill always be people willing and able to offeAd.
target(which can be a person or an objastonsidered suitable if it is valuable (the
value can be material or symbolic), accessible, visible, and has inertia (understood as the
possibility of beingemoved from its location in the case of property crimes, or the
capacity to resist attackers in the case of personal vict®usdianship can be exerted
by systems of formal surveillance (such as the police or CCTV) but it must be interpreted

widely, including a wide array of other options, such as dogs, alarms, bystanders, etc.

Changes in the patterns of routine activities can increase or reduce crime by facilitating or
impeding thechance (or opportunitythat all three elements coincidkhis approals was

used to explain the rise daytime residential burglariexperienced by the U.S. in the

1960s a period of economic prosperity. The increasing incorporation of women to the
workforce left more houses unattended during the day, removing the el@ment
guardianship from the homes. At the same time, new technologies became available (i.e.
televisionsand audio systemand the purchasing power of families improved due to the

growing economy, generating a rise in the number of valuables availablehionties.
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Therefore, the opportunities for a motivated offender to coincide in time and space with a

suitable target, without the presence of a capable guardian increased accordingly.

4.1.2. Rational Choice Perspective
The Rational Choice Perspective was develdpe@ornish and Clarke (1986) and
follows the idea that offenders are reasoning criminals, that is, they make rational
decisions about whether or not to offend and how to go about committing the crimes.
This perspective focuses in the role of the situatibn cont ext on the i ndi
decisions. Offendengse environmental cues to weitle costs, risks and benefits of the
alternative options presented to them, and make decisions accoraiilglthe objective
of benefiting themselveJ herefore, their deavior is purposivédriven by needs for

things like money, sex or excitemeat)d rational.

However, offenderso6 rationality is far fro
Abounded rationalityo to exptoiaformatianlaralt of f e
ti me constraints, as well as the individua

opportunities offered by the situation. The final choices made by offenders will favor
those crimes in which the perceived costs and risks are loweéha perceived benefits

are higherl eadi ng to Agood enougho decisions, as

The analysis of criminal choices has to be \@mne-specific since each crime is
committed for different purposes in a different environment, andftirerthe

opportunity structure that each particular type of crime presents varies greatly. Even
within narrow categories of crime the differences between crime types are great,

depending on the goals pursued when committing the crime and the modus opszdndi
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to carry it out.The typical example is car theft: subtypes of this crime such as joyriding,
breaking into cars to steal items left inside or carjacking are extremely different and must
be analyzed separately in order to fully understand the feattptay and what the

possible points for intervention are in order to prevent them.

Criminal decisiongre made at two different levels: involvement and event. Involvement
decisions concern the criminal career of the offender, and they include decimanbs a
initiation, habituation and desistance. They are basically decisions related to whether or
not to start/continue/stop committing a certainetyh crime. Initiation decisions depend

on the background of the offender, their skills and experience,lbasnbe

characteristics of the particular type of crime and the opportunities that present
themselves. Habituation and desistance decisions depend on the history of success of
previous crimes, and whether or not the benefits obtained did outweigh thefcos
committing that type of crimeEvent decisions, on the contrary, are centered on the
crime event, and they involve decisions abaw jwhen and where to commit it, what
victims to target, how to avoid being caught, etc. The whole array of decisi@de in

each particular type of crime, from the preparation for the crime until the disposal of
stolen property (in the case of theft) are event deciskorsthis reason the most

immediate environment is considerddhis idea together with the need ke crime
specific,will be furtherdeveloped e | ow, when addressding the

structuring propertieso.
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4.2. Risky Facilities

Used as the main theoretical framework for this resedrehgdncept of risky facilities

(Eck, Clarke & Guerette, 2007afers to a form of concentration of crime, which happens

among homogeneous sets of establishments. Theideat hat fAf or any gr ol
facilities, a small proportion of the group accounts for the majority of cexperienced

by the entire group(p.226).C|1 ar ke & Eck (2007) define fac
specific public or private functions, such as stores, bars, restaurants, mobile home parks,

bus stops, apartment buildings, public swimming pools, ATM locations, libraries,

hospitals, schoolp ar ki ng | ots, railway stations, mar
Although the concept of risky facilities is relatively new, Eck et al. (2007) were able to

identify 37 studies from 4 countries of different types of facilifies bus stops, bars,

sdhools, gas stations, etthiat showed that a small proportion of facilities produce a

much larger proportion of the crimes, and most facilities had little or no crime. This

finding was true regardless of the crime type examined, the size of the fa@liteeent

the subcategories of facilities analyzed. In a recent article Wilcox and Eck (2011) have
named this distribution of crime across fa

Pl a cSinee®007 and up to ngwvery single study conducted to testconcentration

of crime in any given set of facilities hasnfirmed these findings.
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Figure 6. The Iron Law of Troublesome Places

Frequency of

troublesome
Facilities known to follow this law®

events
* Apartment complexes * Gas stations
A few have most * Banks * Health care facilities
ofthe crime + Bars, pubs, and clubs  * Hotels and motels
S ) * Bus stop sheltars * Parking lots
* Businesses (various)  * Places of worship
* Coffee shops * Schocls
* Construction sites = Sports facilities
* Comvenience stores  * Telephone booths
* Fast food restaurants  * Young offender tacilities
Some have a
maodest amount
of the crime
ol T Most places have little or none of the crime
Most Rank order of places from most evenis to least Least

Source: Wilcox & Eck, 2011

The importance of studying risky facilities is clear. Like in ofloems of crime
concentrationisted abovesuch as repeat victimspt productsor hot spots, identifying
thefacilities thatexperience the most and the least crime,aradyzingthe variables
responsible for such differences in risk, allowsafcusour crime prevention efforts

and resources to where they are most negd#tbugh risky facilities can be treated as

an extension of the concept of repeat victimization, and it would show as a hot spot when
doing a geographical analysis of crime in gaeararea, this perspective allows us to take
into account additional variables that differentiate that particular facility (i.e. a bar) from
the rest included in the analysis, in order to investigate what features of that particular
bar, or what differergs in management or layout account for the important differences in

risk when compared to other nearby b&@se of the goals when conducting this type of
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research is to identify good and bad practices that can be used to reduce and prevent

crime.

A numberof variables have been suggested in the analysis of risky facilities to explain
the differences in the number of crime incidents experienced. Some variables such as
variation in sizereporting practices, and random variation can be potentially misleading

in the sense that theégil to distinguishthe particular characteristics of the facilities that
make them more crime proriearger facilities with more users are more likely to have

more crime than smaller ones simply because there are more opp@i@rtgeeway to
address this issue is not to limit the analysis to the volume of crime at each facility, but to
calculate crime rates based on the amount of oppbesipresent at each facility in order

to see which ones really presgn¢aterisk of crime (Clarke, 1984). Taking into account

any potential differences in reporting practices is also imporfasame facilities tend to
report all incidents to the police, but others do not, the former would seem to be more
problematic when compared to thetievhen in reality the difference between theith

be mainly duedo different reporting procedurdsinally, random variation in the volume

of crime can also be misleading if some facilities experience abnormal spikes precisely in
the time period that iseing analyzedOne wayto control for random instability is to

compare crime rates in two different time periods: if the facilities with higher rates in one
time period tend to be also at the top of the list in the other, and if the same happens with
thelow-crime facilities,onecan assume that there are other variables responsible for the
differences in riskOther circumstances that can make the analysis difficult are the
existence of small numbers of facilities in the study area (a larger regidmwdlto be

studied to have a big enough population), the lack of information on facilities with no
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events (if our data source is police data), studying infrequent events (in whigh case
would be necessatg analyze longer periods of time in order tadfimneaningful

patterns), changes in the facilities over time (with regards to size, management, number
of facilities, etc.) or inaccurately defined recording due to incomplete address matching

or mixed used locales (Clarke & Eck, 2007).

On the contrary htere are some other variables about the facility itself that can be useful
to understand why some experience more crime than oFaariities witha larger

volumeof hot products, located in higirime areas, with poor design and layout, with
ineffectivemanagement, that contain high volumes of repeat victims, or that attract a
largenumberof offenders will experience more crime than the rest. Identifying the
precisemechanism at play provides invaluable information for designing crime

prevention strategs.

The goal of this research is to understand why some U.S. airports experience more theft

by employees from passengersod6 luggage than
the risky facilities framework is especially suited for this task. likestailway stations

and bus stops, airports fit the definition of facilities provided by Clarke & Eck (2007).

Apart from being the first time that crime at airports is analyzed from this giouew,

this research can help advance the understanding gffaskities, since the

characteristics of airports and of the database instis projectallows us to focusn

the explanatory variables by controlling for the potentially misleadimegsuch as

variation in size, reporting practices, or random vimmat
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4.3. Choice-Structuring Properties

Stemming from Rational Choi cstructtreng specti ve,
propertieso (Cornish & Clarke, 1987) is us
each particular type of crime that makes it attradvecertain offenders and not for

others.For example, although bank robbery is likely to yield much greater economic

rewards than picpocketing, the planning, effort, risk of apprehension and legal

consequences are also greater. Depending on theirduadicharacteristics, background

and expertise, some offenders prefer to commit bank robbery, and others lean towards
pick-pocketing.Offender decisiormaking is influenced not only by the characteristics of

the crime (with regards to effort, risks, coatsl rewards), but also by the needs,

preferences and skills of the offengeho conducts a codienefit analysis of the crime
(although such analysis is fAboundedo, as s
Understanding exactly what factors are taken intoaatin this analysis can shed light

on criminal decisiormaking processes.

The concept of choiestructuring properties requires a separate analysis of each specific
crime type, and has been used to explain that displacement is more likely to occur
between crimes that share many of those properties, than between those that are
intrinsically different Cornish and Clarke (198®sed this concept to analyze gambling
behaviorand to explain how the different forms of gamblofter unique combinations

of opportunities, risk and benefits that determwiey they are appealinfgr certain

people and not for others. For example, while playing poker requires a high degree of
personal participation, certain skills, some nerves, and the amount staked per play tends

to be high, playing lotteries does not require any of those elements, but the probability of
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winning and individual bet is low and the time elapsed before payment is long. So it is
not likely that somebody would turn to poker if prevented from playingrief. Fruit
machines, however, shaseme importanproperties witHotteries. Although the amount

of earnings is considerably lower, the probability of winning is higher, and with regards
to the skills needed, both share the fact that no or little skil:ieeded, and the amount
of money invested is also loWwheconcept of choicstructuring properties was also used
to understand the differences amonethods of suicide. Applyinthis concephelps

break up thenultiple factors that can play a role amoosing among those methods and
shows that, should the method of choice become unavailable, the displacement to other
methods that have a completely different group of opportunities,areksewards is very
unlikely. A study conducted by Clarke and Mayh (1988) showed how the

detoxification of domestic gas the UK in the 1960ked to a reduction of over 50% of

all suicides, since this method had certain properties that made it app&adiag (

painless, very widely available, required little preparatiwas highly lethal, was nbtoody,

and did not disfigure* Cornish and Clarke, 198@, 937-) and, once it was no longer

available, no other alternative with those properties existed.

Pires (2011) classifies chokstructuring properties in two groupstatic properties and
variance propertiesStatic propertiesare used to describe thpportunity structuref the
type of crime, andhefeatureghatmightinfluenceeventualdisplacemento other crimes
with similar structureVariance propertiesire e factors that, once the decision to
commit aparticular type otrime has been ate, are weighebly the offender to select a

certain target, modus operanidication etc.That is, to make evemelated decisions.
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Variance properties are therefore useéxplain variation and crime concentration

among a number of targets, places, facilities, and so on.

When applying the concept of choisgucturing properties to the problem of employee
theft from passengers at airports, a number of factors that niakesitne attractive to
potential offenders come to mind. Air passengers carry many valuables when travelling,
and employees have privileged access to them. Their job provides a perfect cover for
such criminal activity, since screening and transportindpéys is part of their work
description. The great majority of suitcases are either unlocked, or are secured using
TSA-approved locks, which allow TSA officers to open them. Furthermore, airport
empbyees fit many of the characteristmstlined in the lierature (see sectid@?2.2.) as
predictors for employee theft: these are jobs with low pay and high turnover, with an
overrepresentation of young males, and their work provides easy access to merchandise
and opportunities for social interactions. These ld/de the static factors of employee

theft from passengers at airports in general.

However, when further analyses each of the two sutypes of theft studied in this
researclare conductednecan see¢hat whiletheft at checkpoint and theft from
checledin baggage share a number of static propetteydiffer in many othersTheft

at checkpoint takes place at a sqmablic area of the airport, where a lotpaftential
witnesses are present, including the owner of the bag. The time to commit the thef
short, as it only takes a couple of minutes for a passenger to go through the security
checkpoint. In this area, only TSA officers have access to the belongings of the
passengers. On the contrary, theft from cheg¢kddggage happens in a restricea,

with fewertime constraints, and without the presence of the owikgeseen in Chapter 2
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(section 2.2)), different types of employees have access to the chachesys: baggage
handlers, TSA officers, and others. In general, theft at checkpaiftecaonsidered to be

more risky than theft from checkaad luggage, but it is also likely to yield more

economic benefits, since passengers are encouraged to carry their most beloved valuables
in their carryon luggage, and not in the suitcases they cireckctually, close

examination othespecific statidactors at theft at checkpoint and theft from cheelked
luggage(goods available, time constraints, public/private nature of the location where the
crime is committed, guardianshagwer the target,ra risk of immediate detection) shows

that theyare similar to the ones that would be found when analyzing the same factors in

other crimes like piclpocketing (or distraction thefts) and burglary, respectively.

