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In the article “Anti-theft procedures and fixtures: a randomized controlled trial of two
situational crime prevention measures” by Hayes, R., Downs, D.M. and Blackwood,
R. in Journal of Experimental Criminology 8:1, the following paragraph was inad-
vertently included in published version of the article on pages 10–11:

*****THEORY implications – changes!!! My only suggestions at this point are
that you consider whether you have learned anything “theoretical” about situational
crime prevention from the experiment. I guess what I am saying is that you talk a
good deal about why this ought to work given prior theoretical work at the outset, but
you might want to speculate whether your work has added to the way we understand
situational crime prevention in the discussion. Or perhaps it simply reinforces the
general approach. Give this some thought.

This paragraph should not have been included in the published article. The pages
appear correctly below:

Discussion

The current research assessed two in-store situational crime prevention efforts in
order to provide their context, mechanism, and outcome information, including
observed performance data to crime prevention scholars and practitioners using a
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randomized controlled trial (RCT) format. The study found both situational crime
prevention measures reduced losses compared to non-treated control locations. Al-
though protected product sales did not increase in the treated stores compared to
control, they did not decrease either, which provides practitioners usable information
since the first goal of preventive treatment is do no harm. While the power estimates
provided some confidence the probability that both type I and II errors were mini-
mized in the study, the lack of observed meaningful pre- to post-sales changes could
have resulted from the relatively small sample size.

As hypothesized and grounded in rational choice perspective, the two treatments
reduced losses. Becker (1968) argued that crime will occur if the utility gained crime
outweighs that of not committing crime—if the benefits from crime outweighs the
risk from being caught, the individual will choose to commit crime. A possible
explanation for the results is would-be thieves were deterred due to the treatments’
producing increased effort, more risk and less reward (Clarke and Cornish 2003).

Both the fixture and the procedural treatments’ protective mechanisms of action
(MOA) included multiple situational crime prevention techniques including proxi-
mally increasing offender risk and effort, while reducing potential gains. Although
the current study did not generate other observational or treatment fidelity data on
precise treatment operation or execution, the careful, theory-informed crime preven-
tion treatment design might well explain the reduced product loss (signature), indi-
cating the treatments created a meaningful change in the actual or perceived
opportunity structure (Clarke 1995; Eck and Madensen 2009; Pawson and Tilley
1997; van der Knaap et al. 2008).

It is of course possible that treated location losses were reduced by the treatments
themselves, or alternatively, at least partly due to the additional focus the protective
processes bring. The RCT design helps eliminate that threat however since both test
and control sites received similar product counting attention while only test sites
received the prescribed treatments. The situational crime prevention process (e.g., C-
M-O, Realist, SARA, and SCHEMA) also helps address this question since the
treatments are carefully designed to affect critical crime risk factors (Eck and
Madensen 2009; Farrington 2006; Harrell 2006; Lipsey 2006; Pawson and Tilley
1997). The rigor of the RCT method provides critical decision-support data, including
effect size and return on investments to practitioners as they diagnose and treat similar
loss situations (Farrington 2006; Harrell 2006; Sherman 2010; Weisburd 2010).

This study provides implications for overall situational crime prevention research
and practice by showing careful, theory-informed countermeasure design and artic-
ulation aids situational crime prevention efforts, and results in a retail setting. This
research provides insight into real-world, lessons-learned for other SCP efforts and
evaluations including how practical SARA efforts can be conducted with skeptical
and busy constituents, and actually help place managers and funding decision-makers
better understand how and why a proposed crime prevention treatment should work.
The study also validated the researchers’ decision to slightly over sample beyond
power estimates due to anticipated attrition and treatment application problems.
Finally, treatment fidelity checks proved very important and actually discovered
treatment application problems early on for quick adjustment.
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