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This volume, Private Security, is one of five reports of the National
Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.

The National Advisory Committee was formed by the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) in the spring of 1975.
Governor Brendan T. Byrne of New Jersey was appointed Chairman
of the Committee. Charles S. House, Chief Justice of the Connecticut
Supreme Court, was named Vice-Chairman, Other members were drawn
from the three branches of State and local government, the criminal
justice community, and the private sector. Four of the 12 members
were elected officials of general government.

The purpose of the Committee was to continue the ground-breaking
work of its predecessor organization, the National Advisory Commis-
sion on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. In 1973 the Commission
published a six-volume report setting forth standards and goals for
police, courts, corrections, the criminal justice system, and crime pre-
vention, Two years later, the National Advisory Committee addressed
several additional areas of concern: juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention, organized crime, research and development, disorders and
terrorism, and private security. Task forces were established to study
and propose standards in each of these areas. The task forces were
comprised of a cross section of experts and leading practitioners in
each of the respective fields.

The Committee reviewed the standards proposed by each task force
and made suggestions for change, as appropriate. The process was
a dynamic one, with an active exchange of views between task force and
Committee members. In almost all instances, the Committee and the
task forces ultimately concurred on the standards adopted. In a few
cases, there were differences in philosophy and approach that were not
resolved. Where such discrepancies exist, each view is presented with
the Committee’s position noted either in the Chairman’s introduction
or in a footnote to the particular standard.

Standards and goals is an ongoing process. As standards are imple-
mented, experience will dictate that some be revised, or even discarded
altogether. Further resecarch and evaluation will also contribute to
growing knowledge about what can and should be done to control
crime and improve the system of criminal justice.

Although LEAA provided financial support to both the Committee
and the task forces, the recommendations and judgments expressed
in the reports do not necessarily reflect those of LEAA. LEAA had
no voting participation at either the task force or Committee level.
And, as with the 1973 report of the previous Commission, it is LEAA’s
policy neither to endorse the standards nor to mandate their acceptance
by State and local governments. It is LEAA policy, however, to encour-
age each State and locality to evaluate its present status in light of



these reports, and to develop standards that are appropriate for their
communities.

On behalf of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
I want to thank the members of the National Advisory Committee and
the task forces for their time and effort. Those members of the Com-
mittee who did “double-duty” as task force chairmen deserve special
thanks.

I want to express LEAA’s sincerest gratitude to the Chairman of
the National Advi. ry Committee, Governor Byrne. Much of the suc-
cess of this undertaking is directly attributable to his leadership, hard
work, and unflagging good humor.

Finally, it is also appropriate to pay tribute to William T. Archey
of LEAA for his outstanding and dedicated service to the Committee
and for bringing this entire effort to such a successful conclusion.
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RICHARD W. VELDE
Administrator
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

Washington, D.C.
December 1976



Foreword

There are more than 1 million people involved in private security in
the United States, The private security industry is a multibillion-
dollar-a-year business that grows at a rate of 10 to 12 percent per
year. In many large cities, the number of private security personnel is
considerably greater than the number of police and law enforcement
personnel. Of those individuals involved in private security, some are
uniformed, some are not; some carry guns, some are unarmed; some
guard nuclear energy installations, some guard golf courses; some
are trained, some are not; some have college degrees, some are vir-
tually uneducated.

This report is the first attempt to codify standards dealing with all
of the divergent persons and things associated with private security.
There are great difficulties necessarily attached to such a project.
Priorities of spending inevitably come into play, and the questions of
whether uniform standards should apply to all those involved in pri-
vate security or only to some, such as those who are armed, are vigor-
ously debated.

The National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals is pleased to present this comprehensive report of the Task
Force on Private Security. Crime prevention has long been a joint
venture of the public and private sectors in the United States. There
has, however, been relatively little research done over the years in
the area of private security, This report, therefore, fills a long-standing
void and provides a reference tool that will be most useful in evaluating
the role played by private security in the law enforcement effort as
well as in developing ways and means of improving the quality of
private security services.

There is virtually no aspect of society that is not in one way or
another affected by private security. A business may employ guards to
protect persons and property from damage, injury, or loss. Special
security services are obviously required in places of public accommoda-
tion, such as airports, schools, and commercial complexes. The perva-
sive involvement of private security plays a vital role in efforts to
create a safe environment in which to work and live. The interrelation
between public and private law enforcement agencies illustrates the
obvious importance of striving to achieve uniformly high standards of
quality for both personnel and performance,

This report deals not only with people involved in private security
but also with things, such as burglar alarm systems and sophisticated
and innovative concepts for environmental protection. As noted, this
report is the first attempt to codify standards. There are included
herein recommendations for the selection and training of private secu-
rity personnel; the development of technology and procedures for
crime prevention systems, such as burglar alarms; and the relation-
ship of the private security industry with law enforcement agencies.



Discussion among members of the Committee included the questions
of whether or not the standards and goals should apply to both large
and national firms as well as the smaller security businesses and
whether the standards and goals should be addressed exclusively to
the problems presented by armed personnel. Also discussed ‘and de-
bated was the issue of whether or not governmental regulation of
private security beyond that presently existing and on a uniform basis
is indicated.

The Task Force concluded that in fulfilling the mission of improving
the quality of private security, it was necessary to give equal importance
to all firms, whether large or small, but to endeavor to establish stand-
ards and goals that would not have the effect of eliminating small
businesses or pricing security services beyond the reach of the con-
sumer. As to the personnel who implement the private security services,
the Task Force determined that attention should be focused upon both
armed and unarmed personnel, it being recognized that both play
significant roles in crime prevention and control. The same philosophy
resulted in a determination by the Task Force that the standards and
goals would be made applicable to proprietary security personnel
(those employees hired by a business to protect the assets of such
business) as well as the contract security operation (those businesses
that provide security services to others for a fee).

A minority of the Committee, considering these issues, determined
that registration, etc., was not necessary for unarmed personnel. Those
subscribing to this view believed that the unarmed security guard does
not pose as great a potential hazard to the public that an armed
guard does where an abuse of authority and power occurs. A par-
ticular fear was that across-the-board regulations would result in costs
that would be prohibitive to the public as well as to some components
of the privite security industry that would not be able to carry the
financial burden of meeting such standards. The minority viewpoint
expressed in the Committee was that licensing by government in this
area was inappropriate and that private security would be adequately
supervised through the natural forces of civil liability remedies and
free competitive enterprise.

In a subject as vas: and complex as private security and in an
innovative report such as this, it would be unrealistic and indeed sur-
prising were there unanimity of thought. However, unanimity is not in
and of itself important. What is important is that as a result of the work
of this Task Force, all those involved in law enforcement and crime pre-~
vention now have an added tool with which to work. The Committee is
content to leave to the States and to local governments final decisions on
the priorities of spending and the detérmination of whether an orderly
regulatory process necessitates the inclusion of all elements of the

private security industry, whether armed or unarmed, and whether
presently licensed or not.

The Committee pays tribute to the members of the Task Force who
have worked so diligently and with such competence in this formidable
project. This report is an integral part of the national effort to improve
the quality of criminal justice.

