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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

 
There is plenty of evidence to suggest organized retail crime (ORC) is becoming more frequent, brazen, and 
aggressive. There are new videos and news reports everyday detailing these crimes. In some cases, we see individuals 
brazenly sweeping products off shelves into bags or shopping carts. In other cases, we see reports of individuals 
who have been arrested for stealing products to resell them, or otherwise generate a financial profit.  
 
Unfortunately, there is a lot that we do not collectively know about organized retail crime. While there are many 
anti-ORC and other retail loss prevention professionals who understand how organized retail crime affects their 
organization and others, there are few systematic, industry-wide studies on organized retail crime. The two 
exceptions are the National Retail Federation’s (NRF) Organized Retail Crime report (NRF, 2020, 2021), and the 
Retail Industry Leaders Association’s (RILA) joint report with the Buy Safe Coalition (BSC; John Dunham & 
Associates, 2021).  
 
The NRF’s most recent estimate suggests that ORC costs retailers approximately $719,000 per $1 Billion on sales on 
average (NRF, 2020), while the report released by RILA/BSC report estimates that retail theft costs retailers 
approximately $68.9 billion dollars. All this research is laudable and provides additional data on the extent of 
organized retail crime in America; however, as we discuss later, accurately estimating the dollar-value impact of 
organized retail crime is a difficult (if not impossible task) at the current time.  
 
Nevertheless, while there is considerable research on the causes, consequences, and prevention of theft and other 
crimes, there is a serious deficit of research on organized retail crime. Furthermore, the studies cited above focus on 
the national-level impact of ORC, while most crime is committed, and addressed, at the state, county, and local level 
(Banks, 2016), and they primarily focus on the financial costs of ORC.  
 
This study focuses on the nature, extent, consequences, and control of ORC at the state-level throughout the United 
States. It also explores the causes of organized retail crime through the lens of rational choice and deterrence 
theories. Broadly speaking, rational choice and deterrence theories suggest that crime is likely to occur when the 
benefits of committing crime outweigh the risks, consequences, and costs of committing crime (Paternoster & 
Fisher, 2017).  
 
The body of this report includes the results from survey research we conducted among anti-ORC and other loss 
prevention professionals in the retail industry. There are four primary chapters that include our findings on: (1) 
trends in ORC; (2) consequences of ORC for workers, consumers, communities, and retailers; (3) retailers’ current 
response to ORC; and (4) the respondents’ perspective of law enforcement, prosecution, and certain public policies 
at the state level throughout the United States.  
 
The Loss Prevention Research Council (LPRC), in partnership with the Loss Prevention Foundation and Loss 
Prevention Magazine, conducted this study with the aim of providing retailers, the public, and policymakers with 
additional information about organized retail crime at the state level, so that all of these parties might make better-
informed decisions. The remainder of the introductory chapter: (1) reviews the challenges associated with estimating 
the impact of organized retail crime; (2) introduces the methods we used to generate the findings and their 
limitations; and (3) introduces the rest of the chapters of the report.  
 



ORC across the States 
 

 
 

 

Page  6 

This report represents a first-of-its-kind, state-level study of organized retail crime. While it is the first, it will 
hopefully not be the last; rather, we hope that this study serves as a foundation for us and others to build upon as 
we continue to describe, explain, and control organized retail crime throughout the United States of America.   

 
Major Challenges in Describing the Industry-Wide ORC Problem 
 
There are several factors that confound our ability as an industry to describe the ORC problem; most of this is 
attributable to differences among retailers in how they define ORC, as well as their ability to detect and document 
incidents to build ORC cases. In 2020, the LPRC conducted research to develop an industry-wide definition of 
ORC (Lowe, 2020). First, we surveyed loss prevention practitioners and asked them to define ORC. Next, we 
analyzed these themes for common elements, and used the common themes to develop a definition of ORC.    
 

Crimes in which one or more individuals knowingly and intentionally coordinate or plan criminal activities to 
victimize one or more retailers on one or more occasions with the intent of financially profiting themselves 
and/or a broader criminal enterprise with which they are associated through the acquisition of cash or other 
financial instruments, or merchandise that can be resold, returned, exchanged, or otherwise used to generate 
financial profit (Lowe, 2020, p. 8). 

 
Unfortunately, this definition does little good to solve the problem unless retailers use the definition, and, even then, 
retailers must prioritize ORC cases. In the end, this definition may clarify what we mean when we refer to 
“organized retail crime,” but the functional definition each retailer uses to determine whether they will investigate or 
prosecute a case may vary. This reality is related to two other problems with describing the industry-wide ORC 
problem, namely, detecting and documenting the full extent of ORC.   
 
Retailers vary in their ability to both detect and document retail crimes. Organized retail crime is a subset of all retail 
crimes and is often juxtaposed with “opportunistic” retail crimes. Therefore, for retailers to accurately estimate 
ORC, they must first detect and document all retail crimes, and then investigate these incidents to determine which 
incidents are part of a larger, organized pattern of offending. Clearly, there are major differences in retailers’ ability 
to detect, document, and investigate retail crimes. Different retailers are more or less affected by ORC, which leads 
each organization to make different strategic and budgetary decisions for their loss prevention programs. For 
example, some retailers have teams of investigators that are dedicated to building cases while others do not; this 
influences their ability to build cases and estimate the true extent of ORC against their respective organizations.  
 
To accurately estimate the extent of organized retail crime throughout the industry, each retailer must be equally 
equipped to detect criminal incidents, document them, and then analyze the incidents to determine whether the 
incidents are linked to form a broader pattern of “organized criminal activity” – that is, systematic, coordinated, 
and/or collaborative efforts by an offender or offenders to financially profit by victimizing retailers. If retailers are 
unable to do this, then their ORC case values will not reflect the true extent of ORC against their organization. In 
turn, this will mean that industry averages that are based on these numbers will not reflect the true extent of ORC.  
 
More importantly, retailers’ varying ability to detect and document ORC has created unnecessary and 
counterproductive discussions/debates both within the industry and among policymakers – especially with regards 
to accurately estimating the impact of organized retail crime. However, this has always been a challenge in 
researching organized retail crime. As the Task Force on Organized crime wrote in their report decades ago:  
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Systematic documentation of organized crime activities in the United States is not available on the Federal, 
State, or local level. This is true partly because the phenomenon of organized crime has not been defined and 
because there is no concurrence on exactly which crimes should be categorized as constituting elements of 
organized crime. It is true also because of the difficulty of formulating a durable research methodology for the 
study of a nationwide activity that is secret, conspiratorial, and dedicated to obstructing society’s efforts to 
learn about its members or its operations. (Task Force on Organized Crime & National Advisory Committee 
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1976) 

 
Nevertheless, as the findings of this report shows, there has been tremendous progress in the industry’s efforts to 
control organized retail crime, and many retailers continue to prioritize ORC and the impact it has on organizations. 
However, there is still much more that retailers can do to control ORC, and there is an important role for scholars 
to play in describing the problem, its causes, and effective methods and policies for controlling and preventing 
organized retail crime. In this study, we used methods that allowed us to take a different approach to understanding 
ORC at the state level with the aim of providing a foundation for future research.   

 
Research Methods 
 
We distributed the ORC survey in the Spring of 2022, and directed the distribution toward ORC team leaders, 
managers, and field investigators, as well as multi-store LP managers. We distributed the survey through several 
channels – initially we distributed the survey to senior managers of the retail members of the LPRC; next we 
distributed it through the LP Foundation’s retail contacts; finally, LP Magazine distributed it to their retail contacts 
directly and through their ORCAs in action network.  
 
We distributed it through these networks to ensure the responses included a broad swath of practitioners 
throughout the retail industry, not simply the retail members of the LPRC, members of the LP Foundation, or 
subscribers to LP magazine. Additionally, we limited the survey distribution to these networks because we did not 
want those who did not work in loss prevention to participate in the survey; we took this approach because we 
assumed that loss prevention practitioners would have the greatest knowledge of crime-related problems facing 
their respective organizations.  
 
After completing the informed consent section of the survey, the respondents were asked several questions about 
their background. 177 retail practitioners participated in the survey, although many of the respondents only 
completed a subset of the questions. Nevertheless, one of the first questions we asked was which retail sector the 
respondents serve – the respondents included those who work in department stores and mass merchants (57); 
home improvement, farm and garden, appliances, and furniture (45);  grocery and supermarkets (20); discount, 
wholesale, outlet, or off price (16); drug stores, pharmacy, and vitamins (11); apparel (7); jewelry, accessories, or 
gifts (4); specialty retail (4); convenience or fuel stores (3); footwear or sporting goods (3); and other (5). 
 
Next, we asked the respondents – “How many years of experience do you have in retail, loss prevention, 
investigations, security, and/or law enforcement?” We framed this question in broad terms because many loss 
prevention practitioners have extensive experience in security, crime prevention, and investigations, but not 
necessarily in retail. Nevertheless, 80 reported that they had 21 or more years of experience (46%); 55 reported they 
had 11 to 20 (32%); 27 reported 6 to 10 years (16%); 11 reported 2 to 5 years (6%); and 1 reported less than one 
year of experience.  
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To better understand the roles and responsibilities of the participants, we asked – “Is your position dedicated 
specifically to combatting ORC? For example, are you an ORC team manager, investigator, etc.?” 107 of the 
respondents (61.5%) indicated that their role was specifically dedicated to ORC, while 67 indicated that they were 
multi-store loss prevention managers.   

 
Finally, our goal with this project was to understand ORC-related issues at the state-level, because, in the United 
States, local and state governments are primarily responsible for crime control. Therefore, we asked the 
practitioners a series of questions about the geographic areas for which they are responsible. Since there is 
considerable variation in the way retail organizations divide the country into districts and regions, we relied on US 
Census classifications to standardize this aspect of the research.  
 
First, we asked the respondents “How many states do you serve in your current role?” Respondents had the choice 
to select one of the following options: (a) 1 State; (b) 2-10 States; (c) 11-40 States; or (d) 41-50 States. If 
respondents indicated that served “1 State” or “2-10 States,” then we asked them to select the states they served 
from a list of all 50 states. If respondents selected “11-40 States,” we asked them to review a map of US Census 
Divisions (see Figure 1), and then select all the Census divisions they serve in their role. Finally, if respondents 
reported that they served 41-50 states, we treated these respondents as “national-level” practitioners.  
 
Figure 1. US Census Divisions Map  

 
 

We framed all the subsequent questions in the survey with some variant of “in the areas you serve.” We did this so 
the data could be analyzed according to the states they served; this meant that if a participant identified that they 
served the Pacific US Census Division, then, when we calculated the responses for California, we would have 
included their responses for the results for California.  
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Methodological Limitations 
 
Since this is the inaugural edition of this research, there are certainly 
limitations with the methods and the findings, and all readers should 
interpret the findings with a full awareness of these limitations. These 
limitations are primarily due to the sample of respondents who 
participated in the survey.  
 
First, although many practitioners completed the survey, there were 
fewer respondents who served some states relative to other states. For 
example, there was only one respondent who served Wyoming, two that 
serve North Dakota, and three that serve South Dakota (see Table 1 for 
the number of respondents who serve each of the states; totals do not 
sum to 177 because respondents could serve more than one state). 
When we discussed the results with retail members of the LPRC ORC 
Working Group, they attributed some of this variation to the relative 
extent of the ORC problem in different states. In other words, they 
believed that there are more investigators focused on California than 
Wyoming, therefore, there are more responses for California than 
Wyoming.   
 
Unfortunately, this means that we cannot reliably describe state-level 
trends for many of the states because there were not enough responses 
for many states. Throughout the analysis, we have excluded states for 
which there was less than four respondents from state-level analyses. 
This means that we have greater confidence in the state-level results for 
states in which there were a greater number of respondents. However, 
we erred on the side of providing the results for states were there were 
at least four respondents because, otherwise, this data would have been 
lost, and there are legitimate reasons to expect fewer responses from 
some states relative to others.  
 