Variance properties are the factors thdk ae analyzed in this dissertation to explain

why some airports experience more employee theft than others, and will be described in
detail in the methodology section of this documéstshown in the table below, some of
thevariance factorare commond both types of theft, and some are specific to one of

them.
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Table 5. Choicestructuring properties of employee theft from passengers at airports

Static properties
For employee theft
from passengers in
general

People carry goodshen traveling
Some of those goods are valuadtal fit the CRAVED model
Employees have privileged access
X-rays provide overview of what is available
Their job disguises their criminal activity: touching, transporting ¢
checking the bags is padf their job
Employee dissatisfaction, high turnoykEw pay parttimers
Baggage handlers tend to be young males (TSA officers are m
diverse)
D o nldck-your-bag policy

Static factors that
differ between the two
types of theft analyzed

Theft from checked-in

Theft at checkpoint |
uggage

M Goodsavailable

Area of airport
Amount of ime
Guardianship
Risk
Employees with
access

1 Excuses

=A =4 =4 -8 A

Cas h, el ect r ¢ More bulky and heterogeneol
valuable, concealable goot goods (some valuable, some not)
(CRAVED)

Open area, many witnesses
Brief time to commit the theft
Owner of the bag is present
High risk ofbeing caught
Only TSA hasaccess

Enclosed, oubf-sight seting
Time to open the suitcases
Owner is separated from his bags
Low-risk of being caught in the ac
Both TSA and baggage handle
(and other employees) have acce
Some pilferage not seen as a cril
by baggage handler crews

Variance properties

Number of targets

1 #passengers/bags

Attractive targets

1 % international
passengers

9 Tourist destination

9 Business destinatior

Time at risk

1 % delayed
departures

Poor management

9 Customer
satisfaction

1 % service operated
by risky airlines

Location

1 Theft rde in thecity
where airport is
located

Theft from checked-in

Theft at check-point |
uggage
0 )
0 0
0 0
0
0
0 0
0
0 0
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The most obvious source of data to deterntiveechoicestructuring properties of a crime
would be information from offenders themselves. But as explained by Cornish & Clarke
(1987), in the absence of this typledata a priori selectiocan be madef properties that

are considerelikely to be salient to offender decision making. This selection needs to be
theorydriven and, when possible, tested using data onaimenission of the crime at

hand, which igheapproach taken in this dissertation.

As explainedabove, boicestructuring properties can be used to analyreaspect of a
crime that is relevant for its commission. Each of those separate aspects can be further
investigated and broken down, in ordeutwerstand specifically what variabla®

taken into account whesffenders arenaking those decisions. For instance, in the case

of theft, those features would include decisions about what, from whom, where and how

to steal; and how to dispose of thelsh goodgClarke, 1999; Natarajan, 2012)

Chapter summary
The theoretical framework of this dissertation is provided by opportunity theories and by
their application to explain why theft from luggage by employees clustersancert
airports (risky fatities) andwhat the opportunity structure for each type of theft
(choicestructuring propertigs These theories will be the starting point to develop the

research questions that will guide this research.
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5. RESEARCH DESIGN

The first section of thish@apter gives a broad overview of the resedesign and the
guestions that will baddressed in this dissertation, as welh @aescription othe

structure of chapters 6 and 7, which include the hypotheses, data sources, analyses and
results for eacbf the twoquestios. In the second sectiaf this chapterthe dependent

variablesof this studyand their data sources are discussed.

5.1. Overview of research design

The aim of this dissertation is to examine why some U.S. airports experience more
employee thit from passengers than othe@ven the lack of previous research in this
particular topic, it is necessary to address first some basic issues |jevaéence of

this crime at U.S. airports, which airports experience more theft of this kind, angewhet
there is a pattern of concentration that allows us to apply the conceptual framework of
risky facilities to this type of crime. Once those preliminary analyses have been
conducted, the features associated with an increased risk of employee thdftaatpeat

will be examinedThe two research questions that will lead this study are:

1 RQ1- Does employee theft from passengers at U.S. airports follow the pattern of
risky facilities?
1 RQ2- What are the features of airports with higher rates of empldyeie from

passengersodo luggage?

Two subtypes of employee theft from passengers are stuldeftifrom checkedn

luggage andtheft at the security checkpoifthe unit of analysis ahis study is the
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airport, with the exception of one of the hypothes#s),(which will focus on the type of

objects that are most stolen in the two settings studied.

Chapter 6 will address the first research question, and chapter 7 will address the second
one.At the beginning of both chapters, the theoretical backgroundsaagplication to

the formulation of hypothesedll be explained. Then, theypotheses derived from each
research question, and thariables and data souraesed to testhem,will be described.
Next,there will be a section on the analyses performmethe data and the results

obtained. The last section of both chapters will summarize the findings and will include a
discussion of their interpretation. Chapter 8 will includeithglications for theory and

policy of this study, itslimitations,and avenes for future research.

5.2. Dependent variables: number of thefts andtheft rates from checked
baggage and at checkpoinin 2009

The focus of this dissertation are thefts occurvingn the passenger must hand over the
bag to an airport employee or secunofficer for transportation ascreeningthat is,
when the passenger has limited or no direct contact with the bag and it is difficult or
impossible foihim or herto exert effetive guardianship over it, and the employee has
privileged access to the bagthe normal fulfilling of the functions of the joBor this
reasorthisresearch will address thefttine twosettings that meet these requiremeats
the security chegoint and from checkenh luggage The first part of this study wilbe

basel onthe volume of theft at each airport in 208 the dependent variable of the
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second part of the research will be theft rattesheckpoint and from checked baggage

per airportthat same year, as it will be explained in detail below

The aggregated numbeirthefts per airport at each of the two settirggsbtained from

the Claims @tabase compiled by the Transportation Security Administration ¢fSA)

All claims filed by passengers against the TSA are compiled in this database, which
contains recordsom 2002 until March 2012 (with the exception of 201Dhis

dissertation will focus on claims affecting flights taken in 2009, which is the last
complete year in the database for which data sources for the independent variables are
available (as oSeptembeR012). However, data from 2008 will be used to check for
consistency throughout the two years, in order to control for random variation in the

amount of theft.

Claims are classified in different categorigsriployee losy fipersonal injurg,

fipassenger pperty loss, fiproperty damage fimotor vehicl®, etc.),whereipas senger
pr op e r isgefinedaslep@ndent variable. Claim sites are also recorded, and only
those records affecting Awlibeseléctedthebtlheg gage o
stesar e fibus stationo, fAmotor vehicleod, and
data isrecordedas well: date, airport, airline, item lost, claim amount, status of the claim
(approved, denied or cancelled), and close am@afind given to the passger) The

date, airport and airline refer to tbagin of theflight in which the incident happengds

confirmed by the TSK.

4 hitp://www.tsa.gov/research/reading/dshtm(last access, September 26, 2012)

15 personal communication-(aail) with the TSA Claims Office and the TS®¥fice of Strategic
Communications & Public AffairéSept 15 and Oct 11 2011, respectively).


http://www.tsa.gov/research/reading/index.shtm
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One of the advantages of using this database is that all passengers who want to file a
claim for a missing object from theindgage in order to get a refund must contact

directly the TSA Claims Management Branch. The reporting is centralized, which means
that differences among reporting practices at different airports are not an issue. The TSA
is the agency in charge of screepbagsand passengest all but 16airports in the

U.S.*® Those airports haveptedout from having TSA screeneasd use private
screenermstead. Tierefore these airportiavebeenexcluded from the analysishe

biggest airports that opted out arenFaanciscpCA, with 37 millionpassengers, and

Kansas CityMO, with about 10million. All of the remaining serve a much smaller

volume of passengers.

In 2009 there were a total of 494 commercial service airports in the U.S. (FAA 2011a).
Theinitial andysis to determinavhetheremployee theft from passengers at U.S. airports
fits the risky facility framework will be performezhthe total number of airportssing

the aggregated number of thedtseach airport in 200However, thexamination of
whatairports have a higher theft rate and what features of airports are associated with it

will be carried out only on those airports that experienced 10 or more thefts inN2809 (

97).

18 http://www.tsa.gov/travelers/customer/claims/forms.sfiast access, September 26, 2012)



http://www.tsa.gov/travelers/customer/claims/forms.shtm
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Theft rates will be calculated as follows:

Numerator: aggregated numdr of thefts per airport

The numerator fordith theft rateds will be the aggregated number of thefteeath type
(theft at checkpoint and theft from checkeduggage) reported at each airport in 2009

(from the TSA Claims Databasas described aboye

Denominator: number of enplaned passengers / number of chedkedoags per airport

The denominator of the two rates will be the following:

1. Theft rate at checkpointhe number of enplaned (or departing) passenggarairport
in 2009. This information isbtained from the Federal Aviation Administration
records(FAA 2010b) which is the national aviation authority of the U.S. and belongs

to the Department of Transportation.

2. Theft rate from checkeuh luggagethe denominator is the number of bags checked

in at the airportn 2009 The calculation of the number of checked bags at every

airport involves a &tep process.



Figure 7. 3-step process to calculate the total number of checked bags per airport
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Source: FAA
*Total #passengers *Number of enplaned *Multiply:
*Dormnestic passengers +# domestic pass. (%
+International +Apply calculated %o 0.7)
s#intl pass. (x 1.3)
+Calculate% of +Obtain # of enplaned sAddboth numbers
domesticand passengers:
international *Domestic *Obtain the total
passengers *International number of bags per
airport
. J/ . J . J

The starting point for thealculation is the information obtained from Airports Council
International, a nowprofit organization that represents over 1,600 airports from around
the world ACI-Nor t h Ameri cads members concentrate
fi vi r tluhe hterryational airline passenderé fraffic in North America'’. Their
publicationWorld Airport Traffic Report 2000ACI 2010) includes the number of

domestic and international passengers (departing and arriving) that traveled through each
airport®. From thee data the percentage of domestic and international passengers at each

airport is calculated.

7 http://www.ackna.org/content/missiewision (accessed September 26, 2012)

8 No data on the number of domestic and international passengers was available in the WATR 2009 (ACI
2010) for four of the airports with 10+ thefts in 2009. The percentage of international passengers was
obtained from t he donglsbmd MasAsthumaadlLBR ublck Inferhational,| S P
which only have domestic passengers) and by personal communication with airport officials (fer PWM
Portland International Jetport and STyril E. King International).


http://www.aci-na.org/content/mission-vision

Examples STEP 1:
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21.9 intenational

. # passenger2009 .
Airports (departing and arriving) Yo passengers2009
24.0 domestic 52.3% domestic
John F. Kennedy

47 . 7%international

Hartsfieldd ac k s o n
(ATL)

At |

79.1 domestic

90% domestic

8.8 international

10% international

In the second step the data from the Federal Aviation Administration on the number of

enplanements (departing passengat®ach airport is used (FAA 2010b). By applying

the percentage obtained befasagcan calculate the number of domestic and

international passengers enplaned in 2009.

Examples STEP 2

Airports

# total enplanements
2009

# enplanements
2009

JohnF.Ken e dy

Il nt 61

22.7 million

11.9 M domestic

10.8 M international

Hartsfieldd a c k s o n
(ATL)

At |

42.3 million

38.1 M domestic

4.2 M international

Finally, the TSA (2011b) has a simple formula to calculate the number of bags at each
airpat, which consists of multiplying the number of departing domestic passengers by

0.7, and the number of departing international passengers by 1.3. After doing that, both

numberaeed to be added obtain the number of bags checkedt the airport.
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Exanples STEP 3

# total checked bags

Airports # checked bag2009 2009

8.3 M domestic
John F. Kennedy 22.1 million
14.1 M international

Hartsfieldd ac k son At | | 26.7 Mdomestic

(ATL)

32.2 million
5.5 M international

Although ATL has twice as many passengers as JFK, the difference in the total number
of checkeedin bags is much smaller (JFK = 22M, ATL = 32M).

5.2.1. Limitations of the TSA Claims Database
There are somkmitationsrelated to the use of the TSA claims database as theeswiurc
data forthe dependent variables in this stuBassengers who file those claims report that
an object has gone missing either from their checked bag or as they went through the
security checkpoint. Some issues arise: What percentage of passetigersiination
end up filinga claim with the TSA? Is it possible that the theft is committed by an

individual other than an airport employde@w probable ar&audulent claims?

With regards to the problem of underreporting, any passenger who findebantitem
is missing fromhis or her checketh luggage has 5 options: report it to the airline, to
their insurance company (if they bought travel insurance), to the police, to th@TSA,

fail to report it at all.

1 The airlinesin generalestablish verynarrow time limits to report theft from
luggage and apply for reimbursement. These time liratgefrom 4 hours upon
arrival (JetBlue SouthWest), or soursupon discovery of missing items (United)

to 24 hours (Delta, American Airlines). US Airways&s exception, with 45



79

days. Furthermore, industry regulations preclude any liability on the part of the
airlines forothdehbhgpoestodamhgaendry | i st
jewelry, business documents, computers, video equipment, cellhmameras,

el ectronics, et c. Airlinesd6 contract of
responsibldor (seeAppendix Il). Therefore, if passengers know that they will

not get any reimburseent for their loss, they are less motivatedéport he

theft.

1 Filing a claim with the insurance company, which in general provide
reimbursement for stolen luggage, is certainly a viable option. In order to obtain
reimbursement, insurance companm@guire that the passenger reports the theft to
the airline(but not to the TSA) before filing a claith

1 Reportingthe theftto the police has two problems: first, the passenger is likely to
discover the theft at the destination, and that is where the report would be filed.
However, the theft would most probabhave happened out of that police
agencyo6s jurisdiction, either at ori gi
provide reimbursement for items reported stolen.

1 Filing a claim with the TSA solves these two issues: since it is a federal agency
and the Ghims Management Branch is centralized, it does not matter where
somebody files the claim and, if the claimants can provide enough evidence of the

theft, the TSA reimburses them for the lost items.

9 Information obtained through personal aommications (phone) with agents of three of the largest travel
insurance companies in the U.S.: Amex Travel Insurance, Allianz Global Assistance (former Access
America) and Travelex (April 2012).
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The conclusion of all this is that, although the meastiteaftsfrom checkeedn luggage
used in this dissertation is not perfect amely ardikely to beunderreportegit is the

only unified database with information on all national airports. Retrieving comparable
data fromairlines,insurance companies oolce agencies nationwide would be a very

challenging and time consuming task.

If the theft happens at the security checkpoint, the passenger has only two options: report
it to the police or to the TSA. Reporting the theft to the police has the drawbacks
mentioned above. Considering that the passenger will probably point at the TSA as the
author of the theft (as it will be explained next), and taking into account the possibility of
obtaining a reimbursement for the missing item, reporting the theft td3Adslthe most
plausible choice. Therefore, the TSA database is the best option to study thefts at

checkpoint.

With regards to whethet is possible thathe offenders areotairport employeest is

very unlikely that other individualsithout such qudfied acceshavethe opportunity to

stealthe valuables carried by passengers. Once a traveler checks in a bag, it is no longer
accessibleo the general public, and only personnel in charge of inspecting or

transporting the bag should have access @tlterairportpersonnel can have such

access too (i.e. cleaning crews), which would still fall into the category of employee theft.
With regards to theft at checkpoint, there have been some reports of thefts committed by
otherpassengers going through teme security checkpoint. However, two studies

(Johnson, Yalda and Kierkus 2010; and Rosbough 2011) have analyzed how the

heightened levels of security to prevent terrorist attacks at Ch@agéiar e | nt er nat

and Atlanta International Airports afterld/ have had a deterrent effachongthieves as
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well. It is important to note that they studied reported theft in general, not theft
committed by employees. Both studies found an abrupt and permanent reduction in
reported larcenies at those two airporter@dntiterrorist measures were put in place in
October 2001. Fahis reason, and due to the strict surveillance all travelers are subject
to, it is not likely thabther passengers wdbmmit a thefpreciselyat the security

checkpoint, where they aseirrounded by TSA officers.