BRENDAN T, BYRNE

Chairman

National Advisory Committee

on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals

Trenton, N.J.
December 1976






Over the past 25 years, this country has become tlie unwilling
victim of a crime epidemic. The present seriousness of the disease has
outstripped even the most pessimistic prognosis. Coupled with a steadily
rising numerical frequency of crimes is a savage viciousness that has
rendered the American public almost immune from further shock. The
ten-million-plus major felonies that annually occur have seriously
debilitated the quality of life in the United States.

Citizens do not feel safe and, in fact, are not safe in their own
homes or on their own streets. Businesses are rocked to bankruptcy
by the high cost of crime committed by their own employees as well
as by hordes of outsiders. Downtown areas at night are all but deserted.
Large cities are viewed as jungles of criminality.

In a valiant but vain attempt to stem this massive tide of criminality,
government officials, scholars, politicians, and a vast array of other
professionals have responded with plans, programs, and projects all
designed to reduce crime, ensure justice, and rehabilitate offenders.

One great hope was vested in increases in the numerical strength of
the criminal justice system. More police, more prosecutors, more public
defenders, more judges, more corrections workers, and more probation
and parole officers soon swelled city, county, State, and Federal budgets
but did not cause a reduction in crime.

A second approach involved upgrading the quality of the criminal
justice system personnel. College education for police, training pro-
grams for prosecutors, sentencing conferences for judges, and seminars
and institutes for corrections officers served to professionally upgrade
criminal justice personnel but did not result in lowered crime or recidi-
vism rates. Nor did the quality of justice noticeably improve.

Technology and applied sciences were also thrown into the fray,
resulting in sophisticated police communications, computer-assisted
court calendar control, and a wide variety of sociologically and psycho-
logically oriented offender-adjustment programs.

Finally, millions of dollars were used 'to reshape the criminal justice
system through fhe addition of new practices and the deletion of old
processes. Thousands of projects—ranging from team policing to neigh-
borhood legal aid services; from decriminalization of so-called victim-
less crimes to codified criminal statutes and new laws for new crimes;
from diversion from the system at the police, prosecutor, judicial, and
correctional stages to additional input into the system by more rapid
police response; from methadone treatment centers for heroin addicts
to satellite justice centers bringing criminal courts to ‘the suburbs—
were designed, heralded, and initiated. Unfortunately, although many
of these programs were improvements over outdated practices, crime,
the cost of crime, the damage from crime, and the fear of crime con-
tinued to increase.

One massive resource, filled with significant numbers of personnel,



armed with a wide atray of technology, and directed by professionals
who have spent their adult lifetimes learning how to prevent and
reduce crime, has not been tapped by governments in the fight against
criminality. The private security industry, with over one million workers,
sophisticated alarm systems and perimeter safeguards, armored trucks,
sophisticated mini-computers, and thousands of highly skilled crime
prevention experts, offers a potential for coping with crime that can
not be equalled by any other remedy or approach.

The application of the resources, technclogy, skills, and knowledge
of the private security industry presents the best hope available for
protecting the citizen who has witnessed his defenses against crime
shrink to a level which leaves him virtually unprotected.

Underutilized by police, all but ignored by prosecutors and the
judiciary, and unknown to corrections officials, the private security
professional may be the one person in this society who has the knowi-
edge to effectively prevent crime.

Not represented on the boards or staffs of State Planning Agencies,
rarely used by municipal or county planners, only infrequently con-
sulted by elected officials, these members of a six-billion-dollar-a-year
industry have crime prevention answers desperately needed by homes,
schools, businesses, neighborhoods and communities.

This report is premised on the belief that the private security indus-
try constitutes a massive resource that holds great promise for aiding
the Nation in a joint effort to prevent and reduce crime. The purpose of
this report is to propose how to upgrade the ability, competence, rela-
tionships, and effectiveness of that resource for the anticrime effort.

Up to the present, the anticrime role of private security generally
has been ignored. Admittedly, there are important differences between
the private security industry and the formal criminal justice system,
although the two fields share many of the same goals. The private
security industry exists to make a profit in return for the provision of
services. It is not supported by public taxes. It is not an arm of the
government.

Nonetheless, in serving its clientele, the private security industry
s 'rves all of society. Its personnel often are as much “on the line” as
are sworn officers. The industry is responsible for the safety and well-
being of the public in many locations and situations and for the protec-
tion of billions of dollars of assets and property.

There was no advisory task force on private security to assist the
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals when it undertook its historic work in 1971. The concept of pro-
posing standards and goals for private security is of more recent origin.

The specific proposal to develop standards and goals for private
security arose during the work of the Private Security Advisory Council,
which recommended to Richard W, Velde, Administrator of the Law

Enfc?rcement Assistance Administration, {LEAA), U.S. Department of
Justice, that such a group be formed. (The Council advises LEAA on
aspects of the private security industry.) When Mr. Velde decided in

1975 1o initiate Phase 11 of the National Standards and Goals Program,

the present Task Force on Private Security was included.

The members of the Task Force were drawn from a wide range of
backgrounds, including the formal criminal justice community. Overall,
the membership constituted a vastly experienced and highly qualified
group of professionals. The Task Force was provided with a staff
located .at Western Illinois University, Macomb, Ill.

The standards and goals proposed can, if adopted, achieve greater
and more effective use of the private security industry in the prevention
and reduction of crime.

Little formal literature exists in the field of private security, a fact
that both limited research in that area and added to the Task Force’s
sense of the significance of its study.

To ensure validity and acceptance as well as to forestall criticism
and rejection, the Task Force vigorously and ardently pursued a course
of open meetings and public discussions. Every identifiable national
organization in the field was notified of the project aiud their assistance,
contnb.utions, and review were sought. Many detailed research projects
on national, regional, and local levels involving thousands of partici-
pants and tens of thousands of data units were designed and imple-
mented. Interim reports were issued and work-in-progress was made
available to all interested parties. Non-Task Force members attended
gvery meeting and entered into many discussions and debates on
standar.d's and commentaries. The end product reflects the conflux of
a Ipymad‘ of private - security, public law enforcement, government,
business, and public positions and opinions.

.Special appreciation and thanks should go to the thousands of persons
without whose assistance and cocperation this report would not have
been possible:

® Task Force members,

e Mr. Clifford Van Meter, executive director, and the professional
and clerical Task Force staff.

¢ Dr. Leslie F. Malpass, President, and Dr. Rodney J. Fink, Dean of
College of Applied Sciences, Western Ilinois University.

® Mr. Dennis Chesshir, Chairman of the Board, and Mr. O. P. Norton,
Executive Director, and all of the members and staff of the American
Society for Industrial Security.

¢ Citizens Crime Commission of Philadelphia.

e Mr. Irving Slott, Federal representative, Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration.

¢ Consultants and contributors.