A second key limitation is that approximately 25% of the respondents 
serve their organizations at the US Census Division or at the 
national/corporate level. We included these results in the state-level 
analyses, which means their responses contribute to the state-level 
results. For example, if a respondent said they served the Pacific US 
Census Division, then their responses were included in the analyses for 
Washington, Oregon, California, Alaska, and Hawaii. Therefore, in 
some cases, there may be a “spillover effect” where regional trends 
influence the state-level analyses. Similarly, a respondent reported that 
they serve the entire nation, then their responses were included in the 
state-level analyses.  
 
 

 

Table 1. States Served by 
Respondents 

State Respondents 
Serving the 
State 

Tennessee 21 
Virginia 18 
Kentucky 18 
Georgia 16 
Florida 15 
California 15 
Alabama 14 
Oklahoma 14 
Idaho 14 
South Carolina 13 
Massachusetts 12 
Indiana 12 
North Carolina 12 
Texas 12 
New York 11 
Pennsylvania 11 
Connecticut 10 
Missouri 10 
Washington 10 
New Hampshire 9 
New Jersey 9 
Illinois 9 
Ohio 9 
Kansas 9 
West Virginia 9 
Mississippi 9 
Oregon 9 
Maine 8 
Maryland 8 
Louisiana 8 
Nevada 8 
Vermont 7 
Rhode Island 6 
Michigan 6 
New Mexico 6 
Wisconsin 5 
Minnesota 5 
Delaware 5 
Arkansas 5 
Arizona 5 
Utah 5 
Alaska 5 
Iowa 4 
Colorado 4 
South Dakota 3 
Nebraska 2 
North Dakota 2 
Montana 2 
Hawaii 2 
Wyoming 1 
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Nevertheless, we still believe that this project represents the best available data on ORC across these United States 
because of a few theoretical assumptions we have made. First, given our knowledge of ORC and work with 
practitioners, we believe that ORC is often a regional or multi-state issue; therefore, we believe that ORC activity in 
one state will often influence ORC activity in adjacent states. The result of using this method is that, if there is any 
bias in the results, they will affect the results at the US Census Divisional-level or the national level. For example, if 
a national-level practitioner indicated that ORC increased by 15% then this would influence the results for every 
state in the nation in the same manner. Alternatively, if a regional practitioner indicated that ORC increased by 20 
percent in the Pacific Division, then it would inform the results for all those states in a similar manner, just as a 
regional practitioner in the New England Division would affect the results for all states in that US Census Division.  
 
Finally, while the Loss Prevention Research Council, Loss Prevention Foundation, and Loss Prevention Magazine 
have thousands of contacts in our collective contact directories, only a subset of these retail practitioners 
participated in the study – these participants might have been those who were most interested in ORC and had the 
time to participate in a lengthy survey.  
 
We have taken the time to document these limitations because, as we said, we still believe this study provides the 
best state-level information about the ORC problem and its consequences available, and the United States will only 
benefit from having more data rather than less about this problem.   

 

Introducing the Results 
 
In the chapters that follow, we present the results from the inaugural, 2022 ORC Across the States Study. These 
chapters focus on a few key themes, including: (1) trends in organized retail crime; (2) consequences of ORC for 
retail workers, consumers, communities, and retail companies; (3) retailers’ response to organized retail crime; and 
(4) perceptions of law enforcement, prosecution, and public policies among the respondents.  
 
The chapter on trends in organized retail crime explores whether ORC has increased or decreased, and to what 
extent; what percentage of known retail crimes are reported to police; and trends in problematic online marketplaces 
and e-commerce sites according to ORC investigations. This chapter and all the subsequent chapters provided the 
aggregated responses for all the respondents, as well as the results aggregated to the states that the respondents 
serve. For example, the percentage change in ORC results were aggregated to the state-level to provide state level 
estimates of the change in ORC.  
 
Chapter 3 focuses on the consequences of ORC for workers, consumers, communities, and retail companies. We 
explore fear of crime and its effects on staffing and turnover, as well as the consequences for consumers, 
communities, and retailers in terms of store closures, reduced operating hours, reductions in in-store product, and 
trends in locking up products.  
 
Next, Chapter 4 examines retailers’ response to ORC, including where and why some retailers have chosen to take a 
more “hands off” approach; that is, reducing or eliminating apprehensions. We also examine how retailers are 
prioritizing their budgets in terms of human resources, technologies, and other loss prevention solutions.  
 
In Chapter 5, we provide the survey results pertaining to the respondents’ perceptions of law enforcement and 
prosecutors’ awareness of, and response to, organized retail crime. Furthermore, we explore the respondents’ 
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perceptions of law enforcement and prosecutors’ effectiveness against ORC. We also explore the use of informal 
thresholds by law enforcement and prosecutors – these thresholds are used to prioritize which offenses will be 
investigated and prosecuted. Finally, we explore the respondents’ perceptions of bail reforms.  
 
In the final chapter, we summarize the key findings, review some of the limitations of the study, and discuss 
opportunities for future research. Over 40 years ago, the Task Force on Organized Crime summarized the 
challenges associated with studying organized crime and identified several aspects of organized crime that must be 
examined. Relatively speaking, research on organized retail crime is still in its infancy and there is an extensive 
amount of work that must be done to understand its nature, extent causes, consequences, and control.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



ORC across the States 
 

 
 

 

Page  12 

Chapter 2 
Trends in ORC Across the United States 

 
Estimating the amount of ORC is a notoriously difficult challenge, several organizations have attempted to estimate 
the extent of ORC in terms of dollars lost. However, as mentioned in Chapter 1, this is difficult because there is not 
an industry-wide definition of organized retail crime, and the extent to which retailers can detect and document 
ORC varies widely. Therefore, any estimate of ORC is likely to be an underestimate based on case values – a large 
portion of ORC likely goes undetected, and even if an incident is detected, it may not be documented as such or it 
may not reach a retailers’ definition of ORC. Additionally, there may be differences in the metrics retailers use to 
track ORC, although retailers with adequate records should be able to describe the amount of known merchandise 
and other assets that are involved in their active cases.  

 
The next section of this chapter explores the percentage of known incidents that are reported to police. We 
examined this because we are confident that the official statistics (i.e., those based on crimes reported to police) do 
not capture the true extent of retail crime. If the official statistics do not reflect the true extent of crime, then those 
who are tasked with controlling ORC may not direct sufficient resources toward ORC. Furthermore, if there is 
variation between states, then any research that is based on the effect of differences in public policies between states 
and uses official statistics is simply invalid, unless sufficient efforts are made to account for this variation.  

 

Changes in ORC Activity 
 
To understand trends in ORC throughout the States, we began by asking the participants, “In the past year, has 
organized retail crime increased, decreased or stayed about the same in the areas you serve?” The choice options 
included: (1) “Decreased;” (2) “Stayed about the Same;” (3) “Increased;” or (4) “Not Sure.” Figure 2 provides the 
percentage of respondents who reported that ORC had increased, decreased, stayed the same, or that they were not 
sure. 
 
Figure 2. Percentage of Respondents Reporting ORC Decrease, Increase, or No Change 
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As Figure 2 shows, most respondents (71.17%) reported that ORC had increased in the areas they served in the past 
years; 15.34% reported that ORC had remained the same; none of the respondents reported a decrease in ORC; and 
13.5% indicated that they were unsure about the change in ORC. Clearly, there have probably been areas in the 
United States where there has probably been a decrease in organized retail crime; however, this is likely to be at the 
city-level and not the state level, as none of the respondents reported decreases in ORC.    

 
Next, we mapped the percentage of respondents that reported an increase in ORC by state; the results are provided 
in Figure 2. For this map and all subsequent maps, red and orange correspond to more favorable outcomes from the 
perspective of retailers, while blue, green, and yellow correspond to more favorable outcomes. The numbers within 
each state will have a different meaning for each map, but these will be explained in the titles for each map.  
 
Nevertheless, in this case, the numbers represent the percentage of respondents that reported an increase in ORC 
among the respondents that serve that state. The states with the greatest percentage of respondents that reported an 
increase include Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware, California, Alaska (not shown), Washington, and Mississippi.  
 
Figure 3. Percentage of Respondents Reporting an Increase in ORC by State 

 

 
 
To further explore the extent to which ORC had changed throughout the 
United States, we asked all the respondents who reported an increase or 
decrease in ORC to type the percentage change in ORC for the areas they 
serve. For those who reported that rates of ORC had “Stayed the Same,” we 
recoded their response as a 0% change. Next, we calculated the average for all 
the respondents. On average, the respondents reported that ORC increased by 
approximately 32.9% in the past year in the areas they serve.   

On average, respondents 
reported a 32.9% increase 
in organized retail crime 
in the past year in the 
areas they serve. 
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Figure 4 provides the average percentage change in ORC by state. Since there were no respondents that suggested 
there was a decrease in ORC, all the state-level averages represent an increase in ORC, on average. As Figure 4 
shows, the greatest average increases were reported by respondents serving Vermont, Maine, New Hampshire, 
California, Washington, Oregon, Alaska, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and New York.  
 
Figure 4. Average Percentage Change in ORC by State 

 

 
 
Readers should be cautioned that, because many of the respondents serve multiple states, all the states they serve 
will be affected by their reports. For example, individuals who serve New York may be responsible for most of the 
New England census division, while those serving Oregon, California, and Washington may be responsible for 
Alaska. Therefore, reports from practitioners in specific states may be influencing state averages for other states in 
their US Census Division. This was particularly true for Maine, Vermont, and Alaska.  
 

Trends in Crimes Not Reported to Police 
 

Next, because we suspect that official crime statistics do not accurately reflect the amount of retail crime in the 
United States, we wanted to examine what percentage of known crimes against retailers are reported to the police. 
Therefore, we asked “In the areas you serve, approximately what percentage of known crimes against your 
organization are reported to police?” On average, the respondents reported that approximately 50.45% of known 
incidents against their organization are reported to police in the areas they serve.  
 
Figure 5 provides the state-level results for this portion of the survey, and, as the map shows, there is considerable 
variation throughout the United States in the average, estimated percentage of known crimes that are not reported to 
police. We calculated it as the percentage of crimes not reported by police by subtracting all the respondents’ 
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answers from 100%; we did this for the sake of interpretability as well as consistency with the other charts – in all 
the other charts, higher numbers correspond to “warmer” colors and unfavorable outcomes.  
 
Nevertheless, the results reveal that, according to the respondents, under-reporting is greatest among states in the 
South Atlantic, Middle Atlantic, New England, and Pacific U.S. Census Divisions. In terms of state-level under-
reporting, the practitioners reported that under-reporting is greatest in South Carolina, North Carolina, Virginia, 
Maryland, New York, Delaware, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts.    
 
Figure 5. Estimated Percentage of Known Crimes Not Reported to Police by State 

 

 
 

While this provides an estimate of the difference between known incidents and the official crime statistics, it says 
nothing about the difference between actual retail crime that occurs and official crime statistics because crimes that 
are unknown to retailers are not included. To understand the true extent of retail crime in America, retailers and law 
enforcement agencies will need to further improve their ability to detect and link criminal incidents.  
 
Next, we wanted to understand why retailers are not reporting crimes to police. Therefore, if respondents estimated 
that less than 80% of known incidents were reported to police, we asked: “Why do stores under-report crime to 
police in the areas you serve?” The respondents had four potential options, including: (1) “There’s too much crime 
to report everything,” (2) “Workers are too busy to file reports,” (3) Police will not respond, investigate, and/or 
arrest,” (4) “Prosecutors will not prosecute the crimes,” (5) “Punishments are lenient,” and (6) “The brand might be 
harmed.” We created these options under the guidance of retail members of the LPRC ORC Working Group, who 
suggested that these are the most common reasons they believed stores under-report crime. Nevertheless, Figure 6 
provides the percentage of this subset of respondents who selected each of the reasons. 
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Figure 6. Reasons for Under-Reporting Crimes 

 
 
As Figure 6 shows, 80.92% of the respondents who estimated that less than 80% of incidents are reported said that 
it was because “police will not respond, investigate, and/or arrest;” 63.36% reported that it was because 
“prosecutors will not prosecute” crimes; 52.67% reported that it was because “punishments are lenient” or “there is 
too much crime to report everything;” and 44.27% reported that it was because “workers are too busy to file 
reports.” The percentages do not sum to 100% because the respondents were able to select all the factors they 
believe contribute to under-reporting.  
 