Finally, fraudulent claims could possibly be an issue, as they are in anyqolice
insurancadatabase. This database is not a perfect measure for employee theft at airports,

but it is the best optioavailableto carry out the research.

Chapter summary
Two mainissuesare addressed in this dissertation: (1) Does employee theft from
passengers at U.S. airports follow the pattern of risky faciliteas®2) Whatare the
features ofirports with higher volumes of employeeftfeompasse ger s & Touggage
examine these questions, datzlaims from passengers against the Transportation
Security Administration (TSA) will besed and theft rates will be calculated usthg
aggregated number of thefts as numerator, andutmer of passengers and checked
bags as denominatoiBespite its limitations, the TSA Claims Databasthésbest
availablesource of data to perform this exploratory research and to compare airports with

one another.
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6. AIRPORTS AS RISKY FAQLITIES

As exphinedin Chapter, thetheoretical framework to analyze the differences in risk
among airports is provided by the conceptisky facilities which assumes that, in any
given set of homogeneous establishments, there will be a pattern of concentration of
crime in which a small subgroup of establishments will account for most of the crime
affecting the whole group. This pattern of concentration has been confirmed with all
types of facilities analyzed so far (Eck, Clarke & Guerette, 2007; Wilcox & Eck, 2011)
but it has not been applied to airports. For this reason the first research question of this

dissertation will be:

RQl-iDoes empl oyee theft from passengers

ri sky facilities?o0

6.1. Hypotheses RQ1
According tothe concept of risky facilities onecan expect not only variation in the
volume of theft among airports, but also a clear pattern of concentration consistent with
the Alron Law of Troublesome Pl aceso as
will concentraé most of the theft, and most airports will experience little or no theft at
all. This pattern should also be apparent when analyzing all U.S. airports at once, and
also when running the analysisparatelyn hightraffic and lowtraffic airports to
account for the increase in the amount of opportunities provided by a higher volume of

targetWilcox & Eck, 2011).

Althoughknowing what airports experience more incidegtisnportantjn order to

identify what airports are riskier it r'ecessarjo take nto account the size of each

at

st
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facility. As mentioned in Chapte}, oneof the potentially misleading variables when
applying the risky facilities framework is the variation in size among facilities. One way
to account for such variation and to allow comgams between facilities is to use crime
rates instead of number of crimes as a dependent varibblthat end, theft rates will be
calculatedor all airports that expeneed 10 or more thefts in 2009, using as the
denominator the number passengersr( the case of theft at checkpoint) or the number

of checkedin bags (when analyzing theft from them)

Finally, according to the concept dfoicestructuring propertiesand due to the
differences in the opportunity structure of the two types of thgfained in Chapte4,

one could expect that airports that concentrate most theft at checkpoinbth@@yncide
with those that concentrate most theft from cheakddggage Following the same idea

it would be logical thathe objects most stolen at chpoknt differ from those stolen

from checkedn luggage When thinkingabout what passengers carry in their camy
luggage or on themselves, one can see that the valuables available to be stolen are very
similar to the ones that are available in otheftshieom personal property like piek
pocketing or robbery, in which the thief can only access what the person is carrying at
that particular moment. Checkédluggage is different, since passengers fill those bags
with clothing and toiletries, accessoraa®d other valuables. The bag basically contains
all the objects that a person will be using when staying at some place other than their
home, which will actually be their home for a few days. For this reiasam be expected
that hot products at checkpowill resemble the objects most stolen by pickpockets or

robbers, while hot products from checkeduggage will be more similar to what gets
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stolen in burglaries (except for the big electronic items that are not carried in the luggage

for obvious reasns).

The following hypotheses will be examined:

HITEmpl oyee theft from passengersodo | uggage

a few airports, while most of the airpoesperiencdittle or no theft

H27 The same pattern of concentration will berid when airports are subdivided
into groupsaccording to their volume of traffiéor all groups a small subset of

airports will account for the majority of the thefts

H31 Controllingfor airport size, airports with higher theft rates will not be theesa

ones that had higher theft volume

H4 1 Airports with highertheftrates from checkedn luggage willnot be the same

thanthose withhighertheft rates at checkpoint

H51 Objects most stolen from checkedluggage willbe similar tathosemost
stolenin burglaries, while objects most stolen at checkpoint will be simildrase

most stolenn thefts from the person

6.2. Variables and data sources RQ1
The dataequiredto test HtH4 are theaggregatediumber of theftat checkpoint and
from checkedn luggageper airport as well as theft rates of both typ&ke sources of

the aggregated theft volunper airportand the specifics on the calculations of theft rates
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have been discussed in secttf. Dependent variables: number of thefts and theft rates
from checked baggage and at checkpoint in 28@9ort size will be determined

following FAA guidelires, which have been explained in Chaptdratge airports are
those with more than 6,980,088planements in 200gnedium airportgre the ones that
had béweenl,745,000and6,980,000departures that yessmall airporthadbetween
349,000and1,745,000eparturesandin non hub airportbetweeri0,000and349,000

passenger®ok adepartingflight in 2009

The last hypothesis (H5gfers to the objecthat are most stoledhr om passenger s 6
luggage at airport he units of analysifor this particular hypothesere not the airports,

but the items stolefifom luggage at U.S. airport§he dataequired to test are in the

first place thelist of objects reported stoleat each recorded thdtir the two types of

theft analyzed. This information is available in the TSA Claims Databaselistwill

be compared to the list of most stolertamnsburglaries and thefts from the person

which will beobtained from the British Crime Survé@p10supplementary tablés The

BCS 2010 providea very detailed list of what gessolen in incidents of theftdm the

person and at residential burglariédthough the Bureau of Justice Statistics also

provides aisnilar list based on the National Crime Victimization Suffethe list of
itemsincludedis shorter because many objects have been aggregated in a few categories,
which does not allow a fine analysis and comparison of the two types of theft studied

here.

20 http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/sciengesearch/researedtatistics/crime/crimetatistics/bcs
supplementaryabs/(accessed September 26, 2012)

2 hitp://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/cvus0804.gdécessed September 26, 2012)



http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/science-research/research-statistics/crime/crime-statistics/bcs-supplementary-tabs/
http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/science-research/research-statistics/crime/crime-statistics/bcs-supplementary-tabs/
http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/cvus0804.pdf
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6.3. Analyses and resultRQ1

6.3.1. Descri bing theft from passengersoé | ugg
Considering that this research is exploratory in nature, the first set of analyses and results
will provide an overviewof he characteristics of theft fr

tothe TSA in 2009.

Prevalence of theft from passengerso6 |l ugga

According to the TSA Claims Database 2009 there were a total b2,473passenger

claims reported to the TSA. Of those, 7,32
from checkedn baggag andat checkpoin{6,083and 1,244ncidents respectively??.

This is quite a low number considering that, dutimat yeaythere were almost 700

million air passengers in the U.Gn average, thengere10.5reportedthefts per million

air passengens the U.S. 8.7 thefts from checkenh luggage per million passengegand

1.8 thefts at checkpoint per million passenyérke rarity of this type of crime becomes

evident vhenthese rateare comparetb the national larcentheft rate of 206 thefts per

million inhabitant&®,

Seasonal variation

Although more people travel during the summeecjdents of theft frontuggage spike
during the winter monthd able6 showsthe monthly distribution of the total number of

theftsfrom checked luggage and theftccheckpoint compared to the percent monthly

#2742 additional cases of passenger property loss were removed from the database, because the only items
reported stolen wer e fhibresedch addreseb theft FROMdags, and theyefoeeg € 0 .
the instances in which only the lock is missing or when the whole bag is stolen must be excluded.

2 hitp://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/da/table_01.htm{accessed September 26, 2012)



http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_01.html
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distribution of the number of checked bags and enplaned passengets
respectivelyDifferences in one poirdr moreare highlighted in bold, artthe red/green
colors show if the percentage of thefts facle month is higher or lower than the percent

of passengers flying during that period.

Table 6. Seasonal variation of theft from luggage, 2009

% of theft from % of checkedin % of theftat % of enplaned

checkedluggage bags checkpoint passengers
January 9.7 7.5 9.9 7.4
February 7.5 7.0 9.1 7.0
March 8.4 8.6 7.9 8.6
April 8.0 8.4 8.8 8.4
May 8.9 8.4 8.0 8.4
June 8.7 9.0 8.7 9.0
July 8.8 9.7 9.1 9.7
August 7.5 9.4 6.7 9.3
September 7.8 7.8 6.8 7.8
October 8.4 8.3 8.0 8.4
November 7.0 7.7 7.6 7.8
December 9.2 8.2 9.6 8.1
Total in 2009 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Own calculations based on datal@A andBTS* data

As explained by Scoit. Mueller, an experin lostandstolen luggage who was system
manager of baggagervices for Midwest Airlinefor manyyears A Wi nt er t i me
out skiers and snowboarders who travel with expensive sports equipment and designer
clothes. Thanksgiving, Christmas, Hanukah and Kwanza are major travel holidays when
thieves target the g#tthey hope you have packed in your checked luggégeeller

2005 p. 28).Thetableshown aboveseems t@onfirm thisideawhich, interestingly,

2 hitp://www.transtats.bts.gov/Data_Elements.aspx?Dafacdessed September 26, 2012)

br


http://www.transtats.bts.gov/Data_Elements.aspx?Data=1
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applies to both theft from checkadluggage and theft at checkpoiAtthough there is
no data to furtheconfirm this hypothesighere are somexamples of Christmas gifts
stolen from checked bagsthe media and travel bldgsAnotherfactor contributing to
the heightened risk during the winter monhghat winter clothing (i.e. coats, jackets)
providesfurther opportunities to conceal stolen objeatscan be inferred from the two

cases in the textbox below.

% Miami, 2012: a TSA agent stole two new iPadsfam pas senger 6s checked luggag:¢
as Christmas presert#tp://www.palmbeachpost.com/news/news/crHia/tsaagentaccusd-of-selling
stolenpropertyfro-1/nL3Qb/ Minneapolis, 2011: the contents (sports clothing) of a Christmas gift bag

di sappear from a p abttp:/#arides.chidagotribune cork/2082-28/husiness/et s e
biz-1222problentkennedy20111222 1 jirfotenostsachristmasgift; Denver, 2009: Christmas presents

are stolen from a Htm/iwdwkiratvcem/news/aews/lecdbldiergchristenas e
gifts-disappeaifrom-lugg/nDPKs/(accessed September 26, 2012)



http://www.palmbeachpost.com/news/news/crime-law/tsa-agent-accused-of-selling-stolen-property-fro-1/nL3Qb/
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/news/news/crime-law/tsa-agent-accused-of-selling-stolen-property-fro-1/nL3Qb/
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2011-12-22/business/ct-biz-1222-problem-kennedy-20111222_1_jim-fotenos-tsa-christmas-gift
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2011-12-22/business/ct-biz-1222-problem-kennedy-20111222_1_jim-fotenos-tsa-christmas-gift
http://www.kirotv.com/news/news/local-soldiers-christmas-gifts-disappear-from-lugg/nDPKs/
http://www.kirotv.com/news/news/local-soldiers-christmas-gifts-disappear-from-lugg/nDPKs/
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How winter clothing provides further opportunities for theft:

1. Example from a case of drug smuggling by baggageléis, which could also be
applied to theft by this group:

n(é) Trafficking was heaviest during t
to the tarmac were less likely to leave their cars, and when baggage workers could hi
some of the bricksobcc ai ne i nsi de their coats. (é&
(The New York TimeBecembe®, 201 1 In Bdgs at J.F.K., Handlers Found Niche for Crime

2. Example of theft from checked luggage by a TSA officer who added a hidden pock

in his work jacket:

A(é&) Pol i ce arkeratdiameldterratiomalSAkponvafter investigators
say he stuffed goods from passenger so

(e)
Miam-Dade Detective Steve Kauf man said P

conceal a device as bag a laptop. The pocket is not a part of the uniform, Kaufman

said.
iWe examined another TSA jacket an(déot h

(The Mi ami Heral d, January 21, 2012. iTSA

luggageonCrags | i st 0)

Most stolen items

In 80% of thancidents reported in 20G8e TSA Claims Database identified what items
were missind4,873incidents of thefts from checked baggage and 991 incidents of theft
at checkpoint Inthe restofincidents he f i el d fi tActotedbofAB98&and eft b

1,391 itemawverereportedmissing from checked luggage and at checkpoint, respectively
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There are more items than incidents becanuseany instances more than one object was

missing(t hat i s the reason why percentages sho

There were more than 100 different types of items recorded. For this analyst$s obj
have been grouped into broader categoes.r exampl e, the category
goods/ cameraso i ncl udassvellasalenses andprojediorsl m an d

recordersGPS devices, DVD/CD players, stereo iteansl accessories, etc.

Figure8 showsthat themore valuable, enjoyable and disposable items appear at the top
of the list. These findings are consistent with CRAVED, the target selection model
created by Clarke (1999) to understand and predict which objects are more at risk of
theft. According to this model, objects that are concealable, removable, available,
valuable, enjoyable and disposable are at a higher risk of being S8&VED has

been used to explain variation in theft in a number of crimes: shoplifting, residential
burglaryand car theft (Clarke, 1999), bag theft in licensed premises (Smith et al., 2006),
stolen items in pawn shops (Fass and Francis, 2@@djpoaching (Pires and Clarke,

2011) among othersThe results of this research show that it is applicable to employee

theft from air passengersd |l uggage too.
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Figure 8. Items stolen from checked baggage and at checkpoint in 2009, ranked from the
most to the least frequently stolen

What gets most stolen?
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Electronics, jewelry, cosmetics and computer equipment are atfmemgost stolen items
for both types of theft. At checkpoint, smaller and more expensive objects such as
currency, cell phones, glasses, jewelry and watches are stolen in a higher proportion,
while electrical goods, clothing and cosmetics make a higheepige of what is stolen

from checked luggage. This is most probably due to what is most available at each of the
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two settings studied in this research (i.e. after the ban on liquids it is more difficult to

pack cosmetics in the caron bag). In order texamine what objects are more at risk of

being stolen it would be necessary to have a baseline of what the average passenger packs
in his/her suitcase, and what travelers carry with them through the security checkpoint.