One final note of caution should be provided. As with the thousands
of changes made in the criminal justice system, the application of pri-
vate security Know-how, manpower, and techniques to public crime
prevention will not provide the ultimately desired goal of reducing
crime to levels that are consistent with an orderly and free society
unless certain other measures are also pursued. Although it is hoped
that private security infusions will reduce the work load of the criminal
justice system to manageable proportions, so that the enlarged, highly
professionalized, and scientifically equipped police, courts, and correc-
tions can best perform their vital missions, baseline change is necessary
to bring the crime epidemic fully under control.

No group of individuals, since the beginning of time, has been able
to exist without agreed-to rules and understandings. These rules must
be the best product of society’s combined competencies. The rules
must be uniformly upheld and obeyed. The rule enforcers must be
respected and assisted. Inappropriate rules must be promptly and
correctly changed. Only then can a society of free men exist—persons
exercising self-restraint and self-discipline in their conduct. Permissive-
ness, individual rights, and self-determination of which laws to obey
and which laws to ignore must be replaced by responsibility, under-
standing, and obedience to the law. No police force can ever be large
enough, no court system can provide adequate justice, no correctional
scheme can afford the necessary services to cope with a society in
which citizens do not respect or obey the. laws.

The simple truth obscured by the massive anticrime program is that
the criminal justice system, by and of itself, cannot and does not pre-
vent crime and criminality. This vital goal can only be achieved by
individuals not committing crime because of their respect for law and
their acceptance of the ultimate wisdom of that behavior.

The report of the Private Security Task Force was developed in the
hope that these standards and goals will provide the necessary impact
to reduce crime to manageable levels, so that this Nation’s citizens can
then rebuild into our society the missing understanding and respect for

Q/%w,j e

ARTHUR J. BILEK
Chairman
Task Force on Private Security

Chicago, Il
December, 1976

o

4 o
a ) M

asthe
o

&

a
f

o
d
RN

Y




NATIONAL
ADVISORY
COMMITTEE
ON
CRIMINAL
JUSTICE
STANDARDS
AND GOALS

Chairman

Brendan T. Byrne
Governor of New Jersey

Vice Chairman

Charles S. House
h Chief Justice, Connecticut
Supreme Court

Arthur J. Bilek
Vice President
Pinkerton’s Inc.

Allen F. Breed
Director, Department of
Youth Authority,
State of California

Doris A. Davis

Mayor of Compton, Calif.

Lee Johnson
Attorney General,
State of Oregon

John F. Kehoe, Jr
Commissioner of
Public Safety,

Cal Ledbetter, Jr.
Member, House of
Representatives,
State of Arkansas

Peter P. Lejins
Director, Institute of
Criminal Justice and
Criminology, University
of Maryland

Richard C. Wertz
Executive Director, Commission
on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice,
State of Maryland

Jerry V. Wilson
Institute for Advanced
Studies in Justice
Washington College of Law
The American University

Commonwealth of Pete Wilson
Massachusetts Mayor of San Diego, Calif.
Counsel to the Committee
; Barry H. Evenchick
; Executive Coordinator
i William T. Archey
Staff Consultant
Lynn Dixon
Administrative Assistant Secretary

Elsie E. Johnson Ann H. Xendrall




T et oo D

a



e

Task
Force
On
Private
Security

Walter J. Burns v
Director, Operational Services
Division, Office of Federal
Protective Service, General
Services Administration

Sheriff Dale G. Carson
Sheriff of Duval County
Jacksonville, Fla.

Sidney H. Cates III
General Manager, GSS, Inc.
New Orleans, La.

Richard F. Cross
Vice President
The Bank of New York

Don R. Derning
Chief of Police
Winnetka, Il

Paul L. Douglas
Attorney General
State of Nebraska

Chairman

Arthur J. Bilek
Vice President
Pinkerton’s, Inc.

R. Keegan Federal, Jr.
Judge of Superior Court
Stone Mountain Judicial Circuit
Decatur, Ga.

Robert C. Flowers
Executive Director
Criminal Justice Division
Office of the Governor
Austin, Tex.

Harold W. Gray, Jr.
Vice President and General
Manager, Pacific Fire
Extinguisher Co.
San Francisco, Calif.

John C. Klotter
Dean, School of Police
Administration
University of Louisville

Tan H. Lennox
Executive Vice President
Citizens Crime Commission of
Philadelphia

Joseph R. Rosetti
Director of Security
IBM Corporation

LEAA Representative

Irving Siott



Task &€ e Editorial

Force - Staff
Staff
€ iXe
e :
" g‘g Executive Editor
& , Joseph Foote
Executive Director g i . . .
Clifford W. Van Meter ( ? Associate Editors Copy Editors
. Ann Bryan Patricia B. Fox
Administrative Assistant to Research Associates o 4 Elvira J. Crocker William Galle
the Executive Director John E. Simmons i Ruth Macy Joyce E. Latham
David L. Viar < Iy Roma K. McNickle Jean A. McRae
Sally Ann Jefferson 1 Carol Q. O’Neil Martha Straley
€% .
ical Staff ! Judl.th M. Ross Norma Jean Traylor
. Clerical Sta 2 David Sheridan Stephen Winter
Editor Jennifer M. Sharp 1 Deborah Willoughby
iroini M. Gayle Walker 7
Virginia M. Frankenberger y . g Special Assistant to the Assistants fo the Editor
Staff Interns =i Executive Editor
. ,{ Pamela M. Larratt
David J. Ernat 3 ; Claude E. Owre Frank A. Mariano, Jr.
Brian Hallwas { ’ Editorial Support
Jon St. Marie R ‘ . Design and Art Direction
Susan Stanley & I Blue Pencil Group
) o Editorial Experts
Peter Smith Associates Morgan-Burchette Associates, Inc.
2
4 E ’
® T
i
i
a A o
%
i -



Statement to the Reader

Glossary of Terms

Part 1

Introduction 1
Section 1 What is Private Security? 3
Development of Standards and Goals for Private
Section 2 Security 12
The Role of Private Security in Crime Preven-
Section 3 tion and the Criminal Justice System 18
Definitions and Functional Descriptions of Pri- ‘
Section 4 vate Security Components to be Covered in the Report 23
Section 5 Summary of Research in Private Security 26
The History and Development of Private Secu-
Section 6 rity in the United States 30
Section 7 Unique Security Problems of Specialized Areas 41
Part 2 Private Security Personnel
Chaptel’ 1 Selection of Personnel
Introduction 63
Goal 1.1 Selection of Qualified Personnel 65
Goal 1.2 Commensurate Salaries 67
Standard 1.3 Preemployment Screening 71
Standard 1.4 Employer Exchange of Information 74
Standard 1.5 Equal Employment Opportunity 76
Standard 1.6 Application for Employment 78