Next, we aggregated the responses to the states the practitioners served to produce maps of percentage of 
respondents who selected each of the responses. Figures 7 through Figure 12 show the percentage of respondents 
who said that “Police will not respond, investigate, and/or arrest” is a reason for under-reporting in the states they 
serve. As the map shows, the loss prevention practitioners who participated in this survey believe this is a key reason 
why crimes are under-reported in much of the country; this is particularly true in the Southeast, Midwest, and 
Western United States. In many of these states, 100% of the respondents who said that less than 80% of crimes are 
reported to police selected this reason.  
 
Figure 8 shows the percentage of respondents who indicated that “Prosecutors will not prosecute” is a reason for 
under-reporting in the areas they serve. This was selected by 100% of the respondents who serve West Virginia, but 
large percentages of respondents attributed under-reporting to prosecution in Illinois, Missouri, Kansas, Rhode 
Island, and California.  
 
Figure 9 shows the percentage of respondents who attributed under-reporting to lenient punishments in the states 
they serve. The states where this reason was selected by the greatest number of respondents include Maryland, 
Mississippi, Pennsylvania, Louisiana, California, Washington, Delaware, Utah, and New Mexico.  
 
Figure 10 shows the percentage of respondents who selected “There’s too much crime to report everything” in the 
states they serve. This was a particularly popular response in Maryland, Pennsylvania, Ohio, New Mexico, New 
Jersey, and Oregon.  
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Figure 7. Under-reporting Crime: Percentage Selecting “Police will not respond, investigate, or arrest” 

 

 
 

Figure 8. Under-reporting Crime: Percentage Selecting “Prosecutors will not prosecute” by State 
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Figure 9. Under-reporting Crime: Percentage Selecting “Punishments are lenient” by State 

 

 
 

Figure 10. Under-reporting Crime: Percentage Selecting “There’s too much crime to report everything” 
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Figure 11. Under-reporting Crime: Percentage Selecting “Workers are too busy to file reports” by State 

 

 
 

Figure 12. Under-reporting Crime: Percentage Selecting “The brand might be harmed” by State 
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Figure 11 shows the percentage of respondents who selected “Workers are too busy to file reports” for the states 
they serve; the states in which this explanation was chosen most often include Louisiana, Mississippi, and Ohio. 
Finally, Figure 12 shows the percentage of respondents who suggested that crime is under-reported because of 
brand-related concerns in the states they serve. This explanation was chosen by the greatest percentage of 
respondents who served Mississippi, West Virginia, Oklahoma, and New Mexico.  

 
As mentioned, all of these are common reasons that loss prevention practitioners have reported in previous working 
group discussions. For example, retailers might not report crimes because there are few benefits to reporting; in 
other words, why would retailers spend their time reporting crimes when it is unlikely to lead to an arrest, 
investigation, or prosecution? This is especially true, given labor market challenges that have strained retailers’ 
abilities to accomplish other, key tasks that help them achieve their primary mission (i.e., selling goods to 
consumers).  
 
As we mentioned at the outset of this section, under-reporting of crime creates several other problems. First, it gives 
the public and businesses an unrealistic sense of security and may make them believe that they are at less risk of 
victimization than they actually are. However, state and local policymakers and public officials make decisions 
according to the official statistics – if the crime statistics are not valid, then their decisions will be based on faulty 
data, and they may not prioritize crime according to their real impact on society.  
 
Given that respondents, on average, estimated that 50.45% of known crimes are reported to police, aggregate 
property crime statistics according to the National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS) and Summary 
Reporting System (SRS) are likely to substantially underestimate crimes against retail businesses. For example, in 
2020, 39,541 of the 137,556 known robberies (28.75%) were committed in shopping malls, liquor stores, grocery 
stores, specialty stores, gas stations, department/discount stores, and convenience stores; this represents the lower 
bound of crimes in retail settings because parking garages, parking lots, and other location types that are not 
necessarily retail-related are excluded from this calculation. Similarly, according to NIBRS, 667,283 of the 2,621,464 
larceny-theft incidents (25.45%) that were reported to police occurred in the retail settings listed above; once again, 
this is also the lower bound for retail-related larceny-theft.  
 
Finally, if there is variation in under-reporting between states, then any research that is based on the effect of 
differences in public policies between states and uses official statistics is simply invalid, unless sufficient efforts are 
made to account for these differences in under-reporting. This may be particularly problematic for studies that 
examine the effect of public policies on crime if the policies they are examining would also give the public fewer 
reasons to report crime, In other words, if legislation makes people less likely to report crime because those crimes 
are unlikely to be addressed, then research might show there is an apparent crime decline when the decline is actually 
attributable to declines in reporting, not declines in actual crime.  
 

Trends in Problematic E-Commerce Sites 
 
Finally, as e-commerce retail and online marketplaces have become more prevalent and popular, many of these sites 
have become key elements in the market for illegally obtained merchandise. It has also reduced the sophistication, 
complexity, and division of labor necessary for individuals and groups to engage in organized retail crime schemes. 
For example, if individuals want to act as both boosters (i.e., those who steal items for resell) and fences (i.e., those 
who resell stolen items), they can do so. There is no need to develop relationships with traditional fences; in fact, 
there are benefits to reselling items oneself, rather than relying on a fence for many offenders.  



ORC across the States 

 

 

Page 21 

Traditional fences want to make a profit on the goods they sell, however, they also assume risks when reselling 
stolen merchandise. These factors and others affect the price fences will pay boosters for merchandise. Individuals 
can avoid selling merchandise to fences at a reduced price by selling the products directly to consumers. This does 
incur greater risks for these individuals, but other research will have to determine the extent to which those who 
engage in ORC fence the products they sell and whether this is changing over time.  
 
Nevertheless, in all markets there is supply and demand – the future of ORC control will need to address both the 
supply of stolen goods as well as demand for stolen goods. To the extent there is a division in labor among boosters 
and fences, law enforcement, retailers, and prosecutors will need to deter, incapacitate, and/or rehabilitate boosters 
and fences in the market for stolen goods. This combination of supply- and demand-side strategies is similar to 
strategies that are used to control illegal drug markets by both reducing demand throughout the population (e.g., 
through universal prevention and rehabilitation) while also the supply of illegal drugs (e.g., destroying crops, 
regulating precursors, disrupting distribution networks; (MacCoun & Reuter, 2001).  
 
In the case of organized retail crime, resellers on online marketplaces must be controlled because they represent the 
“demand side” in the market for illegally obtained merchandise. However, ORC investigators, law enforcement, and 
prosecutors will need to focus their efforts on the online marketplaces that create the greatest problems for the 
retail industry. Therefore, to understand which online marketplaces and other e-commerce sites are most 
problematic for retailers, we asked them to “list the five most problematic sites according to the number of active 
cases within your organization.” The introduction to this section of the survey urged the respondents to frame their 
responses in terms of the areas they serve. 
 
The results indicated that the greatest number of respondents reported that they had the most active cases involving 
Facebook, followed by eBay, Offer Up/Let Go, Amazon, and Craigslist. However, there were several other 
marketplaces that were also problematic, but were not consistently ranked at number 1. For example, Mercari and 
Instagram were both ranked lower by several of the respondents.  
 
Table 2. Most Problematic Online Marketplaces or E-Commerce Sites 

Marketplace 
Number of Respondents Ranking Each Online Marketplace at… 

Index 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 

Facebook 67 31 16 2 0 102.20 

eBay 20 34 23 14 2 67.00 

Offerup 14 25 21 11 3 51.60 

Amazon 10 12 14 12 0 32.80 

Craigslist 6 9 10 5 8 22.80 

Other 4 2 2 3 2 8.40 

Mercari 0 1 3 6 7 6.40 

Instagram 2 2 3 2 0 6.20 

Poshmark 1 1 4 2 0 5.00 

Snapchat 0 1 0 1 0 1.20 

Alibaba 1 0 0 0 0 1.00 

Walmart 0 0 1 0 0 0.60 

 
Therefore, to rank the marketplaces according to their impact in the market, we created an index by weighting the 
ranks and multiplying the number of times a marketplace was ranked at a specific rank by the associated weights. 
Marketplaces that were ranked as #1 received 1 point every time it was ranked as #1; marketplaces ranked as #2 
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received .8 points for that ranking; and so on, with each marketplace receiving .2 fewer points each time it was 
mentioned. This had the effect of giving marketplaces ranked as #1 five times as much influence on the index 
values as marketplaces ranked #5.  Figure 13 shows the number of respondents who reported each online 
marketplace as well as the index values for each of the marketplaces mentioned by respondents.  
 
Next, we mapped the results for the five marketplaces listed as #1 by the greatest percentage of respondents. 
Figures 13 through 17 provide the results from these analyses; in each map, the numbers inside of the states 
represent the percentage of respondents in that state who mentioned an online marketplace as #1. These maps 
reveal some interesting regional trends in ORC.  
 
For example, Facebook Marketplace was primarily listed as the #1 most problematic site in the Southeast, Midwest, 
and the center of the United States, and the state with the greatest percentage of respondents reporting Facebook 
was Louisiana. Ebay was primarily listed as #1 among practitioners serving states along the east coast of the United 
States, while Offer Up was listed by practitioners in western states, such as Washington, California, New Mexico, 
and Nevada. Finally, Amazon was primarily reported as #1 among states in the Northeast, while Craigslist was 
primarily identified by respondents serving states in the Southeast, upper Northeast, and Pacific Northwest.   
 
Figure 13. Problematic Online Marketplaces: Percentage Identifying Facebook as #1 by State  
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Figure 14. Problematic Online Marketplaces: Percentage Identifying eBay as #1 by State 

 
 

 
Figure 15. Problematic Online Marketplaces: Percentage Identifying Offer Up as #1 by State 
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Figure 16. Problematic Online Marketplaces: Percentage Identifying Amazon as #1 by State 

 
 

 
Figure 17. Problematic Online Marketplaces: Percentage Identifying Craigslist as #1 by State 

 
 



ORC across the States 

 

 

Page 25 

These regional trends are interesting and may indicate which online marketplaces are used most often among online 
resellers in different areas; for example, investigators in the Southeast may want to focus their investigations on 
platforms such as Craigslist and Facebook, while those on the west coast may want to focus on Offer Up.  
 
However, the trends in e-commerce sites and online marketplaces might reflect the fact that these sites are “low 
hanging fruit.” There may be more investigations involving these sites in these regions because investigating these 
sites is easier – for example, some of these sites may be more willing to share seller information. Naturally, ORC 
investigators will want to focus on cases that they are better equipped to close. Future research will need to examine 
why there are more investigations involving these platforms because there is more reselling on these platforms, or 
because cases involving these marketplaces are “low hanging fruit.”  
 

Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the results indicate that ORC is increasing throughout the United States, and, according to the survey 
participants, the increase is greater in some states relative to others. These states should continue to strengthen their 
ability to control organized retail crimes, and there might be lessons that high-ORC states can learn from other 
states throughout the nation.  
 
Respondents also reported that approximately 50% of known crimes are not reported to law enforcement – this has 
serious effects on official crime statistics throughout the nation. If retailers want policymakers, law enforcement, 
and prosecutors to prioritize ORC, then we need more accurate crime statistics; this means that crimes need to be 
reported to law enforcement.  
 