That information is unfortunatelyoh available at this point.

Following the idea of choiestructuring properties, one of thgpothesesf this research
wasthatthe objects most frequently stolen from checked luggage will be similar to what
gets stolenn incidents of burglarywhile the items most stolen at checkpoint will be

more similar to what gets stolen more frequentlynaidents oftheft from the person
(pickpocketing, robberies, etclih order to test that hypothesis, the list of items was
ranked from 1 to 20, from the mosbken to the least stolen, and the same was done for
the list of items stolen ithefts from the person andiiesidentiaburglaries according to

the BCS 201@displayed in tabl@ below).

A Spearman Rho correlation test was used to examine the relgtitesiveen those

ranks and, contradicting the initial hypothesis, the rank of the items stolen in incidents of
thefts at checkpoint was positively correlated with the rank of the items stolen in
residential burglarie§s = .48, p <.05), but not with what most frequently stolen at

thefts from the person. No correlation was found between the rank of items stolen from
checked baggage and the BCS data. The interpretation of these findings can be found in

the sectior6.4. Summary and discussion of findifRf31
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Table 7. Items stolen in incidents ofesidential burglary and theft from the person, BCS
2008/09

Residential kurglary % Theft from the person %
Purse/wallet/money etc 45.8  Cash/foreign currency 49.1
Electrical goods/camesa 35.6  Purse/wallet 48.4
Computer/computer equipment 29.2  Mobile 34.3
Jewellery 23.0  Credit cards 29.6
Mobile 18.8  Documents 7.2
Handbag/briefcase/shopping bag 12.4  Briefcase/bag 6.3
CDs/tapes/videos/DVDs 12.2  House keys 4.0
Food/toiletries/cigaredts 7.8 Computers/other electrical goods 3.8
Car keys 7.8 Food/toiletries/cigarettes 2.4
Other 7.8 Cheque book 2.3
Household items/furniture 7.7 Jewellery 15
Clothes 6.8 Clothing 1.4
House keys 6.5 Car keys 1.0
Vehicle/vehicle parts 6.3 CDsl/tapesl/vidos/DVDs 0.0
Documents 5.5 Tools 0.0
Tools/work materials 2.9 Other 5.2
Children's toys/baby items 1.8

Sports equipment 1.6

Bicycle/bicycle parts 1.2

Garden furniture 0.2

Wheely bin/dustbin 0.0

Source: BCS 2010 supplementary tables

Economic value of items reported stolen

Finally, descriptive analyses the claimamounts and the reimbursements issued by the
TSA to the air travelers show that, in 2009, passengers claimed around 7 million dollars
for items missing from their luggageromthose, just over $200,000 were actually
approved by the TSA and reimbursed to the claimadesasures of central tendenayd
percentile distributioshowthatthe amount claimed follows a similar pattern for theft

from checked baggage and at checkpomboath cases most of the passengers put in a

claim for acouplehundred of dollars but they were rarely reimbursed.
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Table 8. Monetary value of claims to TSA, 2004in U.S. dollars)

Checked baggage Checkpoint
Am.ount Approved Amount claimed Approved
claimed amount amount
Sum 5,444,062 104,902 1,500391 96,146
Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 500,000 2,500 100,000 6,750
Zebh 01 0 100 0
percentile
50% 250 0 268 0
percentile
0
(R 625 0 703 22
percentile
Mode 200 0 100 0
N cases 5,991 5,633 1,206 1,140

6.3.2. Do most of the thefts concentrate in just a few airports?
Themain aim of thischapterconsistf determining whethethese thefts follow the
pattern of risky facilities, that is, & fewairports concentrate most of the thefior ths
reason, all incidents in which the departure airport is unknown must be extrioichetie
analysig(109 incidents)According to the TSA Claims Database, from the 494 existing
commercial airports in the United Stata2009 273 suffered at least onéeft, and 221
experienced no theft at §8eefigure 9). Fromthe Z73 airports that experienced some

theft,only 98 had 10 or more thefts during that year.



95

Figure 9. Number of U.S. airports experiencing theft from luggage in 200

Airports with
10+ thetts: 98

Airports with 1+ thefts: 273

Total # of airports: 494

One of the ways of assessing if there is a pattern of concentration is through visual
examination of the bar graphs that display the number of thefts per argredfrom
the one with most theft to the one with the fewest) to look feslajped arve, as shown
by Wilcox and Eck (2011ywhen describingiThe Iron Law of Troublesome Places
(sectiond.2.above). This curves used to examine whetheifew facilities experience
most of the crime, whiléhe majorityof the facilities experience very fewv no crime at
all. Figures 10 and 1khelowshow thatwhenranked according to number thiefts from

checked luggage and at checkpoint in 2@dorts display a perfectclrve

Large airports appear first in the rank, followed by medium airports simall airports,
and finally non hub airports, with only some overlapping at the beginning and end of

each category (tables 9 and 10 béRw

% Figure 17 and tablg9 (Appendix IV)display the same results for the aggregated number of thbés.
airport with mostotal number of theftevas JFK witrd55incidents followed by Orlando, Los Angeles,
Atlanta and Miami, which are some of the busiest airports in the U.S.



Figure 10. U.S. airports ranked from the one with the highest to the one with the losst

number of thefts from checkedin luggage in 2009 (N = 263)
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Table 9. Top 20 U.S. airportswith highest volume of theft from checkeéin luggage in 2009

Rank Airports # thefts  Airport size
1 JFK-John F. Kennedy International 455 Large
2 MCO-Orlando International Airport 327 Large
3 LAX-Los Angeles International Airport 312 Large
4 ATL -HartsfieldJackson Atlanta International Airport 270 Large
5 MIA -Miami International Airport 257 Large
6 SEA-SeattleTacoma International 229 Large
7 LAS-McCarran International 226 Large
8 PHL-Philadelphia International Airport 220 Large
9 EWR-Newark International Airport 218 Large
10 BOSBoston (Logan) International Airport 200 Large
11 DEN-Denver International Airport 188 Large
12 ORD-Chicago O'Hare International Airport 185 Large
13 PHX-Phoenix Sky Harbor International 177 Large
14 DFW-DallasFort Worth International Airport 161 Large
15 IAD -Washington Dulles International 155 Large
16 LGA-LaGuardia 150 Large
17 FLL-Ft. LauderdaléHollywood International 145 Large
18 SAN-San Diego International 120 Large
19  TPA-Tampa International 118 Large
20 BWI-Baltimore/Washington Intl Thurgood Marshall 107 Large
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Figure 11. U.S. airports ranked from the one with the Ighest to the one with the lowest
number of thefts at checkpoint in 2009 (N = 150)
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Table 10. Top 20 U.S. airportswith highest volume of theftat checkpointin 2009

Rank Airports # thefts Airport size
1 JFK-John F. Kennedy Inteational 74 Large
2 LAX -Los Angeles International Airport 61 Large
3 MCO-Orlando International Airport 53 Large
4 EWR-Newark International Airport 48 Large
5 MIA -Miami International Airport 44 Large
6 LGA-LaGuardia 40 Large
7 FLL-Ft. LauderdaléHollywood International 39 Large
8 LAS-McCarran International 38 Large
9 BOS-Boston (Logan) International Airport 38 Large
10  ATL-HartsfieldJackson Atlanta International Airport 37 Large
11 PHL-Philadelphia International Airport 34 Large
12 PHX-Phoenix SkyHarbor International 32 Large
13 SEA-SeattleTacoma International 29 Large
14 ORD-Chicago O'Hare International Airport 29 Large
15 DEN-Denver International Airport 26 Large
16 DFW-DallasFort Worth International Airport 24 Large
17 BWI-Baltimore/Wasimgton Intl Thurgood Marshall 24 Large
18 DCA-Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport 23 Large
19 IAD -Washington Dulles International 20 Large
20 CLT-Charlotte/Douglas International Airport 19 Large
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Table11 displaysdescriptive statistics on the wmhe of thefts per airport siZeand
shows thathe average number of thefts increases as the numbaplainements

increase.

Table 11. Descriptive statistics on the number of thefts from checked baggage and at
checkpoint, 2009 (aiports with 1+ thefts)

Number of thefts from checked baggage 2009

Airport size N Minimum  Maximum  Mean S.td'.
Deviation
Large 29 12 381 137.2 82.7
Medium 36 5 68 30.8 14.2
Small 70 1 54 8.5 7.6
Non hub 128 1 11 2.4 2.0
All airports 263 1 381 22.8 49.9
Number of thefts at checkpoint 2009
Airport size N Minimum  Maximum  Mean S.td'.
Deviation
Large 29 2 74 28.9 16.8
Medium 35 2 18 6.5 3.8
Small 50 1 7 2.4 1.6
Non hub 36 1 2 1.2 0.4
All airports 150 1 74 8.2 12.8

Anotherconcept commonly used when ayrhg patterns of concentration is the Pareto
principle or 8020 rule, which states that, for many events, roughly 80% of the effects
come from 20% of the causes. Applied to crime, the Pareto principle suggests that a small
proportion of any group of plasgproducts, victims, etc. will account for the majority of
crime experienced by that group. With regards to theft from lugdgaigie 12 showsthat,

in 2009, there were a total 8f218claims for theft from luggage. From thosémost

27 As explainedn Chapter 1, there are a total of 29 large airports (more than 6,980,000 passengers); 36
medium airports (1,745,0006,980,000 passengers); 72 small airports (349,0DF45,000 passengers);
and 231 non hub airports (10,00849,000 passenger3)here ae also 126 noprimary airports (between
2,500 and 10,000 enplanementg),theft was reported to the TSA in any of them in 2009.
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6,000 wereabouttheft from checked bags, aadoundl,200 were about theft at
checkpointFurther analyses of the origin of these claims stit@t80% of all claims
come fromjust 48 airports (which constitute 17.5% of all that experienced some theft)
This pattern of conedration is very similafor thefts from checketh baggage. For

thefts occurred at checkpoint, 43 airports38r5% of all that experienced some theft)

accumulatd 80% of the incidents.

Table 12. Pattern of concentration of theftfrom luggageat U.S. airports in 2009(airports
with 1+ thefts)

# airports with 80-20 rule: 80-20 rule:
15)- theft Total # thefts % airports % theft
1 Checked baggage 263 5,993 18.2(48) 80.1
1 Checkpoint 150 1,225 28.5(43) 80.3
Total theft 273 7,218 17.5(48) 80.1

If thesamecalculation is performed aall 494 airportginstead oincludingonly those
who experienced some thefthe pattern of concentration becomes even more evident:
80% of thefts from checked baggage concentrate in 9.7% of all airpad 80% of

thefts at checkpoint concentrate in 8.7%tloém

The risky facilities framework states that the same pattern of concentration found above
should apply whefacilities are dividedaccording to their size. That is, among the larger
airports, asmall subset should concentrate most of the theft occurring in larger airports
The sameshould be true for each category of air@artording to sizeHowever, results
displayedn table13 contradict that idea and shdkat when airports are subdivided

according to their traffic volume, the pattern of concentration disappears.
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Table 13. Pattern of concentration of theft from checked luggage and theft at checkpoiir
2009according to airport size (airports with 1+ thefts)

Concentration of t heft from checked baggag®009

Airport  # airports with 1+  Total # thefts from checked  80-20 rule:  80-20 rule:

size thefts baggage % airports % theft
Large 29 3,980 58.6 80.6
Medium 36 1,110 66.7 80.9
Small 70 596 529 80.2
Non hub 128 307 52.3 80.1

Concentration of theft at checkpoint2009

Airport  # airports with 1+ : 80-20 rule:  80-20 rule:

sig e pthefts Total # thefts at checkpoint % airports % theft
Large 29 837 58.6 80.1
Medium 35 227 60.0 79.7
Small 50 118 56.0 80.5
Non hub 36 43 75.0 79.1

Within each categoryhere is variation in the volume of crirbatno subset of airports
standsout for experiencing an unparalleled number of thefts. Thiseidirst time that no
pattern of concentration is found when analyzing a groupdailitfes, and can be
explairedby the espeai characteristics of airports, as itMie discussed in the section

6.4. Summary and discussion of findings RQ2

If controlling for the size of the establishments is usually important when analyzing risky
facilities, the results obtained so far show that in this case#sentiato do san order

to identify which airport@re riskiewi t h r egards to t heffdr from g
this reason the next steptastake into account the number of pagges and bags at each

facility by calculating theft rates.
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6.3.3. ldentifying risky airports using theft rates
Theft rateper million passengers (for theft at checkpoint) padmillionbags (for theft
from checkeen luggagehave been calculated only fibreairports that hadt least 10
reported theften 2009 A total of 98 airports experienced 10 or more thefts, but one of
them GFOSan Francisco International) has been excluded from the analyses because it
is one of the 16 airports that opted out from Ts&Reening, and itifes private screeners
instead. The list witlthe 97airportsusedin this analysis can deund in Appendix V
whichincludes 28 large airports (akisting large airportexcept SFO)35 medium
airports (allof themexcept MCiKansasCity International, which has also optedt
from TSA screeningjand had less than 10 reported thefts in 2009), 31 small airports and
3 non hub airports. In order to facilitate the analyfiesthree notub airport8® have

been includedgoirn ot tatiegmalyl. air
Descriptive statistics on theft rates of both types by airport size are displapdtb14.

Table 14. Descriptive statistics on theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint, 2009
(airports with 10+ thefts)

Theft rate checked baggage 2009

Airport size N Minimum  Maximum  Mean Std. Dev
Large 28 4.6 22.2 11.3 4.8
Medium 35 5.1 26.7 13.0 56
Small 34 5.1 128.3 26.5 24.8
All airports 97 4.6 128.3 17.3 16.6
Theft rate checkpoint 2009
Airport size N Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Std. Dev
Large 28 0.6 3.8 1.9 0.9
Medium 35 0.5 6.0 1.9 1.2
Small 34 0.0 12.3 28 2.6
All airports 97 0.0 12.3 2.2 1.8

% The three notub airports that experienced 10 or more thefts in 2009 are Rtigiie Valley
International, HDNYampa ValleyRegional, and PIAGreater Peoria.
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The pattern observed before (larger airports have more theft) is revacsttedt rates
are examinedsmaller airprts have higher theft rates, both from checked luggage and at
checkpoint.Figuresl2 and13 and tabled5and16 belowshow what are the airports

with higher theft rates of both types of theft.