£
imi i 80
Standard 1.7 Availability of Criminal History Records
Minimum Preemployment Screening Qualifica- 82
Standard 1.8 tions
Chaptel‘ 2 Personnel Training € |
87
Introduction
; 89
Goal 2.1 Training in Private Security ?
. . 1 € ,
Goal 2.2 Professional Certification Programs 9 :
. 94
Standard 2.3 Job Descriptions I
.. ; 96 o
Standard 2.4 Training Related to Job Functions .
. - 98 ¢
Standard 2.5 Preassignment and Basic Training y
i 107
Standard 2.6 Arms Training g
ini 110 5 -
Standard 2.7 Ongoing Training % g
i 112
Standard 2.8 Training of Supervisors and Managers )i
s
Standard 2.9 State Authority and Responsibility for Training 115 ;
| . . . 1 17 % j
Standard 2.10 State Boards to Coordinate Training Efforts :
Chapter 3 Conduct and Ethics 7 i
&t
i {
121 R
Introduction &
i 123
Goal 3.1 Code of Ethics *i
i i 6
Standard 3.2 Conduct of Private Security Personnel 12 §
03
i i o |
Standard 3.3 Reporting of Criminal Violations 128 & 4
i
. e 130
Standard 3.4 Employer Responsibilities \ E
Standard 3.5 Maintaining Data on Criminal Activities 132 % .
. % ;
Pal‘t 3 Crime Prevention Systems /]
A
.
Chapter 4 Alarm Systems
73
i1
135 i
Introduction &

e T el
£ et

P

e

Standard 4.1

Alarm Systems Research

141
Standard 4.2 Backup Power for Alarms 143
Certified Training of Alarms Sales and Service
Standard 4.3 Personmnel 146
Standard 4.4 Compatibility of Sensors . 148
Training and Instruction of Alarm Users by
Standard 4.5 Alarm Companies 151
Standard 4.6 Joint Cooperation to Reduce Alarm System Costs 154
Special Trunklines Into Law Enforcement Facil-
Standard 4.7 ities and Automatic Dialers 157
Standard 4.8 Annual Alarm Inspection 160
~ Standard 4.9 Alarm Systems Servicing Capability 162
Alarm User Permit Systems and the False Alarm
Standard 4.10 Problem 165
. Standard 4.11 Ownership and Operation of Alarm Systems 170
Chapter 5 Environmental Security
Introduction 175
" - Standard 5.1 Improvement of Door and Window Security 179
Standard 5.2 Adequate Security Lighting 182
Standard 5.3 Computer Security 185
Standard 5.4 Crime Prevention in Design 188
Development of Environmental Security Exper-
Standard 5.5 tise 1591
Environmental Security in Comprehensive Plan-
Standard 5.6 ning 193
Crime Prevention Courses in Schools of Archi-
Standard 5.7 tecture and Urban Planning 195
Inclusion of Crime Prevention Measures into Existing
Standard 5.8 Codes and the Consideration of Building Security Codes 197
Standard 5.9 Crime Impact Forecast 200
Standard 5.10 Crime Prevention Courses as a Job Requirement 202

63

Part 4

Relationship Of The Industry With Others




Chapter 6

Law Enforcement Agencies

€4

R e L et A e i P g s -

S g

205
[ntroduction
ici 207
Goal 6.1 Interaction Policies )
i i i 211
Standard 6.2 Survey and Liaison with Private Security
214
Standard 6.3 Policies and Procedures
Multilevel Law Enforcement Training in Private )19
Standard 6.4 Security
i i 22
Standard. 6.5 Mistaken Identity of Private Security Personnel 2
State Regulation of Private Security Uniforms, 226
Standard 6.6 Equipment,and Job Titles
Law Enforcement Personnel Secondary Employ- 231
Standard 6.7 ment .
Law Enforcement Officer Employment as a Pri- 236
Standard 6.8 vate Security Principal or Manager
238
Standard 6.9 Private Investigatory Work
Chapter 7 Consumers Of Security Services
241
Introduction .
Consumer Responsibility for Selection of Secu- 043
Goal 7.1 rity Services
i 249
Standard 7.2 Consumer Assistance Committees
Development of Expertise by Private and Gov- 252
Standard 7.3 ernmental Consumer Agencies
. 5
Standard 7.4 Private Security Advertising Standards 25
Chapter 8 Higher Education And Research
259
Introduction ‘ -
State Review of Private Security Task Force o1
Standard 8.1 Report
National Private Security Resource and Research 263
Standard 8.2 Institute
i 267
Standard 8.3 Noncredit and Credit Seminars and Courses
i i 270
Standard 8.4 Degree Programs for Private Security

e

Part 5

Governmental Regulation

e r o i g

Introduction

Chapter 9

Regulatory Board

277

Standard 9.1

State Regulation

281

Standard 9.2

Regulatory Board for Private Security

282

Standard 9.3

State Regulatory Board Membership

284

Standard 9.4

Regulatory Board Hearing Procedure

286

Standard 9.5

Regulatory Board Funding

288

291

Standard 9.6

Regulatory Board Access to Criminal Record
Information

293

Chapter

Licensing

Introduction

297

+ Standard 10.1

Licensing of Security Businesses

298

Standard 10.2

License Applications

300

Standard 10.3

Qualifying Agents

302

Standard 10.4

Notification of Changes in Status of Licensee

304

Standard 10.5

License Renewal

306

Standard 10.6

Display of License Certificate

308

Standard 10.7

Bonding and Insurance

309

Standard - 10.8 »

License Denial, Revocation, or Suspension

312

Chapter 11

Registration

Introduction

Standard 11.1

Registration of Security Services Personnel

315

Standard 11.2

Registration Qualifications

317

320

Standard 11.3

Qualifications for Armed Security Personnel

323

. ¢ Standard 11.4

Permanent Registration Card

326

L AT e




Standard 11.5

Temporary Permit

328

Standard 11.6 Registration Renewal 330

Standard 11.7 Suspension and Revocation 332

Standard 11.8 Sanctions 335

Appendixes
American Society for Industrial Security (ASIS)

Appendix 1 Survey Results 339
Characteristics of Licensed Private Security Personnel in

Appendix 2 Two American Cities: New Orleans, La., and St. Louis, Mo. 350
Survey of Consumers of Private Security Services

Appendix 3 in the Greater Philadelphia Area 361
Colleges and Universities Offering Educational

Appendix 4 Programs for Private Security 370
Listing of Private Security Firms and Private

Appendix 5 Security Related Organizations 378

Appendix 6 Summary of Private Security Legislation 381

Appendix 7 Regulatory Agency Survey 389
Minimum Private Security Authority as Provided

Appendix 8 by Citizens’ Arrest Authority 391
Summary of Select Available Data on Private

Appendix 9 Security Eniployment Statistics 399
A Model Burglar and Hold-Up Alarm Business

Appendix 10 Licensing and Regulatory Statute 416
A Report on the Regulation of Private Security Guard

Appendix 11 Services 472

Bibliography 551
Consultants and Contributors 562

Biographies
Biographies of National Advisory Committee Members 565
Biographies of Task Force Members 569
Biography of Task Force Staff Director 573
Index 574

e o A et e SR i

This project was supported by Grant No. 75-TA-99-0015, awarded
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department
of Justice, under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended. Points of view or opinions in this document are
those of the Task Force on Private Security and do not necessarily

represent the official position of LEAA or the U.S. Department of
Justice.




Statement

tc the Reader ¢

This report is directed to the field of private secu-
rity and its employers and employees; professional
associations; educators; consumers; Federal, State,
and local government officials; and the public.