Unfortunately, retailers are in a difficult place when it comes to reporting crimes – if retailers are going to report 
crimes, they need assurances that they are not wasting their time. However, if retailers begin reporting a greater 
percentage of known incidents, then official crime rates will increase. The public may interpret this increase as a 
failure of law enforcement to control crime. Therefore, the retail industry and law enforcement must continue to 
work together to navigate these issues. Many respondents reported that under-reporting occurs because employees 
simply have too much to do to report crimes; this may be because of the labor market challenges retailers are facing.  
 
Finally, this chapter reviewed which online marketplaces were most problematic according to loss prevention 
professionals. Respondents identified Facebook Marketplace, eBay, Offer Up, Amazon, and Craigslist as most 
problematic; however, several other sites are also problematic. ORC investigators, law enforcement, and 
prosecutors should continue to focus on removing illicit resellers from these sites because this is just as important 
as controlling product theft.   
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Chapter 3 
Consequences of ORC for Retailers, Workers, and Communities 

 
There are several consequences of ORC for workers, consumers, communities, and the retail industry and their 
supplies. There is no shortage of news reports about these crimes, and these crimes can become violent. In 1964, 
the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice suggested that fear of crime is 
one of the most damaging effects of crime, and subsequent research has documented the correlates and 
consequences of fear of crime (Lane et al., 2014).  
 
One of the most pernicious aspects of fear of crime is that an individual does not even have to be directly 
victimized by crime to experience fear of being victimized. In the context of retail, these fears may loom when an 
employee is doing their job, travelling to work, or even when they are attempting to relax in their home, regardless 
of whether they have been victimized. Suffice it to say, there are many negative physical, social, and psychological 
consequences of fear of crime.  
 
However, fear of crime is just one of the negative consequences we examined in this study – we also examined the 
effect of ORC on store closures, reduced operating hours, and product availability and accessibility. As the results 
show, retailers have taken many different approaches to preventing and controlling ORC, or, at least avoiding being 
victimized by ORC. On one end of the spectrum, retailers have locked products up in their stores, or removed 
products from their stores. On the other end of the spectrum, retailers have closed stores or reduced operating 
hours.  
 
Clearly, if stores close, hours are reduced, or products are removed from stores because they are high-theft items, 
then it will inconvenience consumers, especially those who have less flexibility in their daily schedules, families 
where all parents in the household work, and those who do not have access to online marketplaces. In many cases, 
these changes harm the poor and working class. However, there are potentially much more serious consequences of 
store closures and reduced operating hours.  
 
Wesley Skogan’s (1992) Disorder and Decline: Crime and the Spiral of Decay in American Neighborhoods suggests that these 
types of outcomes will contribute to community decline. On one hand, if individuals cannot obtain the products 
they want at local stores, it will deplete the economic foundations of the community. However, the problems with 
community decline can compound. When a business leaves an area and is not replaced by another business, there is 
no longer anyone managing, guarding, or maintaining that location which may contribute to community decline. 
Similarly, if community members withdraw because they are afraid of being victimized, there are fewer “feet on the 
ground” who can provide informal guardianship for their community. Clearly, many of these decisions will also lead 
to reduced tax revenues to support public functions, but many of the consequences of ORC go far beyond financial 
consequences to retailers and local governments.  

 
This chapter reviews the consequences of ORC according to loss prevention practitioners. It begins by focusing on 
fear of crime among retail workers, and the effect that this may have on staffing and turnover. Next, we examine 
the relationship between ORC and outcomes like store closures, reduced operating hours, and product availability 
and accessibility.  
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Fear of Crime, Staffing, and Turnover 
 
To understand store-level fear of crime, we asked respondents, “How much of a problem is fear of crime among 
store-level associates in the areas you serve?” As Figure 18 shows, the plurality of respondents reported that fear of 
crime is a moderate problem among store-level associates in the areas they serve (49.3%); however, 23.97% 
reported that it was a major problem; 19.18% reported that it was a minor problem; and 8.22% reported that it was 
a minor problem. This is concerning, given that 72.6% reported that fear of crime was a major or moderate 
problem.  
 
Figure 18. Fear of Crime among Store-Level Associates? 

 
 
Next, to understand how this problem varies at the state-level, we mapped the responses according to the areas the 
respondents serve. Figure 19 shows the percentage of respondents who reported that fear of crime was either a 
major or moderate problem according to the states they serve.  
 
The results reveal there are fear of crime problems throughout the nation, however, a greater percentage of 
respondents reported that fear of crime was a major or moderate problem in many states in the Western United 
States, including Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona and several others. A large 
percentage of respondents serving Louisiana, South Carolina, and North Carolina also reported that fear of crime 
was a major or moderate problem among store-level employees.  
 
Retailers, policymakers, law enforcement, prosecutors, and other stakeholders should explore what they can do to 
manage fear of crime problems among retail workers in these areas, because this could have many negative 
consequences for workers, communities, and retailers in these states. Furthermore, fear of crime may contribute to 
existing labor market challenges.  
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Figure 19. Percentage of Respondents Reporting Fear of Crime as Moderate or Major Problem by State 

 

 
 
To explore the role of fear of crime in the labor market, we asked the respondents whether they believe “fear of 
crime is contributing to staffing and turnover issues at the store-level” in the areas they serve. The response choices 
included “Definitely Not;” “Probably Not;” “Probably Yes;” and “Definitely Yes.” We framed the responses in 
these terms because the loss prevention practitioners may have more or less insight into this problem depending on 
their role within the industry. While the plurality reported that fear of crime was “probably not” contributing to 
turnover and staffing issues, 48.72% reported that fear of crime was probably (37.18%) or definitely (11.54%) 
contributing to staffing and turnover issues.  
 
Figure 20. Fear of Crime and Staffing/Turnover Issues 
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Next, we mapped these results at the state-level. Figure 21 shows the percentage of respondents who said that fear 
of crime was “probably” or “definitely” contributing to turnover at the store-level in the states they serve. The 
results reveal that respondents serving Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, Michigan, Maryland, and 
Pennsylvania were more likely to report that fear of crime was probably or definitely contributing to turnover and 
staffing issues than respondents serving other states.   

 
Figure 21. Percentage Reporting Fear of Crime Probably or Definitely Contributing to Staffing/Turnover 
by State 

 

 
 
If fear of crime is contributing to staffing and turnover issues then this may have compounding effects for retailers, 
which may make it increasingly difficult to control crime. If there is a constant churn of employees, then it may be 
difficult for their employees to develop the skills necessary to detect retail crimes and collect evidence of those 
crimes. Furthermore, it may be increasingly difficult to adequately train the workforce to understand what they can 
do to control crime. However, fear of crime among employees represents a more fundamental threat to their health 
and wellbeing. 

 

Consequences to Consumers and Communities 
 
Next, we examined other consequences of ORC for consumers, consumers, and retailers. We asked the 
respondents whether several changes had occurred at one or more stores in the areas they serve because of 
organized retail crime; these changes included: (1) store closures; (2) reduced operating hours; (3) reducing in-store 
product availability; (4) products were made available “online only;” and (5) products were locked up in stores using 
locking cases or other solutions that restrict consumers access to merchandise.  
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As Figure 22 shows, the most common change was that retailers reduced in-store product selection (52.94%), 
followed by reductions in store hours (37.91%), locking up products (76.47%), making products available “online 
only” (21.57%), and closing stores (20.92%).  

 
Figure 22. Changes Because of ORC in Areas Served  

 
 

To understand how these changes varied across the United States, we mapped the results at the state level. Figures 
23 through 27 provides these results. Each of these maps represent the percentage of respondents who reported 
that these changes had occurred at one or more of the stores they serve.  
 
To begin, Figure 23 explores where respondents reported store closures; it shows that respondents serving 
Michigan, Washington, Oregon, Ohio, Arizona, Pennsylvania, and Maryland were more likely to report store 
closures than respondents serving other states.  
 
Figure 24 shows the percentage of respondents reporting reduced store hours by state. In this case, respondents 
who served stores in Maryland, Delaware, Michigan, Arizona, New Mexico, Washington, Oregon, and Pennsylvania 
were more likely to report reduced operating hours than the respondents serving other states. Figure 25 reveal 
where respondents reported reductions in in-store product availability. This was most commonly reported by 
respondents who serve stores throughout the East Coast and in the upper Midwest.  
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Figure 23. Percentage of Respondents Reporting Store Closures by State 

 
 

 
Figure 24. Percentage of Respondents Reporting Store Hour Reductions by State 

 
 



ORC across the States 
 

 
 

 

Page  32 

Figure 25. Percentage of Respondents Reporting Reductions in In-Store Product Selection by State 

 
 

 
Figure 26. Percentage of Respondents Reporting Products being Offered “Online Only” by State 
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Figure 27. Percentage of Respondents Reporting Locking Up Products by State  

 
 

 
Figure 26 reveals that retailers serving states in the Western United States were more likely to report that products 
were made available “online only” than respondents serving other states. However, respondents serving 
Washington and Idaho were most likely to report this change.  
 
Finally, Figure 27 shows where respondents reported that products were locked up using locking cases and other 
solutions. This response was most common among respondents who serve Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Wisconsin, 
Michigan, Pennsylvania, Vermont, Massachusetts, Maryland, and Delaware; however, large percentages reported 
this consequence for consumers in many other states throughout the nation.  

 
Throughout this chapter, we have reviewed the consequences that ORC has for workers, consumers, communities, 
and retailers; however, many of these consequences are strategies that retailers use to control retail crime. The next 
chapter explores other changes retailers are making to control ORC throughout the nation, including their 
budgetary priorities and policies.  
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Chapter 4 
Trends in Retailers’ Response to ORC: Budget Priorities and Policies 

 
As Chapter 3 showed, ORC has several consequences for workers, consumers, communities, and retailers 
themselves. To reduce these negative consequences, retailers are using a variety of approaches to control organized 
retail crime. In many cases, retailers have teams of investigators who are dedicated to controlling organized retail 
crime; in fact, most respondents were either ORC investigators or investigation managers. However, there are many 
other strategies retailers use to reduce retail crime in general, and ORC specifically.  
 
Within the LPRC, there are a few different ways we discuss retail crime prevention and control. On one hand, we 
refer to prevention strategies in terms of the principles of situational crime prevention. Situational crime prevention 
suggests that retailers can reduce crime by: (1) increasing the time and effort required for offenders to commit 
crimes; (2) increasing the risk of formal and informal sanctions (i.e., consequences) for engaging in crime; and (3) 
reducing the benefits of committing crime.  
 
Retailers can increase the time and effort required to commit crimes with a variety of strategies; for example, placing 
merchandise within locking cases increases the amount of time and effort required to steal by making the product 
less accessible. Similarly, alarming product tags make theft more difficult by increasing the risks of offending and/or 
the time and effort required to offend; this is because the alarming tags raise awareness about product theft if they 
are not removed, and if offenders want to mitigate this risk, they must spend time and effort securely removing the 
devices, which also enhances the risk of being detected and apprehended. Finally, retailers can reduce the benefits of 
offending – one of the best examples of this strategy in retail are “benefit denial” solutions such as ink tags that can 
destroy merchandise, thereby reducing or eliminating the resale value of the merchandise.  
 
Deterrence and prevention strategies are critical; however, retailers also need to be able to investigate and prosecute 
organized retail crimes. This means they need the people, tools, and training necessary to detect crimes; disrupt 
offenses and offender networks; document offenses and evidence; and analyze all the resulting data so they can 
understand the patterns of crime against their organization, link incidents, and build case values. 
 
Retailers must also be able to change their strategies as the nature and extent of organized retail crime changes. For 
example, our interviews and discussions with retailers reveals that many have changed their policies on in-store 
apprehensions because of the risks to workers and guests. However, this also increases the importance of collecting 
intelligence about organized retail offenders and the crimes they commit so that they can be arrested beyond the 
walls of retail store locations and prosecuted.  
 