The bar graphs display a clear pattern of concentralimre are a few airports at the
very top of bothranksthat stand out for havingarkedly high theft rates. They are

mostly small airportsand the three nehub airports that were included in thes ma | | 0
category (MFRRogue Valley International, HDINampa \alley Regional, and PIA
Greater Peoria) appear in the top 10 positions for both types offthefefore, in

general, smaller airports seem to be riskier than medium or large airports.

When subdivided in 3 categories according to their size, the pafteamcentration
disappears for large and medium airports, but it is present for small aifpartsr five
airports have much higher rates thanrées Figures 14 and 15 (below) show these
results:when examining them, it is important to notice thiéedénces in the scale of each

graph

The possible explanations fibrese phenomemaill be explained in the sectidh4.

Summary and discussion of findings RQ1
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Figure 12. 97 airports with most theft in 2009, ranked from the onavith the highest theft
rate from checkedin luggage per million bags to the one with the lowest
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Table 15. Top 20 airports with the highest theft rate from checkeein luggageper million

bags 2009
. Theft rate . .
Rank Airports checked luggage Airport size

1 HDN-Yampa Valley Regional 128.3 Small
2 COSColorado Springs Municipal 82.8 Small
3 SGFSpringfieldBranson National Airport 64.6 Small
4 PIA-Greater Peoria 53.1 Small
5 HSV-Huntsville International Airport 47.4 Small
6 GSRGreenvilleSpartanburg 43.4 Small
7 MFR-Rogue Valley International 39.7 Small
8 BTV-Burlington, VT 28.5 Small
9 XNA-Northwest Arkansas Regional 26.9 Small
10 OMA-Eppley Airfield 26.7 Medium
11 STT-Cyril E. King International 25.2 Small
12 CHS-Charlesbn International 24.8 Small
13 LBB-Lubbock International 24.0 Small
14 PBI-Palm Beach International 23.5 Medium
15  SJGNorman Y Mineta San Jose International 22.4 Medium
16 MCO-Orlando International Airport 22.2 Large
17  SJULuis Munoz Marin Internatinal 21.3 Medium
18 ANC-Ted Stevens Anchoragen Aigart 20.5 Medium
19 MYR-Myrtle Beach International 20.3 Small
20  GEG-Spokane International 20.1 Small
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Figure 13. 97 airports with most theft in 2009, ranked from the one wth the highest theft
rate at checkpoint per million passengers to the one with the lowest
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Table 16. Top 20 airports with the highest theft rate at checkpoint per million passengers,

2009
Rank Airports c-:rhheecfltq:r)?)tiflt Airport size
1 FNT-Bishop International, Flint 12.3 Small
2 HDN-Yampa Valley Regional 8.2 Small
3 COSColorado Springs Municipal 7.5 Small
4 MFR-Rogue Valley International 7.0 Small
5 OGGKahulurMaui, Hi 6.0 Medium
6 SJULuis Munoz Marin International 4.4 Medium
7 ISP-Long Island McArthur, Islip 4.3 Small
8 PIA-Greater Peoria 4.1 Small
9 PBI-Palm Beach International 4.0 Medium
10 BUR-Bob Hope 3.9 Medium
11 FLL-Ft. LauderdaléHollywood International 3.8 Large
12 LGA-LaGuardia 3.6 Large
13 LGB-Long Bea&h 3.6 Small
14 TUL-Tulsa International Airport 3.5 Small
15 ORFNorfolk International 3.5 Small
16 GRR-Gerald R. Ford International Airport 3.4 Small
17 JFK-John F. Kennedy International 3.3 Large
18 LIH-Lihue Airport 3.3 Small
19 MCO-Orlando Interational Airport 3.2 Large
20 ALB -Albany International 3.1 Small
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Theft rates checked baggage, large airports

Figure 14. Large, medium and small airports ranked according to their theft rate from

checked baggage in 2009
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Figure 15. Large, mediumand small airports ranked according to their theft rates at

checkpoint in 2009
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6.3.4. Comparing 2008 and 2009 theft rates
Apart fromthee st a b | ismehomtberrdpdrtsg practices existinggath of them
random variation is another confounding ahie thacan be misleading when
identifying what facilities are riskietn order to rule out the possibility thiatthe time
period studied (2009) the facilities with higher theft rates were experiencing abnormal
spikes of crimetheft rates fo 2008 hae been calculateahdPearsorcorrelation

analyses have beg@erformed

Theft rates from checked baggage in 2009 and 2008 are strongly positively correlated (
= .77, p <.000), which indicates that airports with higher theft rates inf2@iDalso high
rates in 2008Tablel17 illustratesthis fact by displaying theft raegsdérom checked baggage

per million bagg2009 and 2008fpr thetwentyairports with highest theft rates in 2009.

Theft rates of HDNYampa Valley Regional (emphasized in bold) indicatevofold

increase from 2008 to 2009, which could suggest an abnormal spike of crime in the latter
year. However, the theft rate for 2008 is also very high, showing that HDN was among
the riskier airports with regards to theft from checked baggage thaayeell. It is

important to keep in mind that these rates show the number of thefts per million bags.
Only 11 thefts from checked baggage were reported at HDN in 2009 (6 thefts in 2008),
but the rates are so high becabiaN saw 9,000 fewer checked bag=2009 relative to

2008 (around 95,000 in 2008 and 86,000 in 2009).
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Table 17. Comparison of theft rates from checked baggageer million bags20092008 for
the top 20 airports with highest theft rate in 2009

Rank Airports Airport Theft rate Theft rate
size checked b. checked b.
2009 2008
1 HDN-Yampa Valley Regional Small 128.3 62.7
2 COSColorado Springs Municipal Small 82.8 96.0
3 SGFSpringfieldBranson National 64.6 56.3
. Small
Airport
4 PIA-Greater Peoria Small 53.1 46.2
5 HSV-Huntsville International Airport Small 47.4 46.6
6 GSRGreenvilleSpartanburg Small 43.4 61.2
7 MFR-Rogue Valley International Small 39.7 39.7
8 BTV-Burlington, VT Small 28.5 42.0
9 XNA-Northwest Arkansas Regional Small 26.9 20.9
10 OMA-Eppley Afrfield Medium 26.7 26.1
11  STT-Cyril E. King International Small 25.2 49.9
12 CHSCharleston International Small 24.8 37.7
13 LBB-Lubbock International Small 24.0 20.3
14  PBI-Palm Beach International Medium 23.5 18.8
15 SJCGNorman Y Mineta San Jogetl Medium 22.4 15.1
16  MCO-Orlando International Airport Large 22.2 26.1
17  SJULuis Munoz Marin International Medium 21.3 35.0
18 ANC-Ted Stevens Anchoragetl Medium
Airport 20.5 27.8
19 MYR-Myrtle Beach International Small 20.3 48.6
20 GEG-Spokandnternational Small 20.1 22.8

Theft rates at checkpoint in 2009 and 2008 are also positively corralatedd( p <
.000), whichagainindicatesthat airports with higher theft rates in 2009 had also high

rates in 2008.

Table B displays theft rateat checkpoint per million passengers for 2009 and 2008 for
the twenty airports witlthe highest theft rates in 2009. Theft rates emphasized in bold
indicate a very sharp rate increase from 2008 to 2009. In two of the three cases (FNT

Bishop Intl and MFRRogue Valley Intl) 2008 theft rates can also be considered among
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the highestor that year Only BUR-Bob Hope would not have been considered risky in

2008, but became one of the top 10 regarding theft rate at checkpoint in 2009.

Table 18. Comparison of theft ratesat checkpointper million passengers2009-2008 for the
top 20 airports with highest theft rate in 2009

Rank Airports : Theft rate Theft rate
Airport . .
size checkpoint checkpoint
2009 2008
1 FNT-Bishop International, Flint Small 12.3 3.8
2 HDN-Yampa Valley Regional Small 8.2 7.3
3 COSColorado Springs Municipal Small 7.5 6.0
4 MFR-Rogue Valley International Small 7.0 3.5
5 OGGKahulurMaui, HI Medium 6.0 5.7
6 SJULuis Munoz Marin International Medium 4.4 5.0
7 ISP-Long Island McArthur, Islip Small 4.3 4.8
8 PIA-Greater Peoria Small 4.1 3.6
9 PBI-Palm Beach International Medium 4.0 4.6
10 BUR-Bob Hope Medium 3.9 15
11  FLL-Ft. LauderdaléHollywood Intl Large 3.8 2.9
12 LGA-LaGuardia Large 3.6 3.2
13 LGB-Long Beach Small 3.6 2.8
14  TUL-Tulsa International Airport Small 3.5 3.7
15 ORFNorfolk International Small 3.5 3.9
16 GRR-Gerald R. Fordntl Airport Small 3.4 2.2
17  JFK-John F. Kennedy International Large 3.3 2.9
18 LIH-Lihue Airport Small 3.3 3.9
19 MCO-Orlandolnternational Airport Large 3.2 3.5
20 ALB-Albany International Small 3.1 2.9

Theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint in 2008 and 2009 are also highly
correlated whenlisaggregatinghe airports according to their sjzdthough the
correlaton coefficient isvery strongfor large airports (for both types of theft) and

moderatdor theft at checkpoint in smadind mediunairports.
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Table 19. Pearson orrelation on theft rates 2008/09 by airport size

Theft rate from checked baggage Theft rate at checkpoint

2008/2009 2008/2009
Large airports .89** .86**
Medium airports 3% .65**
Small airports JT1x* A2

*p<.01 *p<.05

6.3.5. Theft rate from checked baggage vs. theft rate at checkpoint
In this dissertation it wasypothesized that theft from checked luggage and theft at
checkpointwould differ in many aspects aridat, as a consequence, airports
experiencindhigher theft rates of one type of theft would not have high rates of the other
However tables17 and 18(above showthat a total of 7 airports@ among the riskiest
for both types of theft. Four of them (HRDXampa Valley Regional, COS8olorado
Springs Municipal, PIAGreater Peoria, and MFRogue Valley International) appea
the top 10 on both list§orthis reasona correlation analysis wgserformedon theft
rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint in. R&8ults showhat they are
positively correlatedr = .44, p < .00Q whichpoints to thedea that certain
characteristics of the airport aag facilitators of theft in the two settings studiadd that
despite the differences betwetbie two types of theft they may be influenced by similar

variables

The relationship between the two rates is displayed graphindiyure 16. Thegraph
suwggests that the correlation between theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint

might be stronger for larger airports,the dots representing large airports seem to be
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distributed in a linear fashion, whitee dots representing small and mediurpats are

dispersed all over the graph.
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Figure 16. Scatterplot of theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint by airport

size, 2009
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Additional statisticalanalyses by airport size confirm ttsatch correlation onlyxasts for
large airports, but not for medium or small oriHsat is, the hypothesis that theft from
checked baggage and theft at checkpoint would follow differentrpatie confirmed for
the small and mediumirports, buin the larger airports, as onge of theft increases,
the other does so todhis result will ke discussed in the next secti@¥4. Summary and

discussion of findings RQ.1

Table 20. Pearson correlation of theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint, by
airport size, 2009

Correlation of theft rates from checked baggage
and at checkpoint 2009

Large airports .68*
Medium airports 24
Small airports 40
*p< .01

NOTE: Correlation coefficients reported in this chapter were calculated using the origi
theft rates. However, due to the fact that the data distributibotbtheft rates wakighly
skewed thedata were transformed by calculating theiural logarithm and correlation
analysesvereperformedagain (more details about the data transformation in chapter 7
The new correlation coefficiengge very similar to the ones reportatbve

- LN theft rate checked baggage 2009 v. 2@0Bairports r=.82,p<.01
Large airports: r=.89,p<.001
Medium airports: r=.76,p <.001
Small airports r=.71,p <.001

- LN theft rate checkpoint 2009 v. 2004l airports r=.53, p<.001
Large airports: r=.89,p<.001
Medium airports: r=.55,p<.001
Small airports: r=.44,p<.01

- LN theft rate checked baggage v. checkpoint 2009, all airports: r=.33,p <.01
Large airports: r=.75,p<.001
Medium airports: r=.28,ns

Small airports: r=.24,ns
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6.4. Summary and discussionof findings RQ1
Thisis the firstatdys peci fi cally focused on empl oyee t
airports, and it ishereforeexploratory in natureAs seen abovehis type of thefts a
relatively rare crimél17 thefts from checked luggage and 2 thefts at checkpoint per
million bags/passengers, on averagg)eaks during the winter monttemdthieves
target primarilysmallexpensiv§ CRAVED) objectssuch as jewelry and electroniegath

lossesvalued at a&ouplehundred dollarper passengam average.

The aim of the firstesearch question of this study was to examine whethptoyee
theft from passengers at U.S. airports follows the pattern of risky faciliteethat endit
is necessario determine ifa fewairports experience aspiroportionate amount of theft,
while the rest experience just a few incidents or none at all. Until this day, every single
type of facility analyzedn the literaturdits the risky facilities framework anavhen
analyzing the volume of thefyjrports areo exception afew airportsconcentatedmost
of the incidents of thefrom checked baggage and at checkpivirthe U.S. in 2009A
closer look into which onesccumulate most theft shows that domcentratiordetected
is due mostly to airport siZas one would expedtrger airports &ive more theft,
because there are more available targets and thereforeppmgunities to commit theft
in them) This finding shows that applying the classicBDrule to volume of theft in
order to find out which airports are riskiest is not useftihis research, as this rule

points to the airports with more targets, which are not necessarily the riskiest.
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A second clause of the risky facilities framework states that the pattern of concentration
will be present evewhen disaggregatinipe establisments according to their siZEhat
does not hold trum this researclwhen focusing in number of thefi&/hen examining

only large airports, medium airportsmall airportsand norhub airportamong
themselvesghere was variation, but not concentratiotthe amount of theflAlthoughthe
volume of theft is very homogeneous within each airport size grbisgmportant to

keep in mind thathe airports included in each of the groups vary greatly in size. For
example, both Tampa International and Haetd-Jackson Atlanta International Airports
belong to the Al arge airporto category,
(Tampa International had just over 8 million enplanements in 2009, while Harsfield
Jackson had around 42 million). A fmmeasure that takes into account the potentially

misleading factor of airport size is needed in order to examine what airports are riskier.

Theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint were calculated, and bar graphs were

created to explore if thesgas any underlying pattern of concentratiSome small
airportswere identified as the most risky of all 97 airports analyzed, as they had
markedly higher rates than the others. When subdivided according tocsjzagternof

concentratiorwas found fotarge and medium airports, but it was present for small ones.