To aid in the use of this report, the following

Area of Interest

chart is supplied listing the fields of interest and the
standards and goals most aligned ‘to those fields.
Individuals are encouraged to identify their interest
area on the chart and to read carefully those stand-
ards and goals indicated.

Standards Relating to Interest

Alarm Systems and

2.5,2.6,4.1,42,43,4.4,4.5,4.6,4.7,4.8,4.9, 4.10, 4.11, 5.4, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4,

Personnel 6.5,6.6,7.1,10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 104, 10.5, 10.6, 10.7, 10.8, 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4,
11.5,11.6,11.7,11.8
Architects/Urban 52,53,54,5.5,5.7,58,59,5.10
Planners

Armored Car Services
and Armed Courier
Services

2.5,2.6,54, 61,62, 63,64, 6.5, 6.6, 10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 10.7,
10.8,11.1,11.2,11.3,11.4,11.5,11.6, 11.7, 11.8

Citizens 4.10,-4.11, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.8, 5.9, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 9.3,
11.1,11.4

Consumers 43,44,4.5,4.7,4.8,49,4.10,5.9,7.1,7.2,7.3,7.4,9.3,10.1,11.4

Courts 3.3,73,94

Detectives and

2.5,26,54,6.1,6.2, 6.3, 64, 6.5, 6.6, 7.1, 10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6,

Investigators 10.7,10.8,11.1,11.2,11.3, 11.4,11.5, 11.6,11.7, 11.8
Educators/Trainers 2.1,2.5,2.6,5.5,5.7,5.10, 7.1, 8.3, 8.4, 10.3, 11.2, 11.3
Employers ,12,1.3,1.4,1.5,1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.7, 2.8, 3.5, 5.2, 5.3, 6.1, 6.2,

11,12
63,6, ,67686971111 114118

Federal Government

41,4.6,4.11,5.2,53,58,59,6.1,7.3,9.6

Guards and Watchmen

2.5, 2.6, 5.4, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6, 7.1, 10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6,
10.7,10.8,11.1,11.2,11.3,11.4, 11.5,11.6, 11.7, 11.8

Law Enforcement 4.2,4.5,4.6,4.7, 4.8 , 9,4.10,4.11,5.3,5.4,5.6,5.7,5.9, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5,
Agencies 6.6,6.7,6.8,6.9, 7.1, 7.3, 9 3,11.5
LEAA 4.1,4.6,8.1,8.2,84
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Area of Interest Standards Relating to Interest

Local Government 4.6,4.7,4.8,49,4.10,4.11,5.1,5.2,5.3,5.8,5.9, 6.1, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9, 7.3,
9.1

Polygraphists 1.3,3.1,3.2,3.3,3.4,10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 10.7, 10.8

Professional 2.2,3.1,43,4.6,6.1,6.2,6.3,7.1,7.2,7.3,7.4
Organizations

Security Consultants  3.5,5.4,5.5, 5.9, 5.10, 7.1

State Government 2.9,2.10,4.3,4.6,4.11,5.2,5.3,5.8, 5.9, 6.1, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.9, 7.3, 8.1, 9.1,
9.2, 9.3, 94, 9.5, 9.6, 10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 10.7, 10.8, 11.1, 11.2
11.3,11.4,11.5,11.6,11.7,11.8
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Alarm Respondent, A person employed by an orga-
nization to respond to an alarm condition at the
protected site of a client, to inspect the protected
site to determine the nature of the alarm, to
protect or secure the client’s facility until alarm
system integrity can be restored, and to assist law
enforcement according to local arrangement. The
alarm respondent may be armed and also may be
a servicer.

Alarm Sales Personnel. Persons in alarm sales who
engage in client contact, presale security surveys,
and postsale customer relations. This does not
include selling self-installed alarm devices over
the counter,

Alarm Systems. (See Part III, introduction to
Chapter 4.)

Alarm System Installer. Trained techmician who
installs and wires alarm systems.

Alarm System Servicer (Repairer). Trained techni-
cian who performs scheduled maintenance and
provides emergency servicing of alarm systems

Armed Courier Services. Providing or offering to
provide armed protection and transportation, from
one place or point to another place or point, of
money, currency, coins, bullion, securities, bonds,
jewelry, or other articles of value. This transpor-
tation is provided by means other than specially
constructed bullet-resistant armored vehicles.

Armed Personnel. Persons, uniformed or nonuni-
formed, who carry or use at any time any form of
firearm.

Armored Car Services. Providing or offering to pro-
vide protection, safekeeping, and secured trans-
portation of money, currency, coins, bullion, secu-
rities, bonds, jewelry, or other items of value.
This secured transportation, from one place or
point to another place or point, is done by means
of speciaily constructed bullet-resistant armored
vehicles and vaults under armed guard.

Central Station. A control center to which alarm
systems in subscribers’ premises are connected,
where circuits are supervised, and where per-

sonnel are maintained continuously to record and
investigate alarm or trouble signals. Facilities are
provided for the reporting of alarms to police and
fire departments or to other outside agencies.

Central Station Alarm System. An alarm system or
group of systems, the activities of which are trans-
mitted to, recorded in, maintained by, and super-
vised from a central station.

Contractual Security. Security services provided by
a private organization on a contractual basis for
the protection of assets and personnel belonging
to either a private or governmental client.

Couriers. Armed persons assisting in the secured
transportation and protection of items of value.

Criminal Arrest Records (Criminai History Pecords).
Information on individuals that is collected, proc-
essed, preserved, or disseminated by criminal jus-
tice agencies and consists of identifiable descrip-
tions and notations of any arrests, detentions,
indictments, informations, or other formal criminal
charges regardless of disposition, and formal
disposition if such resulted.

Crimiral Conviction Recerds. Information on indi-
viduals that is collected, processed, preserved, or
disseminated by - criminal justice agencies and
consists only of identifiable descriptions and nota-
tions of arrests, detentions, indictments, informa-
tions, or other formal criminal charges that re-
sulted in actual conviction, and any disposition
arising therefrom.

Criminal History Record Information. Includes both
criminal arrest records and criminal conviction
records.

Criminal Justice Information System. The system
used . for the collecticn, processing, preservation,
or dissemination of information on individuals.
This information, collected by criminal justice
agencies, includes criminal conviction records and
criminal arrest records. The system includes the
equipment, facilities, procedures, agreements, and
organizations used.




Criminal Justice System (Agencies). Courts and
government agencies or subunits thereof per-
forming any of the following activities pursnant

to a statute or executive order: detection, appre- -

hension, detention, pretrial release, posttrial re-
lease, prosecution, adjudication, correctional su-
pervision, or rehabilitation of accused persons or
criminal offenders.

Detection-of-Deception Services. Providing or offer-
ing to provide personnel, devices, or instruments
to test or question individuals for the purpose of
determining the veracity of their responses.

Detective. See Investigator.

Employment Records. Normal business information
including employment appiication, health records,
job performance records, and other records main-
tained on employees.