This chapter focuses on how retailers are responding to organized retail crime, including their budgetary priorities as 
well as their policy changes surrounding apprehensions. As I mentioned, apprehension policies may have 
consequences for other elements of retailers’ loss prevention strategies, therefore, we will begin by discussing how 
apprehension policies have changed and why during the past two years.   
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Apprehension Policies: Reducing Danger to Workers and Guests  
 
Many of the retail members of the LPRC ORC Working Group report their organizations have taken a more hands 
off approach to apprehensions during the last two years. However, these reports are anecdotal and do not help us 
understand how widespread the hands-off approach is, where retailers are taking a hands-off approach, or, most 
importantly, why retailers are taking a hands-off approach to apprehensions.  
 
Therefore, to understand how widespread “hands off” approaches are, we asked participants, “In the past two 
years, have the stores you serve reduced or eliminated in-store apprehensions, that is, has it taken a more ‘hands off’ 
approach?” Figure 28 shows, 70.37% reported reduced or eliminated in-store apprehensions in the areas they serve.   
 
Figure 28. Percentage of Respondents Reporting “Hands Off” Approach 

 
 
Next, we mapped the results according to the states the retailers serve. Figure 29 provides the percentage of 
respondents in each state that reported they had taken a hands-off approach in the past two years. The states with 
the highest percentage of respondents reporting a more hands off approach include Idaho, New York, Connecticut, 
New Jersey, Virginia, Massachusetts, Vermont, Oregon, Washington, and Nevada. However, it is not enough to 
understand what percentage of respondents have taken a more “hands off” or where they are taking a “hands off” 
approach; we also need to understand why retailers are taking a “hands off” approach.  
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Figure 29. Percentage Reporting Hands Off Approach in the Past Two Years by State 

 

 
 
Therefore, to understand why retailers are taking a more “hands off” approach, we asked the respondents who said 
their organization has taken a hands-off approach in the areas they serve to rank four, potentially contributing 
factors. These options including: (1) “apprehensions are dangerous to workers,” (2) “apprehensions are dangerous 
to guests,” (3) courts will hold my organization liable if anything goes wrong,” (4) “brand reputation will be harmed 
if anything goes wrong.” We included these responses because these are the common reasons members of the ORC 
Working Group have suggested they take a “hands off” approach. Table 3 provides the percentage of respondents 
who ranked each of these reasons at specific rank.  
 
Table 3. Why have retailers adopted a hands-off approach?  

Reason 
Percent of Respondents who Ranked the Reason… 

Index 
#1 #2 #3 #4 

Danger to Workers 58.46% 20.77% 11.54% 9.23% 427 
Danger to Guests 6.15% 52.31% 24.62% 16.92% 322 
Brand Reputation 27.69% 13.85% 35.38% 23.08% 320 
Legal Liability 7.69% 13.08% 28.46% 50.77% 231 

 
As Table 3 shows, most respondents (58.46%) ranked “danger to workers” as the #1 reason retailers have taken a 
hands-off approach in the areas they serve; however, 20.77% selected danger to workers as the #2 reason. 
Interestingly, only 6.15% identified “danger to guests” as the #1 reason; however, 52.31% reported it as the #2 
reason – in total, 58.46% ranked “danger to guests as the #1 reason for a hands-off approach.  
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However, in terms of the reasons that were selected by the greatest number of participants, the results reveal that 
many of the respondents believe that brand reputation is a key reason for taking a hands-off approach. Of these 
four reasons, “legal liability” was option that the greatest percentage of respondents ranked as least important, 
relative to harm. Obviously, we understand that brand reputation and legal liability are underlying reasons that loss 
prevention practitioners might be concerned about worker and guest safety, but that is what these findings reveal – 
brand reputation and legal liability are secondary concerns to these practitioners, and their first concern is the safety 
of workers and guests.  
 
Next, we mapped the percentage of respondents who ranked each of these options by state. Figures 30 through 33 
provide the results from this analysis. For example, Figure 30 shows the percentage of respondents serving each 
state that ranked “danger to workers” as the #1 reason for adopting a hands-off approach to apprehensions. The 
majority of respondents ranked “danger to workers” as the #1 reason in the majority of states, but respondents in 
Michigan, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Missouri, West Virginia, and Vermont were more likely than respondents in other 
states to rank this option as #1.  
 
Similarly, Figure 31 shows the percentage of respondents who selected “danger to guests” as the #1 reason that 
they take a “hands off” approach. Clearly, because the majority of respondents selected this as the #2 reason, the 
percentage of respondents that selected this as #1 is much lower. Nevertheless, “danger to guests” was ranked as 
#1 by more respondents serving Kentucky, Indiana, and West Virginia than in other states. Figures 32 and 33 show 
the percentage who reported that “brand reputation” or legal liability as the #1 reason for a hands-off approach. 
Respondents in Maryland, Delaware, and Texas were most likely to report brand reputation concerns as #1, while 
those in Oklahoma, Wisconsin, and Arizona were most likely to select legal liability.  

 
Figure 30. Percentage Listing Danger to Workers as #1 Reason for Hands Off Approach by State 
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Figure 31. Percentage Listing Danger to Guests as #1 Reason for Hands Off Approach by State 

 

 
 
Figure 32. Percentage Listing Brand Reputation as #1 Reason for Hands Off Approach by State 
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Figure 33. Percentage Listing Legal Liability as #1 Reason for Hands Off Approach by State 

 

 
 

Budgets: ORC Control through Intelligence, Investigations, and Target Hardening 
 
To better understand how retailers are responding to organized retail crime, we asked the participants: “In the past 
year, has the budget increased, decreased, or stayed the same for [several items]?” This section was introduced, and 
all questions framed, in terms of the areas the respondents serve. All the budgetary items, as well of the percentage 
of respondents reporting an increase, decrease, or no change, are provided in Table 4 below.  
 
Table 4. Percentage of Respondents Reporting Budgetary Changes 

Budget Item  
Percentage of Respondents Reporting that Spending… 

Decreased Stayed the Same Increased 

Guard services 13.55% 49.03% 37.42% 4 

Store-level LP associates 17.31% 48.72% 33.97% 6 
Training/employee awareness 7.59% 56.96% 35.44% 5 

ORC investigators 3.87% 45.81% 50.32% 2 

Incident or case management software 2.53% 46.84% 50.63% 1 

Locking cases, peg hooks, or keeper boxes 7.14% 48.05% 44.81% 3 

EAS systems 19.35% 66.45% 14.19% 
RFID technologies 11.18% 77.63% 11.18% 
GPS product tracking systems 8.61% 60.93% 30.46%  
Self-checkout accuracy solutions 8.78% 63.51% 27.70% 
Advanced video analytics 10.39% 68.18% 21.43% 
Fraud prevention software 5.23% 69.93% 24.84% 

Note: the superscripts refer to the rank of the budget item in terms of the percentage of respondents reporting an increase or decrease 
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As Table 4 shows, the greatest percentage of respondents reported that budgets were increasing for tools that help 
loss prevention professionals either: (1) gather and use criminal intelligence, or (2) harden targets. For example, 
incident and case management systems help retailers collect information about the individuals victimizing their 
companies; ORC investigators conduct the investigations and gather intelligence; and relying on guards and 
training/employee awareness also helps organizations collect better evidence about incidents. Discussions with loss 
prevention professionals revealed that a lot of the training and awareness programs are designed to keep store 
employees out of harm’s way and de-escalate incidents rather than escalate them.   
 
However, loss prevention solutions that restrict physical access to products (e.g., locking cases, locking peg hooks, 
or keeper boxes) were also popular categories, as was guard spending. Both solutions/strategies are key to 
hardening targets (i.e., making crimes more difficult to commit), and both are some of the most serious and costly 
measures retailers can take to reduce retail crime. 
 
Next, we mapped the percentage of respondents who reported increases in the budgets for each of the top 6 budget 
priorities to better understand how budget priorities might differ throughout the nation. The results of these 
analyses are provided in Figures 34 through 39.  
 
Figure 34. Percentage Reporting Increase in Incident or Case Management Budget by State 
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Figure 35. Percentage Reporting Increase in ORC Investigators Budget by State 

 

 
 
Figure 36. Percentage Reporting Increase in Locking Solutions Budget by State 
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Figure 37. Percentage Reporting Increase in Guard Services Budget by State 

 

 
 
Figure 38. Percentage Reporting Increase in Employee Training and Awareness by State 
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Figure 39. Percentage Reporting Increase in Store-Level LP Budget by State 

 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
Throughout this chapter we have reviewed what retailers are doing in response to organized retail crime, including 
how they are changing their approach to apprehensions and why, as well as how their budgetary priorities are 
changing. Respondents throughout much of the country reported that retailers are taking a hands-off approach and 
that this is primarily because they believe apprehensions are dangerous to guests and workers.  
 
Similarly, we learned that retailers are focusing their resources on people, tools, and systems that enable them to 
gather intelligence about offenders and offenses, as well as some of the most extreme and costly approaches from 
the perspective of situational crime prevention.  
 
However, there is one final caveat about the results discussed in Chapter 4. Respondents in some states might be 
less likely to report that their budgets increased for a specific solution because their respective organizations made 
investments in these technologies in prior years. For example, if retailers in specific states made investments in 
locking cases in previous years, then they might have been less likely to increase the budget for these technologies in 
the past year. Similarly, if retailers in the Southeast increased their budgets for incident and case management 
systems in previous years, then these retailers might be less likely to report that their budgets increased in the past 
year.  
 
Nevertheless, many retailers continue to adapt to changing ORC dynamics by changing their apprehensions policies 
and placing greater emphasis on target hardening, intelligence-gathering, awareness, and investigations. All of these 
are critical in deterring the growing amount of organized retail crime; especially the brazen and aggressive crimes 
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that seem to be increasing throughout the nation. However, these are all important for investigating and prosecuting 
organized retail crime, especially in an era when retailers are less willing to allow in-store apprehensions. As the 
results in the next chapter shows, retailers recognize that maintaining public-private partnerships is critical to 
controlling ORC, as are case preparation and documentation when presenting cases to either law enforcement or 
prosecutors.  
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Chapter 5  
Law Enforcement, Prosecution, Public Policy, and ORC 

 
Introduction  
 
One of the primary reasons we conducted a nation-wide study that focuses on ORC at the state level is because 
ORC is primarily a local and state-level issue. Therefore, local and state level law enforcement, prosecutors, and 
policymakers have a tremendous role to play in combatting ORC. However, all these stakeholders need to 
understand all these issues contained in this report, as well as opportunities to improve collaboration.  
 
The results presented in this chapter show retailers believe law enforcement and prosecutors have an important role 
in controlling organized retail crime. In fact, as Figure 40 shows, when the respondents were asked “How important 
is it to develop and maintain public-private partnerships when investigating ORC cases?” 94.81% reported that it 
was very important, and 5.19% reported that it was moderately important – none of the respondents reported that it 
was “not important at all” or only “slightly important.”  
 
Figure 40. Importance of Public-Private Partnerships 

  
 

However, the results in this chapter also reveal many opportunities for enhanced collaboration among retailers, law 
enforcement and prosecutors. While some of the findings might seem critical of law enforcement and prosecutors, 
other results show that retailers understand the challenges that law enforcement faces, as well as how industry 
practices and constraints can, at times, make public-private collaboration more difficult.  
 
Other findings are surprising and encouraging, and reveal how far the industry has come in just a few years. For 
example, in some cases, respondents in states that had greater average increases in ORC (according to the results 
from Chapter 2) also had favorable reviews of police and prosecutors. This might be because, as practitioners in 
these states have worked closely with law enforcement and prosecutors, they have come to better understand the 
challenges that law enforcement and prosecutors face.  
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Nevertheless, this chapter will proceed by reviewing results related to respondents’ perceptions of law enforcement, 
perceptions of prosecution, as well as respondents’ perceptions of the relationship between public policy reforms 
and organized retail crime. 
 