These findings can be explained by the fact that, in the past decade, airports have been
one of the most regulated establishments, in which security was tightened up to prevent
possible breaclsand terrorist attacks. All airports need to have an Airport Security

Program (ASP) in place before they can conduct scheduled service. THEASP

? Detailed information about the description and regulation of ASPs can be found at
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsyskn/CFR2010title49-vol9/pdf/CFR2010title49-vol9-part1542subpartB.pdf
(accessed September 26, 2012)



http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2010-title49-vol9/pdf/CFR-2010-title49-vol9-part1542-subpartB.pdf
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document that lays out the whole security system at the airport and explains, among
others, what are thgecurity areas, how access to thasaswill be controlled, what are

the approved identification for personaeldthe requiremerstto submit to screeninghe
employee criminal history records checks procediasneed to be followedhe
generalkcodeof conduct in the security areas, etc. (Price & Forrest 2009). The ASP is
customized for each airport and is then approved by the TSA; its contents are considered
Sensitive Security Information and must not be disclosed to the public. The security
requirenents included in it vary according to factors like traffic volume, proximity of the
airport to other securitgensitive locations (military bases, nuclear facilities, etc.), as well

as other factors. As explained by Price & Forrest (2009):

For security prposes, Airport Security Programs classify commercial service

airports as Category X, Category |, Category Il, Category lll, or Category IV.

1 Category X airports are the largest commercial service airports in the United
States.

1 Category I, Category Il, an@ategory Il airports are large, medium, and
small commercial hub airports.

1 Category IV airports are usually ndwub or GA airports with more than 2,500
enplanements per year.

Some Category | airports, considered Category | based on the level of

enplanerents, are treated as Category X because of their proximity to other

security sensitive location. Baltimore/Washington International Airport and

Ronald Reagan National Airport are two examples. A smaller airport may have

higher levels of security based dretgeopolitical circumstances at the time, if a

civilian airport is celocated with a military base, or othectors as determined

by the TSA(p. 153)

Airports within the same category will have similar security measures. Given the weight
of traffic volume in determining to what category each airport belooigscan expect
homogenization of management practices and security procedures among airports of the
same sizewith tighter security being present at larger airportsctSstandardized

security measreswould flatten outthe riskof theft and wouldexplain the lack of
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concentration whedisaggregatingirports according to their number of enplanements.
Thesesecurity measures are probably more relaxed in smaller airports, which would

allow for more \ariation within this group.

Smaller airports proved to be the most riskith higher theft rates than medium or large
airportsfor both types of theftalthough theft rates at checkpoint were extremely low for

all airports (1.9 thefts per million passeng at large and medium airports, and 2.8 at

small airports)Random variation in 2009 was controlled for by calculating the same

theft rates for 2008 and running a correlation analysis, which showed consistency

throughout the two year$here are severarguments that could explain why smaller
airports experience higher rates of empl oy

airports:

(1) First, as mentioned above, airport size is one of the most important factors in
deter mi ni ng t hmeeds. dacgerlandtbuysiérsirparte araiconsidesed
to be at a higher risk of being targeted by terrorists, reason why security is tighter
in them. Although designed to prevent terrorism, these same measures could also
be preventing theft, either by reducitig existing opportunities to commit crime
(i.e. improving access control to restricted areas) ontrgasinghe risks of
getting caught. This would be an exampl
be consistent with the findings of Johnson e{2010) and Rosbough (2011),
who found that post 9/11 security measures at airports generated a decrease in the
number of thefts in the Chicago OO0Har e
Jackson International Airport in Atlanta, respectively. These austtodsed theft

in general at the airport, not empl oyee
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but the same rationale could be applied hieiuld therefore be expectéuht if
security measures are tighter at larger airports, the diffusion ofitsen#i be
larger in them too.

(2) Another potential explanation of why smaller airports experience more theft from
passengersodo luggage relates to the fact
committed by several employees working together. At smaillports the
chances to get to know and to collude with other colleagues midiattes due
to the reduced number of employees and the likelihood thabftexywork
together with the same people. At larger airports the number of employees is
much higler and there is usually a manager in charge of organizing shifts. In
order to be able to womwmk Wwiotlhctckegss ame
the manager would have to be implicated in the collusion which, although it has
happened beforenakescrime more difficult(the example below refers to a case

of smuggling, but the same scenario would be possililase otheft).
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|
Example ofthe involvement of crew chiefs at bigger airports to facilitate access
(The New York TimeBecembe®, 201 1 In Bdigs at J.F.K., Handlers Found Niche for

Crime0)

fi( éBandlers like Mr. Asencio worked in crews of three or four, and Mr. Bourn
paid each 6them from $3,000 to $5,000 each time they smuggled, theysaid.
Bourne also paid crew chiefs, the employees who assigned the flights, about $

each time they assigned his crews to Flight 1384.

Steven Zografos, a crew chief who pleaded guilty topi@aty to import cocaine,
described the first time he was app

aunt was coming off the flight, o Mr
Engli sh. il | ooked in the s erkbsupposect ,
to have, him and his crew, and | as
nAt first, | thought it was a prett

60bviously somet hi nBefoelosgehe kept a gotilé afi g
correction fluid next to his crew s
crew approached him, he would just Widet the flight that he was supposed to
have, and take Flight 1384 from a crew that had it, and make the sqvited).

(3) A third possible explanation, which would affect only checked baggage, would be
that in larger aports, the luggage screening and handling system described in
Chapter 2 is almost fully automated. Physical contact with the bags is reduced to
the very minimal instances. At smaller airports many of these processes are
conducted manually, which providesre opportunities for theft and a perfect
excuse and cover for potential offendénswords of the airport consultant

Mi chael Boyd ( Fr ayokha@ & ItaQ, you'vVelgot &great t i me
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opportunity for baggage theft and baggage damage by scseant@e airline

business, the key thing is to reduce human contact of all &ypes.

Contradicting the initial hypothesizased orthoicestructuring propertiestheft from
checked baggage and theft at checkpoint seeshaemore similarities than diffences.
Both crimegpeak during the winter months, similar objects get stMath the difference

of what is available at each of the two settings)thedsame smadirportsexperience
higher rates of the two crimddowever, the two types of theft diffen their ratesabout

17 thefts per million bag®r thefts from checked luggage, and around 2 thefts per
million passengerat checkpoint. Given their similarities, the difference in the rate can be
explained by the static choice structuring propeufdsoth crimes that were described in
Chapter 4Theft at checkpoint is more risklgan theft from checked luggagss it is
committed in a public area and in front of the owners of the objects stolen; it requires
more effort toprevent detection and corad¢he goods; the crime must be committed in a
very short time spg and only one group of employe@SA) have access tihe
passengerAlthesé stuptipaagfactors reduce the opportunities for theft at the

security checkpoint.

Interestingly, heft from checked luggage and theft at checkpoint are strongly correlated
at large airports, but that correlation is not even significant for small or medium airports.
As shown abovgalthough theft rates at checkpoint are higher at smaller airportsariney
very low for all types of airports. Theft rates from checked luggage vary much more. This
result could be due to the fact that security checkpoints are more homogeneous across
airport types (there is just one general proceduptaice, described in Sgon 2.21.)

than checked baggage screening and handling systems, which depend greatly on the
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number of bags that need to be processed every day (Appendix Il displays the several

existing systems).

Why is then the correlation between both types of tidfirge airports so strong?

Although it is not possible to obtain specific information about what system and

machines are used to screen and handle lugtfageype of screening procedure used at
each airport is considered Sensitive Security Informatiahis therefore not publid} is

known that higher traffic volumes need highly integrated and automated baggage
handling systems. Traffic volumes of several million passengers per year (an airport is
considered large if it has 7+ million passengerspabty require the use of such systems.
Medium and small airports, on the contrary, range from 350,000 to 7 million passengers a
year(and three of the airports includ-ed in
hub airports, and had less than 350,88planements in 20Q09) would be logic to

assume that there is much variation in the baggage handling systems utilized, which can
provide very different levels of physical access to the bags, and therefore different
amount ofopportunities for theftThe conclusion of all this would be that at large airports
the differences in theft risk cannot be attributed to the variation in the screening
procedures (of passengers or bags), and are due to other explanatory factors, which would
affect both theft at drckpoint and theft from checked baggage. The underlying

assumption is that, for medium and small airports, differences in baggage handling
systems could very well be an important predictor of employee theft from checked
baggage as they offer different Iéwé physical access to the bagéhichin turn

influences the opportunities for theft.
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With regards to the items stolen, the objects most frequently stolen at checkpoint are
similar to the objects stolen at residential burglaries. This finding coulgdi@imed by

two phenomena:

(1) First, as established in the literature, many burglaries are impulsive and
opportunistic andn those casedurglars target small, valuable items that are
easy to carry on foot, to conceal, and to dispose of, sudshsandgwelry
(Poyner and Webb 1991). The fact that the newest and most expensive electronics
are becoming smaller and lighter (iPads, smartphones, laptops, etc.) is also
influencing this trend (Fitzgerald and Poyton 2011).

(2) Second, passengers are encouragedégithines to pack their valuable items in
theircarryon | uggage (i .recommehddthateyou cakry vallable e s
items such as electronic equipment, cameras, film, cash, jewelry, medication,
prescriptions and keysith you on board the aircrdfo ) . For theaent reas
luggage does not only include what a person would usually carry with them on the
street (vhich are the objectshat would be available to a street robber or a
pickpocket), but also more expensive items, so the passenger pahdémeunder
surveillance. Actually, in everyday lifeeopletend to consider that leaving
expensive items at home reduces the risk of them being stolen, while when
travelling by air, the concept is the opposite: from all the belongings that are
being trasported passengearshould keep those thttey value most with them
all the time. This rationale would explain the similarities in the most stolen items

at airportsodéo security checkpoints and a

%0 hitps://www.united.com/CMS/eblS/travel/Pages/BaggageChecked.{gmessed September 26, 2012)



https://www.united.com/CMS/en-US/travel/Pages/BaggageChecked.aspx
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In this chapter the characteristidso e mp| oyee theft from passen:
airports were exploredndthe riskiest airportsiereidentified by using theft rates (and

not theft volumes, as they proved to be misleadiRgsultsshowthat smaller airports

have higher theft ratethat theft from checked baggage and theft at checkpoint are more

similar than anticipated, and that baggage handling systems may play an important role in
creating opportunitiefor theft from checked baggage. Next chapter will address the
guestionedWhat pmak s ri sky?ootheyactéers yi ng to d
influence theft rates. Differences betwegeadictorsof both types of theft will also be

explored.
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7. WHAT MAKES AIRPORTS RSKY?

The second research questamtdressed in this dissertatidarives from the concept of

choicestructuring propertiesand is the following:

RQ2iiWhat are the f eat ur ewsobemplayaetheftdront s wi t h

passengersd luggage?o0

The concept ofhoicestructuring propertiess usedo determine the oppanity

structure of a certain crime in order to be able to understand the potential for
displacement to other crimes that share similar characteristics, as well as the factors that
explain the variation of the volume of crime among certain targets, fesiliiodi

operandi, etc. As explained above, Pires (2011) named thstétistfactors, and the
secondyariancefactors.Chapter 4utlinedthe static factors of employee theft from
passengers at airports, and how some of these factors are diffetépttiwo subtypes of

theft analyzed in this research: theft at checkpoint and theft from chetkegbage.

This chapterfocuses in the variance factors, that ighia features of airports withigher

ratesof theft The 97 airports that experienced héfts or more in 200Rlentified in the

previous chaptewill be analyzed.

The risky facilities literature (Eck, Clarke & Guerette, 2007; Clarke & Eck, 2007; Chula
Vista PD 2004, Clarke & Goldstein 2002) identifies some factors that can increase the
risk of crime in a facility: an abundance of targets, containing hot products/targets,
location in a high crime area, poor design and layout, poor management, etc. These
generic factors are based on routine activity theory and rational choice tWaway.

applyng these theories to employee theft from passengers at aitperftsatures that
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may have an impact in the level of risk and theaty from airport to airportan be

explored

However, the literature also points out a series of variables that catelbdadty
misleading when analyzing risky facilitieis the sense that thelp not distinguish the
particular characteristics of the facilities that make them more crime prbadist
below identifies such variables and the ways in which this reseecolrats for their

effects:

1 \Variation in size rates are calculated using number of passengers and number of

checkedin bags at each airport, and multivariate analysis will be conducted using
such rates as dependent variables

1 Reporting practicesas explaied in sectiorb.2. (Dependent variables: number of

thefts and theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint ir), 2089
reporting ofincidents for all U.S. airportscluded in this studys centralized by
the same agency

1 Random variationrates ér 2008 and 2009vere compared to account for this

potential problem. As seen i@hapter 6, theresults of correlation analysis
between those rates show a strong correlation for cheskadgage (= .77, p <
.000, and mediurto-strong for theft at ché&point ¢ = .54, p < .008 which
indicatesthat airports maintained similar rates throughout the two years.

1 The existence of small numbers of facilities in the study: ane2009 there were

494 commercial airports in the U.S., and all of them are indlud¢he analysis
of patterns of concentration (which contrasts with previous analysis of risky

facilities that tend to include only a sample of the existing facilities of a certain
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type, or all facilities in a limited geographical ared@halyseson the eatures that
make airports riskyre performed with the 97 that experienced 10 or more thefts

in 2009.

1 The lack of information on facilities with no eventse exact number of existing

airportsis known and thereforghe percentageof airports thathad o crime
during the period of time analyzedn be calculated

1 Infrequent eventghe study uses one whole year of data, during which there were

1,244reported thefts at checkpoint a@@®83from checkeen luggage

1 Changes in the facilities over time is not likely to be a problem when only
analyzing one year

M Inaccurately defined recording due to incomplete address matching or mixed used

locales this is not an issue with airports

7.1. Hypotheses RQ2
With regards to the variables that do explain variatimecan expecthequality of the
targets available at each airport to have an influence in the numisgroofedthefts.
Airports with more attractiveargetswill experience more theft. However, since the
targes of theft are the objects that are stoandthere is no data available on exactly
what objects are packed | nagetattrectevengsscans 6 | ug
be measuretdly examiningpassenger characteristigsternational travelersaho maybe
foreign or national citizens flgig abroad) are more likely to carry money and other
valuabledoth in their checketh and in their carmon luggageTherefore, the higher the

percentage of international passengers at an aigregtan expect more theff both
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types Another high rislgroup are tourists: as shown in previous rese@iehnper Jr.