Felony. A crime of a graver or more atrocious nature
than those designated as misdemeanors, The term
has no very definite or precise meaning except
where it is defined by statute. Under U.S. Criminal
Code 335, 18 U.S.C.A. 1, a felony is defined as
an offense punishable by death or imprisonment
for a term exceeding 1 year.

Firearm. Any pistol, revolver, other handgun, rifle,
shotgun, or other such weapon capable of firing
a missile,

Guard. Any person who is paid a fee, wage, or
salary to perform one or moure of the following
functions:
¢ Prevention or detection of intrusion, unauthor-

ized entry or activity, vandalism, or trespass on

private property;

» Prevention or detection of theft, loss, embezzle-
ment, misappropriation, or concealment of mer-
chandise, money, bonds, stocks, notes, or other
valuable documents or papers;

e Control, regulation, or direction of the flow or
movements of the public, whether by vehicle or
otherwise, to assure the protection of property;

¢ Protection of individuals from bodily harm; and

» Enforcement of rules, regulations, and policies
related to crime reduction.

Investigator. Any person who is paid a fee, wage, or
salary to obtain information with reference to
any of the following matters:

* Crime or wrongs done or threatened;

e The identity, habits, conduct, movements,
whereabouts, affiliations, associations, transactions,
reputation, or character of any person, group of
persons, association, organization, society, other
group of persons or partnership or corporation;

¢ Preemployment background check of personnel
applicants;

* The conduct, honesty, efficiency, loyalty, or
activities of employees, agents, contractors, and
subcontractors;

¢ Incidents and illicit or illegal activities by per-
sons against the employer or employer’s property;

* Retail shoplifting;

¢ Internal theft by employees or other employee
crime;

* The truth or falsity of any statement or repre-
sentation;

e The whereabouts of missing persons;

e The location or recovery of lost or stolen
property;

e The causes and origin of or responsibility for
fires, libels or slanders, losses, acciuents, damage, or
injuries to real or personal property;

e The credibility of information, witnesses, or
other persons;

o The securing of evidence to be used before
investigating committees or boards of award or
arbitration or in the trial of civil or criminal cases
and the preparation thereof.

Job Functions. Those specific assigned duties or
activities for which a person is employed.

Job-Related Tests. Tests designed to measure an
individual’s capability to perform duties, activities,
and functions performed during employment.

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA). An agency of the U.S. Department of
Justice. Administers funds under the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended.

Law Enforcement Liaison Officer. A law enforce-
ment officer whose assigned duty is to serve as
an agent between law enforcement agencies and
the private security industry for fostering coop-
erating actions and providing referral capability
for all privaie security requests.

Licensing. The act of requiring permission from a
competent authority to carry on the business of
providing security services on a contractual basis.

Local Alarm System, An alarm system that when
activated produces an audible or visual signal in

the immediate vicinity of the protected premises.

or object.

Manager/ Administrator. Any person responsible for
policy and procedural decisions relating to the
operation of an organization,

Misdemeanor. ‘A crime of a lesser degree than a
felony. Although defined by statute in each State,
a misdemeanor is most often punishable by fine
or imprisonment of less than 1 year and in a place
other than a penitentiary.

Failal

Operational. The duties, activities, and functions
performed that lead to the accomplishment of a
mission. Commonly referred to as line activities
rather than staff activities.

Part-Time Employee. Any person who is employed
fewer than 40 hours per week.

Principal. Any person who is an officer, director,
partner, or shareholder owning a 10 percent or
greater interest.

Private Security, Self-employed individuals and pri-
vately funded business entities and organizations
who provide securiiy-related services to a re-
stricted clientele group for a fee, for the individual
or entity that retains or employs them, or for
themselves in order to protect their persons, pri-
vate property, or interests from varied hazards.

Private Security Persounel. Individuals who are paid
a wage or salary to perform the functions of a
guard or watchman, detective or investigator,
courier, or alarm system ‘installer, repairer, or
respondent. Includes both contractual and pro-
prietary employees.

Professional Association. A group composed of in-
dividuals with similar occupations and organized
for the purposes of furthering the goals and
objectives of the occupation,

Proprietary Alarm System. An alarm system that
is similar to a central station alarm system except
that the annunciator (see Part III, introduction to
Chapter 4) is located in a constantly manned
guard room maintained by the owner for his own
internal security operations. The guards monitor
and respond to all alarm signals and/or alert local
law enforcement agencies,

Proprietary Security. The method instituted, equip-
ment owned, personnel employed by a private
entity for the exclusive protection of its assets and
personnel.

Qualifying Agent. An individual named by a license
applicant, who engages in the everyday affairs of
the applicant’s security services business and who
participates in the managerial decisionmaking
process of the applicant. This individual must also
meet certain statutory requirements,

Registration. The act. of requiring permission from a
State authority before being employed as an inves-
tigator or detective, guard or watchman, courier,
alarm system installer or repairer, or alarm re-
spondent.

Resident Manager. Any person responsible for policy
and procedural decisions relating to the operation
of an office of a security services business.

Secondary Employment. Work or a job that pro-
vides a supplemental income to the main income
derived from the individual’s primary employment.
Also referred to in this report as moonlighting.

Security Services. Those means, including guards or
watchmen, detectives or investigators, couriers,
and alarm system installers, repairers, or re-
spondents, that are provided on a contractual
basis to deter, detect, and prevent criminal ac-
tivities.

Security Services Business, An entity that provides
or offers to provide security services on a con-
tractual basis.

Supervisor. A person who directs or inspects. the
work performance of others and is primarily re-
sponsible for carrying out policies and procedures
developed by managers and administrators.

Uniformed Persennel. Persons who wear distinctive
attire that is intended to identify the wearer as a
member of a specific group, as one who performs
a specific function, and/or as one who holds
special authority within an orgznization.

Watchman. See Guard.
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Part 1
Introduction

In the midst of this Nation’s high priority struggle
to prevent and reduce crime, a massive resource
exists for crime prevention and reduction that holds
promise of great assistance to the traditional criminal
justice agencies. That resource is the private security
industry. 4

Recently, several significant statistics relevant to
the private security industry have emerged:

e The U.S. Department of Commerce, in a report
released in 1976, estimated that ordinary crimes
cost business more than $23.6 billion in 1975.

e U.S. News and World Report estimated that
$6 billion was expended for private security in 1974.

» Research indicates that more than 1 million
persons were employed in 1975 in the private secu-
rity industry in the United States, as contrasted with
650,000 persons employed in local, State, and Fed-
eral law enforcement agencies, based on research
conducted by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.

From these statistics, it can be reasonably con-
cluded that:

e Crime against property and individuals results
in businesses and citizens absorbing vast amounts
of losses. No single component, such as the private
security industry, law enforcement agencies, or the
public, can independently effect the necessary im-
provements to combat this crime problem. All parties
must coordinate their efforts.

¢ Billions of dollars are annually expended for
private security services. If these resources are effec-
tively used, the private security industry can have
significant impact on crime prevention and reduction.

e There are more private security personnel than
public law enforcement personnel in the United
States. Combined, these personnel offer a large re-
source for the fight against crime.