Law Enforcement 
 
In recent years, many law enforcement agencies have begun to take ORC much more seriously; however, there is 
still much more to do in many jurisdictions throughout America. We began by asking participants whether they 
agreed with a series of statements, including: (1) law enforcement recognizes the difference between shoplifting 
incidents and ORC; and (2) law enforcement understands the difference between responding to shoplifting 
incidents and ORC.  
 
Figure 41. Perceptions of Law Enforcement’s Understanding of ORC 

 
 
As Figure 41 shows, the majority (59.74%) either strongly agreed (12.34%) or somewhat agreed (47.40%) with this 
statement, while the minority (40.26%) either somewhat (24.03%) or strongly disagreed (16.23%). In other words, 
the majority of respondents believe that law enforcement recognizes the difference between shoplifting incidents 
and ORC in the areas they serve, and this basic understanding is the first step in successful collaboration between 
retail loss prevention practitioners, investigators, and law enforcement agencies.  
 
Next, we wanted to understand how perceptions of law enforcement’s understanding of the difference between 
shoplifting incidents and ORC might vary among the states; therefore, we mapped the responses at the state level. 
Figure 42 shows the percentage of respondents who selected either “somewhat disagree” or “strongly disagree” in 
the states they serve. Respondents in the Southeast were more likely to disagree, on average, with the statement 
“Law enforcement recognizes the difference between shoplifting incidents and ORC” than respondents in many of 
the other regions. However, large percentages of respondents in Washington, Maine, New Hampshire, and 
Colorado also tended to disagree with this statement. These findings suggest that retailers may want to focus their 
resources on raising awareness about ORC in these states.  
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Figure 42. Percentage who Somewhat or Strongly Disagree with the Statement “Law Enforcement 
Recognizes the Difference between Shoplifting and ORC” by State 

 

 
 
However, there is a difference between: (1) understanding the difference between ORC and shoplifting incidents, 
and (2) understanding the differences in responding to and/or investigating ORC cases and shoplifting incidents. 
Therefore, we asked respondents whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement, “In the areas I serve, law 
enforcement recognizes the difference between responding to shoplifting incidents and ORC.”  
 
Interestingly, while most respondents agreed that law enforcement recognized the difference between ORC and 
shoplifting, the majority (55.44%) disagreed that law enforcement understood the difference in responding to ORC 
and shoplifting incidents. 
 
Figure 43. Perceptions of Law Enforcement’s Response to ORC vs. Shoplifting 
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Since most criminal justice systems vary across the state, county, and local level, and since most state level policies 
affect practices throughout states, we analyzed how perceptions of law enforcement’s response to ORC vs. 
shoplifting differed across states.  operate at the state, county, and local level, it is important to understand how 
retailers’ perceptions differ across states at least.  
 
As Figure 44, respondents in the Southeast were more likely than respondents in any other region, on average, to 
indicate that they do not believe law enforcement understands the difference between responding to shoplifting and 
ORC. While this was similar to the previous findings, there were some differences. For example, respondents in 
many states in the Northeast, and some states in the Midwest, tended to report that law enforcement agencies did 
not understand the difference in responding to ORC and shoplifting incidents. Finally, 100 percent of the 
respondents who served Arkansas indicated that they do not believe law enforcement understands the difference in 
responding to ORC versus shoplifting incidents.  
 
Figure 44. Percentage who Somewhat or Strongly Disagree with the Statement “Law Enforcement 
Understands difference in Responding to ORC and Shoplifting” by State 

 

 
 

Next, to gauge retailers’ perspectives on their role in working with law enforcement, we asked the participants, 
“How important is case preparation and documentation when presenting an ORC case to law enforcement?” The 
choice options included: (1) Not important at all, (2) slightly important, (3) moderately important, and (4) very 
important. As Figure 45 shows, the vast majority said that case preparation and documentation was very important 
when presenting a case to law enforcement.  
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Figure 45. Perceived Importance of Case Preparation and Documentation with Law Enforcement  

 
 
Next, we mapped the percentage of respondents who reported that case preparation and documentation is very 
important when working with law enforcement according to the states the respondents served. Since the vast 
majority of respondents selected that it was very important, most of the respondents in all the states also tended to 
report that it was very important. However, there were some states in the Southeast, Southwest and Northeast 
where fewer respondents reported that it was very important.  
 
Figure 46. Percentage of Respondents who Report Case Preparation & Documentation is Very Important 
when Presenting Cases to Law Enforcement by State  
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To understand retailers’ perceptions of law enforcement’s effectiveness against ORC throughout the United States, 
we asked the respondents, “Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: In the areas I serve, law 
enforcement agencies are effective partners in controlling ORC.” Overall, most respondents (62.98%) reported that 
they somewhat or strongly agreed that law enforcement agencies are effective partners in contolling ORC; however, 
a substantial minority (37.02%) either somewhat or strongly disagreed with this statement. 
 
Figure 47. Perceptions of Law Enforcement Effectiveness in Controlling ORC 
 

 
 
Therefore, to understand how perceptions of law enforcement effectiveness vary by state, we mapped the 
percentage of respondents who reported that they somewhat or strongly disagreed with the statement “Law 
enforcement agencies are effective partners in controlling ORC.” Figure 48 provides the results, and we can see that 
there is some variation in perceptions of law enforcement effectiveness throughout the United States according to 
the respondents in this survey. For example, respondents serving Colorado, Arkansas, Utah, Delaware, Texas, Ohio, 
and Washington were more likely, on average, to somewhat or strongly disagree that law enforcement agencies are 
effective partners in controlling ORC.   
 
Figure 48. Perceptions of Law Enforcement Effectiveness in Controlling ORC by State 
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Finally, we asked the respondents about their greatest challenges when working with law enforcement on ORC 
cases. This was an open-ended question; that is, retailers were able to type their responses. We analyzed these 
responses and categorized them; these challenges are summarized in Table 5. 
 
Table 5. Challenges Working with Law Enforcement 

Challenge Frequency 

Lack of understanding/experience  29 
Competing law enforcement priorities/too many other cases 25 
Law enforcement not taking cases 16 
Staffing, Turnover, Transfers 13 
Response/Response Time 13 
Lack of resources 11 
Lack of commitment/effort 9 
Jurisdictional/inter-agency collaboration challenges 4 
Retailer restrictions (e.g., data sharing, requirements for reporting)  2 
Lack of quality evidence to provide law enforcement (high-quality images, video) 2 

  
The responses shown in Table 5 suggest that one of the greatest challenges retailers face is the lack of 
understanding and/or experience with ORC cases. However, the results also reveal that retailers recognize many of 
the challenges law enforcement agencies face, such as their competing priorities; challenges with staffing, turnover, 
and transfers; and their lack of resources. Of course, in some cases, the retailers recognized that there are limitations 
within their organizations that make collaboration more difficult, such as lacking quality evidence to provide law 
enforcement, especially video and images, as well as internal policies that complicate successful collaboration. 

 

Prosecution 
 
Next, we asked many of the same questions about prosecutors throughout the United States. To gauge retailers’ 
perceptions of their role in working with prosecutors, we asked, “How important is case preparation and 
documentation when presenting ORC cases to prosecutors?”  
 
Figure 49. Perceived Importance of Case Preparation and Documentation with Prosecution 

 
 

98.69%

1.31%

0.00%

0.00%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Very important

Moderately Important

Slightly Important

Not important at all

How important is case preparation and documentation when presenting a 
case to prosecutors?



ORC across the States 
 

 
 

 

Page  52 

As Figure 49 shows, fully 98.69% reported that it was very important, and 1.31% said that it was moderately 
important. None of the respondents reported that it was slightly important or unimportant, reflecting the 
practitioners’ belief that they have an important role to play in terms of documenting and preparing ORC 
investigations. Obviously, when we mapped the results (see Figure 50), most respondents in all the states reported 
that this was very important. The only areas where less than one hundred percent of the respondents in the state 
reported that it was very important was among respondents serving states in the upper Northeast, and Kentucky 
and Indiana.  
 
Figure 50. Percentage Reporting that Case Preparation & Documentation is Very Important when 
Presenting Cases to Prosecution by State  

 

 
 

Next, to better understand how the respondents view prosecutors’ understanding of ORC and response to ORC, we 
also asked retailers whether they agreed or disagree with two statements, including: (1) “Prosecutors understand the 
differences between shoplifting incidents and ORC,” and (2) “Prosecutors understand the difference in prosecuting 
shoplifting incidents and prosecuting ORC.” While these two statements are similar, there are subtle differences – 
one of these statements reflects general awareness of ORC, while the other captures whether the respondents 
believe that prosecutors understand differences in responding to ORC.  
 
Figure 51 provides the percentage of respondents who agreed or disagreed with the statement “In the areas I serve, 
prosecutors understand the difference between shoplifting incidents and ORC.” Unlike the similar question 
referencing police, most respondents (56.87%) disagreed with this statement, suggesting that most respondents do 
not believe that prosecutors in the areas they serve understand the difference between ORC and shoplifting 
incidents; this is despite the fact that the plurality of respondents somewhat agreed with the statement.  
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Figure 51. Percentage of Respondents who Agree or Disagree with the Statement “Prosecutors Understand 
the Difference between Shoplifting Incidents and ORC” 

 
 
To understand how the respondents’ perceptions varied by state, we mapped the results in Figure 52. Figure 52 
shows the percentage of respondents serving each state that either somewhat or strongly disagreed with the 
statement that prosecutors understand the difference between ORC and shoplifting incidents. Respondents in the 
Southeast, Upper Northeast, and Pacific Northwest were more likely to disagree or strongly disagree with this 
statement, but especially those in Maine, New Hampshire, Michigan, Alabama, Washington, and Ohio. 
 
Figure 52. Percentage of Respondents who Somewhat or Strongly Agree with the Statement “Prosecutors 
Understand the Difference between Shoplifting Incidents and ORC” by State 
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Figure 53 shows the percentage of respondents who agreed or disagreed with the statement “In the areas I serve, 
prosecutors understand the difference in prosecuting shoplifting incidents and ORC.” Once again, while most 
respondents said that law enforcement understands the difference in responding to shoplifting incidents and ORC, 
the majority of respondents (59.74%) here said that the somewhat or strongly disagreed.  
 
Figure 53. Perceptions of Prosecutors Understanding of Prosecuting ORC vs. Shoplifting 

 
 
Figure 54. Percentage of Respondents who Somewhat or Strongly Disagree with the Statement 
“Prosecutors Understand the Difference in Prosecuting Shoplifting Incidents and ORC” by State 

 

 
 
Figure 54 shows the percentage of respondents who somewhat or strongly disagree with the statement “In the areas 
I serve, prosecutors understand the difference between shoplifting incident and ORC” according to the states they 
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serve. Once again, many of the respondents in states that reporting prosecutors’ awareness of ORC versus 
shoplifting was lacking also tend to indicate that prosecutors do not understand the difference in prosecuting 
shoplifting and ORC cases. However, respondents in states like New Jersey, Arizona, Alabama, and South Carolina 
were most likely to somewhat or strongly disagree.  
 
Next, to understand the respondents’ perceptions of prosecutors’ effectiveness in prosecuting ORC offenders, we 
asked the respondents, “In the areas you serve, how effective are prosecutors in prosecuting ORC offenders?” The 
results once again suggested that the respondents have more favorable perceptions of law enforcement than 
prosecutors, because most respondents (70.47%) reported that they believed prosecutors in the areas they serve 
were either somewhat ineffective (41.61%) or very ineffective (28.86%) when it comes to prosecuting ORC cases.  
 