1998, Glensor & Peak 20D4ourists are often targets of theft, because they typically

carry large sums of money and other valuables, they are more likely to be relaxed and off
guard while orvacation, and because they are often less likely to report crimes or to
testify against suspecftEhe third group of attractive victims are businessmen, who are
likely to carry cash, credit cards, laptops, cell phones, PDAs, etc. in thekorarry

luggage put tend to travel without checking bags. For this reasoacould expect

airports located in business areas to experience more theft at chetkpdass theft

from checked luggagdan other airports.

Following routine activity theory, longer time atriskof passenger sé | ugga
also be associated with a higher amount of theft, since the likely offenders and the

suitable targets will coincide in time and space for a longer period of time, without the

presence of a guardian (Cohen & FelsoriQ9-ollowing that ideaone can assunthat

airports with a higher percentage of delayed departures will experience more theft,

because the window of opportunity to commit the crime is widehis casevould only

be talking about checkdd luggage, mce delaysio notaffect the time at risk of carry

on luggage.

Poor managemenis likely to increase thask of employee theft as webspecially if

that inadequate management translates into a lack of control or surveillance. There are no
direct measuas of airport management available for this analysis, but some proxy

measures can be useful. Customer satisfaction surveys can be used to measure the general
perception that passenger ssamiraicator obdffectivih e ai r

mana@ment. Airports that score higher in the customer surveys should experience less
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theft. Airlines are also ranked in their effectiveness of handling baggage: mishandled
baggage rates per airline are published annually by the Department of Transpdftation.
at a given airporthere arealargenumber of flightsoperated byairlines with a high rate

of mishandled baggagthe problems of mishandled baggage at that aixpitiralso
increasewhich can be consideresh indicator opoor management. For thisason one

can expect thairportswith a higher share of servioperated byi r ios kayi r | i nes

experience more theft from checkeduggage thamtherairports.

As stated in the risky facilities literature, the general theft rate in thendree the

facility is locatedcan also have an impamn its theftrisk. According to this idea,

airports located in areas with higher theft rates would have a higher risk of experiencing
theft. However, that might not hold necessarily tmu¢his caseAirports ae somewhat
insulated from the neighborirepvironment due ttheirlocation (usuallyon the outskirts

of a city), restricted access and increased security, especially afteiS¥(tiles on crime

in the New York City Subway (Clarke, Belanger and Eastn@@®)land on the

Washington Metro (LaVigne 1996¢portedthatcrime rates at the stations were not
positively correlated with the crime rat@ the surrounding areashowing thathe

unique environmental structure of the subway system acted as ananfuolat the

abovegroundcrime rates. The sammationalecan be applied to airports

Finally, it stands to reason that, considering the differences stdtiechoice
structuring properties of the two types of theft analy#eelyariancefactorsassocated
with increased levelsf luggage thefshouldbe alsodifferent for theft from checked-in

bags and theft at checkpoint
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The following hypotheses will be examined:

H61 Airportswith more attractive targets will experience more theft

H771 Airportsin which checkedn bags spend longer periods of time at risk will

experience more theft

H81 Airports withpoorermanagement wikkxperiencenoretheft

H9 1 Theft rate in theity where the airport is located will not pesitivelycorrelated

with theft rae from checkeedn luggageandat checkpoinat the airport

H10T Ai rport sé f eat ur eratesdlaggapethett wiltbe differertt h  hi g

for theft from checkedh bags and theft at checkpoint

7.2. Variables and data sources RQ2
The dependent valies for this second research question aré¢hbi rates at checkpoint
and from checketh luggageat each airport in 200@alculated as explained in section
5.2.(Dependent variables: number of thefts and theft rates from checked baggage and at
checkpmnt in 2009 above.The 97 airports withat least 10 thefts in 2008ill be

analyzed.

Table 21summarizeshe independent variables and the data sources that will be used to
test hypothese®-10. Detailedexplanatiorof each variabland table with their

descriptive statisticsan be foundbelow (tables22 and23).
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Table 21. Independent vaiables used to test hypothesestBrough 10

Independent Source of data Level of
Variables measurement
% of international World Airport Traffic Report 2009 Continuous
passengers (ACI)
Target : . Americads Top T )
attractiveness rourist destination (Forbes) Rank: Q1-2
Business destination Top 26 business destinations YIN
(Forbes)
Time at risk % of delayed Air Travel Consumer Report ,
departures (USDOT) Continuous

Customer satisfaction 2010 North America Airport
survey Satisfaction Study (J.D. Power anc Continuous

Management Assoc.)

% of serviceoperated

by Ariskyo Airline Quality Rating2010+ BTS  Continuous

Location Theft rate in the area  Crime in the United States (FBI)  Continuous

Percentage of international passengers

The percentage of international passengers per airport is calculated dividing the number
of international passengers in 2009 by the total numbeassengers during that same

year. The data is obtained frahe World Airport Traffic Report 2009published by

Airports Council International (ACI), which has been described in the pregiayger

This is a continuous variable.

Tourist destination

The determination of whether an airport is located in or near a tourist destination has

been made usingtfeme r i cads Top Tfepod,publshed yFdrbesact i ons
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(Murray 2010), which lists the 25 destinations that received more visitors during 2009.

Al t hough there are many | ists and ranks of
has several advantages. First, it is not only focused on cities, but it also takes into account
national parks, commercial areas, and other types of touristatestin \WWhen
explaining the met hodo lindgfiginga wwrist attrattibnewea ut h o
considered sites of historical or cultural interest; natural phenomena and landmarks; and
officially designated entertainment and recreation cent8exond, locations are ranked

using an objective measure: the number of people that visited each destination. And third,

the report uses data from 2009, whadlincides with the time period of this study

This variable has beaperationalized as followsaeh airport receives a score of 0 (not
touristic), 1 (touristic), or 2 (very touristic). Tlaérports that service thtep 10

destinations according to the report receive a score of ajrifats located at thather

15 destinations mentioned in the repeceive a score of 1, and the rest of airports

receive a 0. If several airports can be used to access one of those destinations, all those
airports receive the same scofeor instance, in the case of New York City, which is

among the 10 most visiteastinations, Newark International, La Guardia, and JFK

airports would receive a score of 2. Information about what airports can be used to access
each location is obtained from the websites of each tourist destination (usually under the
Ahow t o sgadidn)lfore aimpatdan be used to access one of the top 10
destinations (for example, Boston Logan International is used to access the city of
Boston), but also one of the other 15 (aga

Cod National Seashe), it receives the higher score of the two.
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Business destination

The determination of whether a location is a business destination has been made using an
article (Goudreau 2010) publ iBuginess Trivgl: For b e
24 Hours in26 Citie®t hat | i sts Americads 26 top busin
as one of its sources August 2009 National Business Travel Association study

(available only to members, and membership is only granted to travel industry suppliers

or corporate travel professionals).

This is a dichotomous variable: the airports located in those 26 business destinations

receive a score of 1, and tre@mainders receiva score of OLike in the case of the

vari abl e nt o uifrseverdl airpogsan be nsadta access one of the

business destinations, they would all receive a scoreTdfeldetermination of what
airports service a busi nevhenavalable(yi h osw ntaod eg ebt
t h esedia@) and also bylistance to theity: all airports within al-hour drive are

considered to provide access to the city (measured using GoogleMapi¥crepancies

were foundbetween these two criteria when assigning scores to the business destinations.

Percentage of delayed departures

The percentage of delayed departures at each airport is obtained frAm Thavel
Consumer Reparpublished by the U.S. Department of Transportation on February 2010
(USDOT 2010) which contains data on the percentage of flights that arrived and
departedn time at each U.S. airport during the year 200& percentage of delayed
departuress calculatedy subtracting the percentage oftime flights from the total.

This is a continuous variable.
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Customer satisfaction survey

The data on customer satisfian is obtained from thé&lorth America Airport

Satisfaction Studypublished by J.D. Power and Associgd@&%10) The sample of the

survey includes more than 12,100 passengers who took atruficght between

January and December of 2009, and whduatad both their departing and arrival

airports. A measure of overall passenger satisfaction with the airport is constructed using
data on six different factors: airport accessibility, baggage claim, éhdxdggage check
process, terminal facilities, sarity check, and food and retail services. Each airport

receives a score in a 1,0P0int scale and, therefore, this is a continuous variable.

Precise data on the score for each of the six factors is not available for those who do not
belong to the airavel industry. In the summary that was made public, generic
indicationswereprovided regardnp ow each airportdos score rel
group: fAamong the bestod, fAbett efhessehan most
indicationsare too gengc anddo not provide enough information to run additional

analyses using each of the factors separately.

Percentagefserviceoper at ed by Ariskyo airlines

TheAirline Quality Rating 2018tudy(Bowen & Headley 201Q)ses the information
included in theAir Travel Consumer Repapublished by the Department of
Transportatior{described aboydo develop quality rating®r U.S. airlines, and includes
an annuamishandledaggage ratper 1,000 passengdia each ofthe airlines analyzed
(which include 8 U.S. airlines with at least one percent of total domestic scheduled

service passenger revenuasd other carriers that report this data voluntarily)
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Mishandled baggage claims include any passenger claims for lost, delayed, damaged or
pilfered luggageClaims for pilfered luggage represédess tharb% of the total number
of mishandled baggag#aims, as iwill be explained in sectioB.2. Limitations of this

study

The mean and standard deviatiortted mishandled baggagatesof U.S. airlines in 209
have beeralculated, and the airlines with a rate above two standard deviationth&om
mean are contheeaied!| Aimeskiydenti fied as Ar.i

Eagle and Atlantic Southeast.

The information needet determine the percenwagfserviceco per at ed by #Ari sk
airlinesat each airpoiis obtained from the Bureau of Transportation Statistielssité”.
This website provides the exattare(number of passengers and percentag&)efop 6
airlines servicingany U.S. airporturing2009.Per cent ages of servi ce

airlines wereadded ugor every airport and constitute the independeontinuous)

variable used for this study.

EXAMPLE: Carrier shares for JanuabDecember 2009 at JF&rport(NY) and at SGF
airport(Springfield-Branson National AirportMO)

JFK SGF
JetBlue 41.73% | American Eagle 33.22%
Delta Airlines 19.81% | Allegiant 23.13%
American Airlines 14.11% | SkyWest 12.10%
Comair 7.93% | Atlantic Southeast 11.83%
United 3.65% | Pinnacle 11.07%
Other 12.77% | Other 8.64%
Percentage of service Percentage of service
operated by 0% operated by 45.05%
airlines airlines

3L hitp://www.transtats.bts.gov/airports.asp?piadcessed September 26, 2012)


http://www.transtats.bts.gov/airports.asp?pn=1
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Location in highcrime area

The larcenytheft ratepermillion citizensin thecity where the airport is locatesl
calculated by widing the number of larcenies by the population ofdity and
multiplying the result by 1,000,000hese data obtained from t@eime in the United
Stateseport published annually by the FBIAlthough usually theft rates by 100,000
inhabitants are sl, for this study theate has been calculated per million inhabitaots
its measurement is consistent with theasurement of thdependent variable of this

research (theft rates per million passengers and bags).

Tables 22 and 23 display some descrgstatistics of the independent variables:

Table 22. Descriptive statistics of the continuous independent variables

Continuous independent variables N Minimum Maximum  Mean D S.td'.
eviation

% of international passengers 97 0 417 44 89

% of delayed departures 97 8.7 41.4 24.6 56
Customer satisfaction survey S8 6040 7770 6935 402
% of service ope g7 0 451 4.0 8.9
airlines

Theft rate in the area 90 1228 9712 3158 1287

32 hitp://www2.fbi.gov/uctcius2009/data/table_08.htifdlccessed September 26, 2012)



http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_08.html
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Table 23. Frequencies of the IVditourist d e s t i naadfibusiness destination

Tourist destination Assigned value Frequency Percent
Not touristic 0 73 75.3
Touristic 1 9 9.3
Very touristic 2 15 15.5
Total 97 100.0
Business destination Assigned value Frequency Percent
No 0 61 62.9
Yes 1 36 37.1
Total 97 100.0

7.3. Analyses and resultRQ2
The analysis of data to address the second research quesiwded inthreeparts.
First, diagnostic tests were used to determinestiepe of the distributiors the
dependent variableand transforming the data was deemed necesasaggch was highly
skewed Then exploratory analysesereconducted by running bivariate correlations
betweerthe transformedtheft rates and each of th@lependenvariablesto see howthey
relateto each otherf-inally, anOLS regression mod&lasused to determinavhen

controlling for all other variablesyhatfactorsareas®ciated with higher theft rates.

The results obtained in the previous chapter point out that therdfarertces between
large, medium and small airports. For this reasaoiild make send® runbivariate

and multivariateanalysesiot only at an aggregate level, but als®aggregattby airport
size However, two problemisinder that possibilitythe snall number of airports of each
size (28 large airports, 35 medium airports, and 34 small airpand)the lack of
variationwithin each size groufor some independent variablésr example26 of the

28 large airports areoasidered business destimaisbut, out of the 34 small airports,
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only 1 is a business destinatidiith regards to being a tourist destination, there is more
variation within large airports (11 are non touristic, 6 are touristic and 11 are very
touristic). However, 2®f 35mediumairports and 38f 34 small airports are in the

cat egory % Asmconsequencesall analyses presented in this chapter have
been performed with the entire group of airports that experienced 10 or more thefts in

2009 (N = 97).

7.3.1. Determining normality of data of the dependent variables
Diagnostic testwere runon theft rates from checked baggage and at check@a® (
and also 2008, to control for random variatias explained in the previous chapter
determine whether tsedependent variabt were normally distributeolmogorowv
Smirnov tests wersignificant (p < .000) for all four variableand skewness values
showedsignificantly positively skewed distributispwhich indicate a non normal
distribution. Therefore, the data were transfedcalculating the natural logarithm of the
variables + 1, since some airports had zero thefts of one of the two typeRIC-e.
Richmond International had 10 thefts from checked baggage and 0 thefts at checkpoint in

2009%*. The analyses reported belovpresent the full sample of airports (N = 97).

33 Descriptive information about thirdependent variables disaggregated by airport size can be found in
tables 31 and 32 (Appendix VI).