This report represents the first national effort to
set realistic and viable standards and goals designed
for the objective of maximizing the ability, com-
petency, and effectiveness of the private security
industry for its role, indicated above, in the pre-
vention and reduction of crime. All of the standards
and goals contained in this report can assist in reach-

ing this objective, buf certain areas that require most
improvement are:

e Government licensing and registration can be
more effective in improving the private security in-
dustry and, thus, the protection of citizens.

s Architects, designers, and builders need to learn
more about the use of private security. crime pre-
vention techniques in their work.

¢ Displacement of crime resulting from improved
security measures in new developments should be
identified through crime-impact statements.

s Private security industry salaries are not reflec-
tive of the responsibilities assumed by their person-
nel and should be adjusted accordingly.

o Training and education for private security per-
sonnel are inadequate, and should be upgraded and
impiemented industrywide.

e The false alarm problem needs to be remedied
throuvgh improved application of alarm systems and
better maintenance and use by consumers.

e The absence of input from private security pro-
fessionals in local and State government should be
remedied through the addition of this group to plan-
ning and development of crime-safe communities.

e Proper working relationships of police and pri-
vate security need to be identified and implemented.

The standards and goals are aimed at increasing
the crime prevention benefits of the private security
industry, both to its clients and to the public. It is
hoped that all segments of the industry, as well as
local and State governments and concerned citizens,
will evaluate and appropriately assist in implement-
ing those standards and goals applicable to their
specific situations and needs.

Structure of the Report

This report is divided into five major parts. Part 1
is an overview of the private security industry and
is intended to establish the setting for the standards
and goals that follow. The seven sections in this
introductory material cover -the following topics:
(1) definition of the term ‘private security,” and
its use and scope within the report; (2) explanation

1



of the background of the Private Security Task
Force and its work; (3) discussion of the role of
the private security industry in crime prevention
and the criminal justice system; (4) definitions and
functional descriptions of private security compo-
nents encompassed by the report; (5) summary of
research conducted to date by and for the private
security field; (6) discussion of the history and
development of the private security industry in the
United States; and (7) discussion of unique secu-
rity problems of specialized areas, such as airports,
retail establishments, universities and colleges, and
so forth.

The remaining parts of the report address specific
topics and contain the standards and goals developed
by the Private Security Task Force:

® Part 2 sets forth issues related to private secu-
rity personnel. It includes chapters and 'standqrds
and goals for selection, training, and appropriate
conduct and ethics of private security personnel.

e Part 3, entitled “Crime Prevention Systems,”
includes chapters and standards and goals on the

use of alarm systems and environmental security in
crime prevention efforts.

¢ Part 4 addresses the relationship of the indus-
try with others and includes chapters and s?andards
and goals relating to law enforcement agencies, con-
sumers of security services, and higher education
and research.

e Part 5, entitled “Governmental Regulation,”
contains chapters and standards and goals concern-
ing private security regulatory boards and licensing
and registration of private security businesses and
personnel. .

Eleven appendixes are also included, containing
research findings of studies conducted by the Private
Security Task Force and model statutes developed
by the Private Security Advisory Council. o

Recognizing time restraints and budgetary limita-
tions, the Task Force believed that only those areas
that could be carefully studied should be included
in the report. The areas covered in the above five
parts, therefore represent the most important aspects
of the private security industry that could be suffi-
ciently and properly dealt with at this time.

A UG i 3

G I T

Sy

01
P
B }
R
§F
Lg
:
-3
mg;
iy
3

4

}

&

I SR

AT AN
Ceeapieny ,;,.,;{., ek

A

¢

SECTION 1
WHAT IS PRIVATE SECURITY?

Defining Private Security

Private security has many meanings for many
people. Colloquially, the term “private security”
describes individual and organizational measures and
efforts (as distinguished from public law enforce-
ment agency efforts) that provide protection for
persons “and property. It also describes _business
enterprises that provide services and products to
achieve this protection.

A universally acceptable and explicit definition is
difficult to construct because private security is not
only identified with the performance of certain func-~
tions and activities of a public nature, but also en-
compasses many activities for the private sector.
Development of a realistic working definition of pri-
vate security is important, however, in order to
establish parameters upon which to base use and
understanding of the term and its components, as
well as to indicate the intent and applicability of
the standards and goals that follow. To this end,
specific elements of private security are explored
and analyzed to evolve the working definition
adopted for this report by the Private Security Task
Force.

Security. Ensuring the security of lives and prop-
erty is the motivating force of private - security.
Richard S. Post and Arthur A. Kingsbury define the
general concept of security as follows:

- - - Security provides those means, active or passive, which
serve to protect and preserve an environment which allows
for the conduct of activities within the organization of society
without disruption.!

This definition of security implies a stable, predict-
able, and orderly environment in which a person
may pursue individual goals without fear of dis-
ruption through the use of protective measures,
Within this context, security could be ensured by
the actions of military forces, law enforcement agen-
cies, fire departments, civil defense units, organized

* Post, Richard S., and Arthur A. Kingsbury, Security Ad-
ministration: An Introduction. Springfield, Ill.: Charles C.
Thomas, 1970, p. 5.

private enterprises, or individual self-help measures.?
Although military, fire prevention, and civil pre-
paredness activities contribute to a safer environ-
ment and many private security firms provide such
services and products, these security-oriented ele-
ments broaden the concept beyond the purview
appropriate to the development of this report’s stand-
ards and goals. The involvement of law enforce-
ment agencies (public sscurity) in security matters
is explored later in this section,

Hazards. Various types of hazards can, and do,
occur that severely limit or disrupt security. Leon
Weaver perceives security as protection of persons
and property from a broad range of these hazards:

. including crime; fire and attendant risks, such as ex-
plosion; accidents; disasters; espionage; sabotage; subversion;
civil disturbance; bombing (both actual and threatened )
and, in some systems [of protection], attack by external
enemies. Most security and protection systems emphasize
certain hazards more than others.?

This range of hazards falls into two categories—
natural and man-made. Private security, for the
purposes of this report, is primarily concerned with
man-made hazards—those that do not occur with-
out introduction of the human element,

Among the man-made hazards are accidents, theft
and pilferage; fraud; employee disloyalty and sub-
version; espionage; sabotage; strikes, riots, and dem-
onstrations; and violent crime.* Because the purpose
of the standards and goals is to promote the greater
use and effectiveness of the private security industry
in crime prevention, deterrence, and detection, only
crime-related hazards are relevant to the working
definition, :

Protection and Detection Services. Most privite
security definitions include the concept of provision
of protective services to safeguard life, property, and

*Woodruff, R. S. Industrial Security Techniques. Colum-
bus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1974, p. 2.

® Weaver, Leon, “Security and Protection Systems,” En-
cyclopedia Britannica, Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc,, 1975,
vol. 16, pp. 453-455.

* Paine, D. Basic Principles of Industrial Security, Madi-
son, Wis.: Oak Security Publications, 1972, p. 36.



interests against crime, Indeed, most persons per-
ceive of private security, in this manner. Protection
is delivered by devices, defensive means, and pre-
ventive activities—alarms, armored cars, guards, and
so forth. However, protection is not the only service
provided. Private security also includes detection
services—the detecting of criminal or wrongful acts.®
Thus, both protective and detective services are im-
portant elements of private security.