Figure 55. Perceptions of Prosecutor Effectiveness with ORC Cases 

 
 
Unfortunately, this question does not help us understand why retailers believe prosecutors are ineffective – it could 
be for a variety of reasons. For example, it could be because the penal codes in their jurisdictions do not adequately 
address ORC, or it could be because the prosecutors do not prioritize prosecuting these cases. Nevertheless, Figure 
56 provides the percentage of respondents who reported that prosecutors are either somewhat or very ineffective 
across the United States.  
 
As the results show, most respondents in states throughout the Southeast, Midwest, and Pacific Northwest reported 
that they believed prosecutors were somewhat ineffective or very ineffective in the areas they serve. However, 100% 
of respondents in South Carolina, North Carolina, Maryland, and Arkansas reported that they believed prosecutors 
in these states were either somewhat ineffective or very ineffective.  
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Figure 56. Perceptions of Prosecutors Effectiveness with ORC Cases by State 

 

 
 

Finally, we asked the respondents about their greatest challenges when working with prosecutors on ORC cases. 
This was an open-ended question; that is, retailers were able to type their responses. We analyzed these responses 
and categorized them; these challenges are summarized in Table 6. 
 
Table 6. Challenges Working with Law Enforcement 

Challenge Frequency 

Charging leniency; failure to leverage existing statutes 22 
Lack of understanding/experience with ORC cases 19 
Lack of commitment/effort/interest in ORC cases 15 
Not taking cases or even considering them 15 
Large caseloads 14 
Challenges with multi-jurisdiction cases 11 
Competing priorities (e.g., violent cases, easy wins, etc.) 10 
Lack of quality evidence/video from retailer 8 
Not aggregating incidents 8 
Only want high-dollar cases 6 
Access to prosecutor’s office 6 
Politics 3 

 
While it may seem like there is overlap among these issues, we did our best to categorize the responses according to 
what the retailers wrote, instead of “reading between the lines.” For example, when prosecutors have large 
caseloads, they must prioritize their cases; however, when retailers said that they have high caseloads, the problem 
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with high caseloads could be that it is difficult for retailers to get prosecutors adequate evidence because of their 
own caseloads. Of course, when respondents provided more than one challenge in their response, we categorized all 
of them. 
 
The most common challenges when working with prosecutors revolve around the ways prosecutors determine 
which cases they will focus on – retailers believe that prosecutors are not interested or committed to ORC cases; 
that ORC cases often take a back seat to other cases; ORC cases are only prosecuted if they are “big cases; and 
other similar issues.  
 
The respondents also noted several other challenges, and the single most common challenge is prosecutors’ 
leniency with charging and failure to leverage existing laws. This may be related to prosecutors’ need to clear cases 
as quickly as possible, and it may be more difficult to successfully prosecute more complex charges. However, if 
prosecutors had more experience with prosecuting ORC cases, as well as a better understanding of available statutes 
in many states, they might be able to prosecute these cases more effectively.   
 

Informal Law Enforcement and Prosecution Thresholds 
 
Finally, there is one more challenge that many retailers face when working with law enforcement and prosecutors – 
informal thresholds. In our discussions with practitioners, many have reported that there are informal dollar-value 
thresholds that law enforcement and prosecutors use to determine whether they will prioritize cases and/or devote 
resources to cases. For example, a prosecutor may not prioritize a case unless it involves at least $10,000 in 
merchandise. To better understand thresholds throughout the country, we provided a bit of context about the 
question, stating “In some jurisdictions, ORC cases must involve a certain dollar-amount of product before law 
enforcement and prosecutors will take a case,” then we asked, “Are there informal dollar-value thresholds in the 
areas you serve? Figure 57 provides the results from this question.  
 
Figure 57. Percent Reporting Informal Dollar-Value Thresholds in Areas Served 

  
 
For those who reported the use of informal dollar-value thresholds in the areas they serve, we asked them to 
“estimate the average dollar-value threshold.” We asked them to estimate the average because many of the 
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practitioners serve many areas involving many different law enforcement agencies and prosecutors’ offices. The 
median of the responses was $1000; however, the maximum reported threshold was $250,000 – we suspect that this 
was reported by a practitioner who typically investigates high-value federal cases.   
 
Nevertheless, perhaps the most concerning aspect of these findings is that 28.86% were not sure whether there are 
informal dollar-value thresholds in the areas they serve. This is critical information, and retailers should be aware of 
whether informal thresholds exist in the areas they serve, even if they do not know the precise threshold. 
Otherwise, they may waste law enforcement agencies and prosecutors time presenting them cases that they have no 
desire to prosecute or investigate.    

 

Public Policies 
 
Many of the retailers believe there are policies that can either help control ORC or that may exacerbate ORC. In 
recent years, there have been several criminal justice reforms at the federal, state, and local levels. In some cases, 
jurisdictions have changed the penal code and have raised the threshold for what is considered a felony, while other 
jurisdictions have reduced or eliminated bail for suspects.  
 
According to discussions in the LPRC’s ORC Working Group, one of the issues that has been at the forefront of 
many practitioners’ minds is the role of bail reform in ORC. Therefore, we asked a few questions about the role of 
bail reforms. First, we asked, “Have any of the areas you serve recently adopted bail reforms laws that reduced or 
eliminated bail for suspects?” Figure 58 provides the results.  
 
Figure 58. Percentage Reporting the Adoption of Bail Reform Laws in Areas Served 

 
 
As Figure 58 shows, 49.03% reported that areas they serve had adopted bail reforms, 18.06% reported that they had 
not, and fully 32.90% were not sure. Once again, the percentage of respondents who said they were not sure about 
bail reforms in the areas they serve is concerning because this may have several consequences for retail crime in the 
areas they serve.  
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For example, bail reform could shorten the time between arrest, release, and re-offending. This is important to 
know, because it will shape intelligence-gathering; if the time between arrest and re-offense is reduced following bail 
reform, then loss prevention practitioners would need to be on the lookout sooner for repeat offending among 
those who were recently arrest.  
 
Therefore, we followed up the bail reform questions by asking whether the respondents (who reported that they 
areas they serve had adopted bail reform), agreed or disagreed with the statement: “In the areas I serve, bail reforms 
have made it easier for ORC offenders to repeatedly victimize retailers.” Figure 59 provides the results for this 
question.  
 
Figure 59. Respondents’ Perceptions of Bail Reform on Repeated Victimization of Retailers 

 
 
As Figure 59 shows, 78.38% reported strongly agreed with the statement, 14.86% agreed, and 6.76% strongly 
disagreed, indicating that respondents believe that bail reforms are contributing to the ORC problem throughout 
the United States. We did not map where respondents agreed or disagreed with this statement because 84 of the 
participants reported that they served 2-10 states.   
 
As we saw earlier in the study, many factors influence whether crimes are reported – for example, many of the 
respondents reported that crimes are under-reported because nothing will happen to the suspects. Therefore, we 
asked. “How often do your ORC cases involve suspects who have been arrested and released in the past month?” 
The results are shown in Figure 60.  
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Figure 60. ORC Cases Involving Repeat Offenders 

 
 
As Figure 60 shows, 14.19% said “never;” 1.35% said “sometimes;” 18.24% said “about half the time;” 39.86% said 
“most of the time;” and 26.35% said “always.” Clearly, there is tremendous variation in the responses, and this is 
likely because of differences in the types of ORC throughout the industry. Figure 61 shows the percentage of 
respondents serving each state that said their ORC cases always or most of the time involve repeat offenders. There 
are several states where this is concerning including: Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Washington, 
and California.  
 
Figure 61. Percentage Reporting that Cases Involve Repeat Offenders “Most of the Time” or “Always”  
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As prior LPRC research shows (Lowe, 2020), there is considerable variation by retail sector, in both: (1) the 
complexity/sophistication of ORC networks, and (2) the size of the geographic area in which they operate. Those 
who said that they are “always” dealing with offenders who were recently released may primarily be investigating 
cases involving less sophisticated offenders/networks, while those who said their cases “never” or “sometimes” 
involve recently arrested offenders may be focused on more complex networks that are better able to escape 
detection or arrest.  
 

Conclusion 
 
The findings throughout this Chapter show that retailers believe law enforcement and prosecutors have a 
tremendous role to play in controlling ORC; this was evident in the retailers’ responses to questions about the 
importance of public-private partnerships when investigating ORC cases. Retailers also recognize the important role 
they must play in controlling ORC – the respondents nearly universally said that case preparation and 
documentation was very important when presenting cases to law enforcement and prosecutors.  
 
When the respondents were asked open-ended questions about the challenges they face when working with law 
enforcement and prosecution, they readily acknowledged many of the challenges that law enforcement and 
prosecutors face – for example, the retailers recognize that prosecutors and law enforcement have an incredible 
amount of work to do with limited resources and that they must prioritize their cases. Furthermore, the retailers 
also recognized that their ability to collect evidence and share information also shapes all collaborative efforts. 
However, many of the respondents reported that law enforcement and prosecutors either do not understand the 
difference between ORC and shoplifting incidents, or that they do not understand the differences in responding to 
or prosecuting ORC cases versus shoplifting incidents. 
 
One of the challenges that retailers have involve meeting formal and informal prosecution and investigation 
thresholds. The majority of respondents reported that law enforcement and prosecutors in the areas they serve have 
informal thresholds that determine their response; unfortunately, there was a large percentage of respondents who 
reported that they were not sure about informal thresholds. This is concerning because retailers need to be aware of 
what the law enforcement agencies and prosecutors expect when they present cases; this will help retailers avoid 
wasting their time and others’ time with cases that will not be investigated or prosecuted.   
 
Finally, all these results reveal that the respondents believe there is a role for public policy in preventing and 
controlling ORC. For example, the respondents on average believed that bail reform laws were contributing to 
victimization against their organizations. Furthermore, repeat offenders are a major challenge for many of the 
retailers, therefore, public policies and policing strategies that target repeat offenders might produce the greatest 
reductions in crimes against retailers.  
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Chapter 6  
Conclusion, Implications, and Future Research 

 
The goal of this research was to explore the nature and extent of organized retail crime at the state level, as well as 
the causes of ORC, its consequences, and opportunities to improve ORC prevention and control. Although there 
are limitations of the current research (see the methodological limitation section of Chapter 1), this report has 
provided a wealth of information that will provide a foundation for future research.  
 
We focused on the state level because crime is primarily addressed at the state, county, and local issue throughout 
the United States, and state-level policies are likely to have the greatest effect on retail crime. This also means that 
retailers, policy makers, law enforcement, and prosecutors need to understand organized retail crime if they are 
going to effective control organized retail crime and its consequences. This final chapter will review the findings, 
discuss implications for policy and practice, and review opportunities for future research. 

 
Overall Findings and Implications 

 
ORC is on the rise – in fact, there was not a single respondent who reported that ORC had decreased in the areas 
they served, and, on average, the respondents reported a 30% increase in ORC in the areas they serve. Of course, 
this shouldn’t surprise anyone who has been following the news reports of increasingly brazen and aggressive retail 
offenders. However, at least we now have an estimate of the increase in ORC in states across the nation, and some 
states certainly seem to have greater ORC challenges than others. Retailers, policy makers, law enforcement 
agencies, and prosecutors will need to continue to combat organized retail crime. Retailers will need to refine their 
ORC control strategies, while policymakers, law enforcement agencies, and prosecutors will need to adopt policies 
and use practices that are known to reduce crime.  
 
For example, we know that policing strategies that target individuals and places that generate the most crimes, and 
the most serious crimes, are associated with reductions in crime (Sherman, 2013). There is also evidence suggesting 
that selective incapacitation (i.e., incarceration) of high-rate offenders can reduce crime (i.e., victimization of 
individuals and businesses; Piquero et al., 2003). These bodies of research suggest that police should focus their 
efforts on serious, high-rate offenders, and that prosecutors can reduce aggregate crime rates using selective 
incapacitation of serious, high-rate offenders. However, there are many opportunities for developmental and 
community crime prevention programs that target youth and young adults – prevention programs that are 
supported by the most rigorous evidence can be found via Blueprints for Healthy Youth Development (Blueprints 
for Healthy Youth Development, 2022).  
 