34 After transforming the dat#-S tests wer@erformedagan, and results showed thaily LN theft rate

from checked baggage 2062€mained skewe(D (97) = 0.10, p < .020nly one outlier was identified; this
wasHDN-Yampa Valley RegionaHDN had the highest theft rate from checked baggage, 128 thefts per
million bags Removal of HDN resulted in a normally distributed LN theft rate from checked bagghge.
statisticalanalysepresented in this chapterere performed with theN theft rates among 97 airports, and
then usinghe dataset without HDiYampa ValleyRegional (N = 96)Resultsobtained in the statistical
analysesvere substantively identical. Therefore, results for the full sample are reported.
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Table 24. Descriptive statistics of theLN theft rates in 2009

N Minimum  Maximum  Mean S.td'.

Deviation
LN Theft rate checked baggage 09 97 1.7 4.9 2.7 .58
LN Theft rate checkpoint 09 97 .0 2.6 1.0 48

7.3.2. Bivariate analyses
Table25 showsthe results of #earson correlatioanalysis performelletween the LN
theft rates from checked baggage and at checkpoint in 2009 and the independent

variables.

Theft from checked baggage is negativabyrelated with business destinatipns
suggesting thatirports located ibusiness destinations would have less theft of this type
than theother airportsOn the other hand, airports with higher percentage of service
operated by risky airlines would eaxgence more theft from checked baggage than the

rest. Both results are consistent with the outcomes hypothesized above.

Theft at checkpoint is negatively correlated with costo satisfaction, that is, the higher
the satisfaction of the passengers tranwglthrough an airport, the lower the theft at
checkpoint. Surprisingly, theft at checkpoint is also negatively correlated with the
larcenytheft rate in the citysuggesting that airports located in cities with higher theft

rates experience less thefichteckpoint.

Interpretation of these findings can be found in the se@nSummary and discussion

of findings RQ2
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Table 25. Pearson correlations between LN theft rates 2009 and independent variables

LN Theft o % Larceny-
Rate LNR';:\eeft % Intl. Tourist Business deI: ed Customer  service theft
Checked passengers destination destination Y satisfaction byrisky ratein

B. Checkpoint flights airlines  the cit
LN Theft Rate—
Checked
Bagg. N 97
INTheftRate F & 1
Checkpoint N 97 97
% It B v
passengers N 97 97 97
Tourst . f -8 a2 &1
destination N 97 97 97 97
Business  f -8 01 4 s 1
destination N 97 97 97 97 97
%delayed f 08 04 20 a8 2 1
flights N 97 97 97 97 97 97
Customer =08  -28 -6 49" 4”25 1
satisfaction N 58 58 58 58 58 58 58
%serviceby I % -4 -16 .20 -8 a1 .07 1
risky airlines N 97 97 97 97 97 97 58 97
Larceny-theft 07 -2 .20 -3 .24 -7 34 290 1
rate in the city N 90 90 90 90 90 90 57 90 90

*p<.0l *p<.05
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In the next section multivariate analysis will be used to examine these relationships, when
holding all other varialgls constant. Since several of the independent variables are
significantlycorrelated with one another, multicollinearity anabywiill also be

performed.

7.3.3. Multivariate analyses
Table26 displaysthe results of @OLS regression analysis of the independemtables
mentioned above on the theft rates from checked baggagateheckpoint 2009VIF

and tolerance statistics showed no multicollinearity between predictors.

Table 26. OLS regression ofindependent variableson LN theft rates 2009

LN Theft Rate

Construct LN Theft Rate

measured Independent Variables ghecked Checkpoint
aggage

% of international passengers -.003 .004
Target Tourist destination 077 102
attractiveness

Business destination -.389* .034
Time at risk % of delayed departures .013 --

0 : .
Management /o service operated by risky 019%* .

airlines

Customer satisfaction - .000
Location Theft rate in thesity .000 .000
R? 23% 15

N = 89. Unstandardized coefficients reported.
*p <.05; * p<.01

Thevariables included in the first model account for 23% of the variability of the theft

rate from checked baggage among airpditefactori c ust o mer ovgaglefti sf act i
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out ofthismodeldue to its small N (N = 58&ndalso duedo the fact thaho cusbmer
satisfaction measure was available for small airg@sn the 58 airports for which
information is available, 28 are large airports and 30 are medium airgdréspredictors
fbusi ness de speriemame of Semice oEenatdd by risky midi gigided
significant results. Since the dependent variable is the natural log of the theft rates, in
order to interprethe regression coefficientisis necessary to exponentidkemusing the
following formula:(€” i 1)*100. Airports located in busiess destinatiorexperience,
when ompared tdhe airports located in nemusiness destination32.2% fewer thefts
from checked baggageolding therest ofpredictors constant.he other significant
predictor is the share of service operated by riskinas:a one percent increase in the
volume of service operated Hyoseairlines at the departure airport is associated with a
1.9% increase in theft rate from checked baggemarolling for the other variables in

the model.

Despite the findings disayed in the bivariate analysishenexaminedn the second

OLS modelnone of the variablaacludedexplain the variability in theft at checkpoint

among airportsAfter consideration othe limitations of the data available for the

vari abl e &d &< tthisrimetod was ntluded in the second model to examine

if the significant correlation found at a bivariate les&l held when controlling for the

other independent variables. The regression model was run with and without this

variable, andtte results were the same: neither the made wholenor any of the

individual variables included were significaith e v ar i abl es fApercent acf
departureso and Apercentage of service ope

the model bemuse they do not affect theft at checkpoint.
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These results are interpreted in the next se¢@igh Summary and discussion of findings

RQ2.

7.4. Summary and discussionof findings RQ2

The aim of this chapter is examine the reasomghy some airports ameskier than

others.

The potential influence of thdifferent typesof baggage handling systein the risk of
theft from checked luggage was mentioned in the previous chéyiten looking at
other factors that might be associated whikft riskfrom checked luggageboth the
bivariate andhe multivariate analyseshown aboveield the exact same results.
Business destinations experience less theft than non business destimaioiss
consistent with the idea that business travelers tend to relihheacarry-on luggage,
which reduces the amount of valuables that are transported in chiedwttasesApart
from traveling light, business travelers are frequent (and savvy) passevigesse
probably familiar with theisks of checking in expena or valuable objectss they can
be damaged, lost or stoldfollowing that logic, one would expect tHass valuables are
transported in their checked in luggage than in the suitcases of passemyels not
travel very often, and/ho may feel compédd toincludemostof their valuablesn their
checked baggaga order totravel more comfortably or tavoidthe hassle®f carry-on
screeningat the security checkpointhecking less bags and not packexgpensive
objectsin their checked suitcasgsnerates a reduction in the number of attractive targets

availableand, thereforea decreasm the opportunities to commit theft order to
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confirm this interpretation, it would be necessary tvsyand comparé&equent and

occasional travelers abaileir packing practices.

The analyses also shdhatthe higher the share of service operated by risky airlines, the
higher the theft rate from checked baggage at that aifffetdetermination oivhat

airlines are riskys based on their high rates ofshandled baggage. Therefore, it could
be inferred that the same conditions that influence the rate of mishandled luggage (

of the baggage handling arelk of adequatequipmentjnsufficient or inadequate
organizatiorandsupervisionstaffdo micompetencer carelessnesgtc.) would also have

a direct effect on the opportunities to commit theft from checked baggddgional
information on the specific differences between luggage handling practices of the risky
and non risky airlines would becessary in order to unpattie good and bad practices

that prevent or foster theft.

General theft rate in the city where the airport is located is not associated with employee
theft ratedrom checked baggags airports, confirming the hypothesis teaturity and
management at certain types of facilities have an insulating effect from the crime rate

surrounding those facilities.

When analyzing theft at checkpoirtgtanalyses performed fail to explain what features

of airportsare associated with. iThere are two possible explanatiofsst, there may

not be enough variation in the theft rates of airports to conduct these analyses. As seen in
table14, the average theft rate for large and medium airpoamoisnd2 thefts per

million passengers, ardbse to3 theftsper million passengeir the case of small

airports.Theft rates at checkpoint are in general extremely low and may not be enough to
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detect any effect. Another possibility is tllaére are other variables thatutd explain

differencesm theft risk at checkpoint that were not included in this research.

As with all exploratory research, the findings in this chapter should be interpreted with
caution.First, as mentioned above, the analyses presented in the previous chapter have
shown thathere are differences between airports of different simdtherefore itwould
seemnecessaryo analyze each size group separately. Howevignin the same size
category, airports are very homogeneuthe independent variables analyzed in this
resarch This homogeneity in the characteristics of airports makes it very difficult to
perform additional analyses by airport size (which would also be limited due to the small
N of each group) that could explain why some small, medium or large ainaoes

higher theftratesthan others in the same size category.

Secondit shouldbe acknowledged that there are ottieairacteristics of airports and
their practicepotentially relevant for the study of employee theft from passengers that
could not be inclued in the model due to thack of available datdisaggregated by

airport. A few examples of thosieatures/practicearepresented in the next chapter.

Everything considered, on their face tiesultsreported irthis chapter and the previous
onesuggesthatavailability of attractive targets amifferences irbaggage handling
practicegnot onlyatthe airport but alsdy the airlines)nfluence the opportunitiehat
employeetravet o commit t heft f Meemathermgoekailed er s 6
informationandthe performance addditionalresearctareneeded tdurther explore

these findingsas it will be explained in the next chapter.
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8. CONCLUSIONS

Sections 6.4. and 7.have summarized and discussed the findings related to the two
research queions addressed: Do airports fit the risky facility framework? Videtires
of airportsmakethemrisky? This last chaptediscussesvhat the implications of this
research for theorgnd for practicare what limitations should be taken into account,
ard what further research would be necessary to further undetstandmployee theft

from passengersod luggage works at U.S. air

8.1. Implications of this research

8.1.1. Implications of this research for theory
From a theoretical point of view, this reseaneps advancethgé r i sky facilitie
framework(Eck, Clarke and Guerette 200This concepthas only been used in a
handful of projectspever before to study crime at airporthis is also the firsttudyin
which all existing facilitiesof one typeare ncluded in the analysis, atiae first time that
this analysis is conducted at a national leMare importantly, lhe data used in this study
make it possible toontrol forall potentially misleading variables identified in the
literature so fafas exphined in Chapter)7facilitating a more fine tuned analysis of
crime at risky facilitiesSome of the most important conclusions reached in this study,
which should be taken into account in future uses of the risky facilities framework, are
the following:
(1) First, fo r those facilities i n whioch di ffer
differences inthe number ofargets availablehe analyses to determine whether

or not there is a piern of concentration of crimand which are the riskiest
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facilitiesshod d be performed using crime rates
one of the potentially misleading variables that had already been identified by the
literature. Howeverits great importance had not been emphasized endingh.
assessment of whetherortno isi zed is an issue in any
done beforedeterminingwhat theriskiest facilitiesare In those cases in which
this variable is not problematidsky facilities can be identified using the-20
rule on the volume of thefas ithas been done in the majority of previous studies
However, when the number of targets varies drastically among facilities, the only
viable option is to calculate theft rates. The pattern of concentration déwerbe
explored by using bar graphs and loakior the dcurve shape in the figuse
(2)Second, this research proves that t her
Troubl esome Pl aceso as f or mxirknzelystitt by Wi
regulations, applied in a standardized manner across facitidia iron out the
differences amongthem eliminating the pattern of concentratiod.hese
regulatonsdc on 6t need t o b dothearimg athandiheysgare ci f i cC
be implementedfor some other reason arzk addressed to another type of
behaviorbut may fl atten out crime risk amon
of benefit® .  Phieriomenon hagpeatedly been found in the literatu@arke
and Weisburd1994, andconsists in aeduction of crimebeyond the intended
scope othe preventionrmeasures implementelh this case, a different crime type
(employee theft from passengers) benefits from the crime prevention measures

that are put in place to prevent another type of crime (terrorism).



147

Withregar ds t o t he -strecuringpp to pcefr t i compareheat d t o
checkpoint and theft from checked baggdgeresults of this researdhowed thaboth

types of thefsharesomeof their propertiesthey peak during the saniene of the year,

the objects stolen are small and valeaand the same airports experietieehighest

rates of both types of thefDespite these similarities, theft rates at checkpoint are much
lower than theft rates from checked baggagesich can be attributed to the different

static propertieselated 6 each type of theft outlined in section 4(&ea of the airport

where the theft is committed, amount of time available, guardianshimfrisk
apprehensignremployees with accesstc). Even within a very specific crime such as
employee theftfrompasseger s6 | uggage at airports, dise
of subtypes otheft helps understand tltifferent properties that make some crimes
attractive to certain offenders, but not to oth@nse can learn from those differences,

and use them tdesign crime prevention measures, as it will be explained in the next

section.

Finally, with regards to the literature on employee theft, this dissertatidresses some

of its gapsEmployee theft is usually very difficult to study empirically, becahsed is

no dataset where those cases are classified separately: they are either dealt with internally
at the company, or they are reported as plain thbé&researchhat does exist focuses
primarily on employee theft from the company or the employdy; @couple of studies
(Hawkins 1984, Gill 199%address specifically employee theft from customers or clients

in bars and restauraniBhe dataused in this dissertatigmrovidea uniqueoccasiorno

conduct empirical research on the to@ind to test whier or not crime opportunities

play an important role in this type of crimEhisaspect has been neglected in the
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literature, as acknowledged bipllinger and Davis (2006)yho stated thal Gi ven it s
obvious importance, we find it interesting that thieas been so little systematic research

on the role that opportunity pThanrsltsiofn t he
this study show thaga mp|l oyee theft from passengerso | u
availableopportunities to commit ane, which are highly dependent siuational

factors such asasiness odiccess to and availability aeftractivetargetstime constraints,

level of risk, andamount ofeffort needed t@ommit the crime

8.1.2. Implications of this research for practice
From apractical point of viewthe first relevant resuftom this research is the fact that
passenger and caron luggagescreening procedured security checkpoint at airparts
although designed to prevent other types of crimage shown to beery effectve to
prevent theft at this particular setting. Theft rates at checkpoint are extremelgdow
very consistent throughout airports, which means that strict seandtyhe particular
characteristics ofheckpoint screening habeen able to ino out varation among
airports and to reduce employee theft opportunities to a minimime castraints, risk
of apprehensiordifficulty of concealingstolen goodsand access limited to just one type
of employees (TSAyere considered thmainreasons why thefatesat checkpoinaire
much lowerthantheftratesfrom checkeen luggage These findings could point to
strategies of preventidior theft fromcheckeéin luggage by reducing or eliminating the
properties that makes it more attractive than theft atkpo#at For examplewhenever
possible, TSA screening of checked bags should be performed in public, which would
increase therisk andtheefforn vol ved i n engaging in theft

Although difficult to implement in larger airports,ishmeasure should be relatively easy
























































































