Unfortunately, according to respondents, retail crimes are also vastly under-reported in states throughout the 
country. This is a major problem, because property crimes involving retail establishments comprise a large portion 
of all known property crimes according to official statistics (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2022). If crimes against 
retail companies are under-reported, then the official statistics will be inaccurate. This has a few different 
consequences – first, it may lead public officials and policymakers to underestimate the extent of the problem, and, 
in turn, it may cause them to dedicate insufficient resources to solving retail crime. Second, any research that 
examines the effect of public policies on property crime using official statistics is suspect, especially if the policies 
under examination might depress crime reporting rates. For example, if a public policy reduces the consequences 
for property crimes, then individuals might be less likely to report these crimes; this, in turn, this might lead one to 
conclude that reducing the consequences of crime is associated with reduced crime, when the apparent decline is, in 
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fact, due to declines in crime reporting.  

 
This report also revealed that, according to the respondents, fear of crime is a major or moderate problem in states 
throughout the nation. Retailers, policy makers, law enforcement, and prosecutors must address this by addressing 
the causes of fear, and victimization is just one of the many causes of fear of crime. Crime rates, signs of incivilities 
such as physical and social disorder (e.g., signs of drug use, vandalism, vagrancy, prostitution, etc.), perceived 
vulnerability to crime (i.e., beliefs that one will be severely and or irreparably harmed by victimization) and other 
factors contribute to fear of crime. All of these must be addressed if we are going to address fear of crime among 
workers.    
 
While many of the respondents had favorable views of law enforcement’s understanding of the difference between 
ORC and shoplifting incidents, and how the response should differ for these crimes, many did not have a favorable 
view of law enforcement. Moreover, most respondents had negative perceptions of prosecutors’ understanding of 
the difference between ORC and shoplifting incidents. However, the respondents do seem to understand many of 
the challenges law enforcement and prosecutors face, particularly their heavy caseloads, and lack of resources. 
Nevertheless, there is a lot of work the industry must do to educate law enforcement and prosecutors on the nature 
of ORC, as well as how these crimes can be efficiently and successfully prosecuted. Greater awareness may make 
them become more likely to investigate and successfully prosecute these cases.   
 
On the other hand, retailers need to continue to provide law enforcement and prosecutors with the best evidence 
packages possible, including comprehensive and detailed information about the assets involved in the crime; high-
quality video, imagery, and other evidence that can prove the elements of all crimes involved. This will mean that 
retailers will need to devote resources to ensuring that cases can be fully developed, so that law enforcement and 
prosecutors jump on the cases when ORC investigators present them.  
 

Future Research 
 
Causes of ORC. The weakest aspect of this study was that it does not explain the causes of organized retail crime. 
We could say that ORC is caused by individuals’ desire to generate financial profit for themselves or a broader 
criminal enterprise with which they are associated. However, this is a tautological explanation of ORC – it is illogical 
and unscientific to explain any behavior using part of its definition because, by definition, the explanation will be 
true; therefore, it is an unfalsifiable hypothesis (Popper, 2002). Instead, we need to understand why some 
individuals engage in organized retail crime and others do not – in other words, presumably the opportunities to 
commit these types of crime are available to all members of the general public, so why do some individuals abstain 
from engaging in ORC?  
 
There are many criminological theories that might explain organized retail offending, including social learning, social 
bond, strain, biosocial, and others (Akers & Sellers, 2012). However, we must remember that the organizations that 
are most affected by ORC have limited control over many factors that might cause ORC according to existing 
theories; for example, retailers have little influence on local residents’ peer groups or their attachment to 
conventional activities and institutions. While research shows that these factors influence whether individuals 
engage in crime, retailers’ have the greatest influence over the spaces they control. Therefore, for the most part, 
their prevention efforts are confined to situational and environmental approaches that harden targets, increase the 
risk of criminal consequences, or reduce the benefits of organized retail crime.  
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Researchers have conducted a considerable amount of research on effective situational and environmental crime 
prevention (Cornish & Clarke, 2014; Wortley & Mazerolle, 2008); unfortunately, a lot of this research does not 
focus on crime prevention in retail settings specifically. Researchers need to continue to identify effective retail 
crime prevention practices, and, more specifically, they need to research practices and techniques that prevent 
organized retail crime. The results show that retailers are increasing the amount they spend on a variety of strategies 
and solutions; however, unless rigorous research is conducted, there is no way to know whether retailers are 
allocating their resources in the most cost-effective and cost-efficient manner. 
 
The Extent of Retail Crime and Retail Crime Trends. As we discussed at the beginning of this report, it is 
incredibly difficult, if not impossible, to accurately estimate the amount of organized retail crime in America. 
Currently many of the existing estimates are in dollar-terms; this is primarily because dollars are, literally, the coin of 
the retail realm. However, there are other ways to estimate the extent of ORC, such as estimating the number of 
ORC-related incidents each year. One of the primary goals of the LPRC’s American Retail Crime, Shrink, and 
Security (ARCSS) Research Initiative is to quantify different types of crime throughout the US by collecting 
incident-level data from retailers; however, we need to continue to expand the number of retailers who are sharing 
data for the project.  
 
A retail crime incident database (e.g., ARCSS) would help us reconcile the official statistics with the true amount of 
retail crime. Remember, respondents reported that approximately 50% of all known incidents, on average, are 
reported to law enforcement. However, if we have an incident-level database, we can begin to compare the number 
of incidents that are reported to police with the number of crimes that are reported in retailers’ incident and case 
management systems.  
 
Incident-level data would also enable us to examine trends in retail crime over time and in different regions, which 
could help retailers understand the relationship between broader social changes and retail crime. For example, there 
may be seasonal trends that influence retail crime, and retail crime might be related to other factors such as broad 
economic conditions; however, without valid and reliable incident-level data, it will be difficult, if not impossible to 
understand how these factors influence retail crime.  
 
The Relationship between Public Policies and ORC. One of the limitations of this study is that the results are 
based on the perceptions of a subset of loss prevention professionals who were willing and able to participate in the 
survey. Therefore, the participants may have similar worldviews and perspectives that shape their attitudes about 
public policies.  
 
To truly understand the effect of public policies on organized retail crime, we need to examine whether jurisdictions 
with different policies differ in the frequency and/or severity of ORC-related incidents. However, given the 
problems with official crime statistics described above, we need a database of incident-level information (such as 
the one associated with the ARCSS initiative) to examine the effects of public policies on retail crimes.    

 
Fear of Crime in Retail Settings. More research needs to examine workers’ fear of crime, including the extent of 
fear of crime among workers, its causes, consequences, and its duration after primary or secondary victimization. 
First, if we understand the causes of retail workers fear of crime, we may be able to intervene and promote feelings 
of safety and security among workers. Clearly there are several factors that are known to be related to fear of crime, 
such as perceived vulnerability, perceived risk of victimization, prior victimization, and social and physical disorder; 
by addressing these issues, we may be able to reduce fear of crime (Lane et al., 2014; Rader et al., 2012). However, 
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most fear of crime research has been conducted with broad swaths of the population and did not focus specifically 
on fear of crime in retail settings – this research should be prioritized moving forward.  
 
Researchers also need to understand how this contributes to workplace performance, turnover, and how fear of 
crime might further harm crime prevention efforts either directly through avoidance behaviors or indirectly by 
affecting the turnover rate which in turn affects the average, aggregate understanding of retail crime among retail 
workers (e.g., what to look for, what to do, etc.).  
 
The Broader Consequences of Retail Crime. We do not know enough about the consequences of retail crime 
for communities, consumers, and retailers. For example, we do not know the full impact of ORC on tax revenues; 
how organized retail crime might be related to other types of organized crime; or what the long-term consequences 
are for communities where retail crime is not addressed. Researchers need to examine this so that we can better 
understand the full consequences of retail crime for workers, consumers, communities, and the retailers themselves.  
 
There is research suggesting what the long-term consequences of uncontrolled crime and disorder may be, including 
several negative consequences for community members and communities in general, such as: poor mental health, 
substance abuse, poor physical health, fear of crime in schools, poor school attendance, escalating crime, and overall 
community decline (W. Skogan, 2015). However, all this research focused on community crime and disorder, not 
necessarily crime and disorder involving businesses specifically.  
 
Effective Collaboration with Law Enforcement and Prosecutors. The results suggest that there is more work 
that all stakeholders must do to improve public-private crime prevention collaboration. Much of the existing 
research focuses on how private organizations can participate in broader community crime prevention initiatives, 
but more work needs to be done on how retailers, law enforcement, and prosecutors can work together to reduce 
organized retail crime.  
 
Unfortunately, discussions with retail practitioners suggest that many of the barriers to public-private collaboration 
described by Morabito and Greenberg (2005) still exist today in many parts of the country, including: (1) barriers to 
information sharing, (2) lack of trust; (3) and misinformation and misunderstanding.   
 
We need to understand what retailers can do to build relationships with law enforcement, and how retailers can 
ensure that law enforcement agencies view private retail businesses as good faith partners in the fight against crime. 
The same is true of prosecutors. In our discussions with organized retail crime investigators, it is clear that there are 
many things retailers are doing to build and maintain relationships with law enforcement and prosecutors. 
 
For example, ORC investigators will visit police stations during shift changes to get to know the officers and 
investigators at the station; other retailers support law enforcement by giving them access to their resources and 
assisting them with investigations; and many other retailers participate in ORC associations, task forces, and 
organizations such as the Coalition of Law Enforcement and Retail (CLEAR). However, one of the most important 
things ORC investigators can do is avoid harming relationships – that is, retailers need to avoid wasting law 
enforcement agencies’ or prosecutors’ time by presenting them with cases that are under-prepared and poorly 
documented.  
 
Nevertheless, all of these are anecdotal examples of what retailers are doing and, although they make logical sense, 
there is little research showing what is more or less effective in improving collaborative efforts between retailers, 
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law enforcement, and prosecutors. On the other hand, research needs to examine what is effective in raising law 
enforcement and prosecutors’ awareness of ORC and how to properly respond to, or prosecute, ORC cases in 
jurisdictions throughout America.  
 
The Changing Role of Online Marketplaces in Organized Retail Crime. Finally, as online retail continues to 
grow, the amount of organized retail crime that involves online marketplaces and other e-commerce sites will likely 
continue to grow. Retailers will need to learn how to effectively investigate online crimes, and this will require 
research, including research on what evidence is required to successfully prosecute online ORC, what evidence is 
most useful when building ORC cases that involve online marketplaces, and how retailers can effectively collaborate 
on e-commerce cases.  
 
We also need to continue to examine which online marketplaces play the greatest role in markets for illegally 
acquired merchandise, and why. As we mentioned in the section dedicated to online marketplaces, the online 
marketplaces that respondents listed as “most problematic” according to their active investigations may not actually 
be the most problematic; rather, these sites might be the ones that are easiest to investigate. We need to continue to 
research the impact of online marketplaces on organized retail crime, and what features of different online 
marketplaces contribute to ORC.  
 

Conclusion 
 
This report contains a wealth of information about organized retail crime and should serve as a foundation for 
future research. There are many things that retailers, policymakers, law enforcement agencies, and prosecutors can 
learn from this research, including the extent of ORC in states throughout the United States, the consequences of 
ORC for workers, consumers, communities, and retailers; and opportunities for improving collaboration among 
retailers, law enforcement, and prosecutors.  
 
Unfortunately, there is so much that we still do not know about organized retail crime, or how to effectively control 
it and its consequences. The LPRC is fully committed to ORC research, including future iterations of this study. 
However, we will need the continued support of retailers, loss prevention practitioners, and retail trade 
organizations so that we can produce research that will be most impactful for the retail industry, and will enable 
retailers, policymakers, and other to make evidence-based decisions that promote human flourishing.  
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