Specific Clientele. Private security can be further
identified by its clients, which are specifically deter-
mined prior to receipt of protective or detective serv-
ices. These specific clients may be businesses or indi-
viduals who obtain private security services (person-
nel or products) for the protection of lives and prop-
erty in exchange for a fee.

For-Profit Orientation. One basic element of pri-
vate security is. the manner in which the crime-
prevention security services rendered and security
products supplied are funded: through payments by
clients to organizations and individuals that operate
for profit. Unlike other security-oriented services
(e.g., law enforcement agencies, military forces, civil
defense units), private security services are paid for,
in most cases, by privately held dollars. The profit
nature of private security and the source of those
profits (clients) are basic elements of private secu-
rity.

Delivery Systems. Security services are provided
by private security through two distinct delivery
systems—oproprietary and contractual. Contractual
security involves the provision of security services
by a private organization on a contractual basis for
the protection of assets and personnel belonging to a
specific client. Proprietary security is defined as the
method instituted, equipment owned, and personnel
employed by a private entity for the exclusive pro-
tection of its assets and personnel. Both proprietary
and contractual delivery systems are important ele-
ments of private security, as defined by this report,

Industry Diversity. Security services in the private
security industry are provided by proprietary and
contractual systems through a variety of sources for
a wide range of clients. Figure 1 illustrates the in-
dustry components (both individuals and business
and organizational entities) that provide the varicus
security services (e.g., guards, investigators, armored
cars) and products (e.g., alarms systems, intrusion
detection devices) for specific, ‘but varied, clients
(e.g., individuals, financial establishments, govern-
mental agencies). The private security industry en-
compasses not only proprietary and contractual se-

®Lord Hayter, “Introduction—Security and Society,”
Security Attitudes and Techniques for Management. London:
Hutchinson and Company, 1968, p. XVIIL

4

curity services, but also the manufacture, distribution,
and sale of security products.
The RAND Corporation offered the following

~ definition of private security:

The terms private police and private security forces and
security personnel are used generically in this report to in-
clude all types of private organizations and individuals pro-
viding all types of security-related services, including investi-
gation, guard, patrol, lie detection, alarm, and armored
transportation.®

The RAND definition is inadequate for this report
because it extends private security to essentially all
police and security functions being performed by
entities and individuals other than law enforcement
agencies. Although their work is similar or identical
to that of private security officers, certain groups of
quasi-public police, such as housing authorities, park
and recreation police, and so forth, are not included
in the standards and goals unless they are paid by
private funds. (This issue of quasi-publi¢ police, and
other such exclusionary issues related to the scope
of the Task Force standards and goals is discussed
more extensively later in this section.) Further, the
RAND definition omits key elements: The client
relationship and the profit nature of private security.

For the purposes of this report, the Private Secu-
rity Task Force formulated the following composite
working definition of private security, based on vari-
ous elements:

Private security includes those self-
employed individuals and privately funded
business entities and organizations provid-
ing security-related services to specific cli-
entele for a fee, for the individual or
entity that retains or employs them, or for
themselves, in order to protect tiieir per-
sons, private property, or interests from
varied hazards.

The Task Force believed that this definition of
private security best describes the missions and roles
of private security as the term applies to the stand-
ards and goals.

Public and Private Security

The Post/Kinsbury and Weaver definitions of se-
curity indicated that both. public and private sectors
—government agencies, private organizations, and
individuals—supply protective, deterrent, and detec-
tive services. However, public and private security

¢ Kakalik, J. S., and Sorrel Wildhorn. Private Police in
the United States: Findings and Recommendations. R—869/
DOJ. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1972, vol. 1, p. 3.
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Figure 1. Private Security Service Overview
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differ in three basic areas: (1) the employer—pub-
licly funded agencies and profit-oriented businesses
and individuals, (2) the degree of statutory power
possessed—great or limited police powers, and (3)
the specific functions performed.” An exploration of
such differences between public and private security
offer further clarification of what is private security.

The terms public and private security can be dis-
tinguished primarily by the interests served—public
or private. Private security basically is concerned
with loss reduction and the prevention, deterrence,
and detection of crime against private property—
private interest concerns. On the other hand, public
security (or public law enforcement agencies) main-
ly concentrate on the prevention and detection of
serious crime, the investigation of criminal activities,
traffic safety, and the apprehension of criminals—

?Ursic, H. S., and L. E. Pagano, Security Management
Systems. Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas, 1974, p. 90.

public interest concerns.® {(Of course, law enforce-
ment agencies are often called upon to perform a
wide variety ‘of roles not necessarily limited to the
previous functions.) Whether the provision of secu-
rity serves primarily private or public interest con-
cerns is a key distinction between the two.

Many security concerns and functions—crime pre-
vention and reduction and order maintenance—are
common to both the public and private sectors (see
Figure 2), but the degree of emphasis placed on
these common concerns and functions provides an-
other distinguishing characteristic between the two.
Private security focuses on the prevention and re-
duction of crime affecting private property. Public
law enforcement primarily is concerned with order
maintenance and criminal apprehension and enforces
laws within a constitutionally and statutorily  man-

8 “A Design for Action by State and Local Government on
Private Security, Private Security and the Public Interest.”
Berkeley, Calif.: Institute for Local Self Government, p. 85.
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Figure 2. Common Objectives of Private Security
and Public Law Enforcement

Private Security

Crime Prevention
Crime Reduction

Order Maintenance

Public Law Enforcement
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dated criminal justice system. Although, in theory,
the goal of public law enforcement agencies is to
prevent and reduce crime through efforts tied to the
criminal justice system, in practice, most of their
resources are spent for response to, rather than pre-
vention of, crime. (This issue, as well as the respec-
tive roles of the public law enforcement and private
security sectors, is explored in greater depth in Sec-
tion 3 of this introduction.)

Although the provision of protective services to
the public or private sectors is a basic difference be-
tween public and private security, these sectors are
often served by both security forces. Private security
firms and individuals provide contractual security for

governmental agencies, facilities, and installations—-

elements of the public sector. Similarly, law enforce-
ment agencies, although primarily functioning in the

6

public sector, have increasingly become involved in
crime prevention planning and programs that enlist
the cooperation and assistance of citizens and busi-
ness enterprises. Quasi-public police—such as air-
port, housing, transit, and park police, operating in
limited geographical areas and often possessing lim-
ited police powers—further cloud the distinction.
Thus, it is sometimes difficult to differentiate be-
tween the efforts of the public and private security
elements in crime prevention.

It is important that distinctions between public
and private protective efforts be understood. To that
end, if the provision of security is viewed as a com-
mon characteristic of protection and detection serv-
ices provided for the public and private sectors by
public and private security, distinctions between the
two can be drawn at the following levels (See Figure
3):

1. Input—the manner in which the service is ini-
tiated. (Citizen or client.)

2. Role or Function—predominant activity or pur-
pose. (Crime response or crime prevention.)

3. Targets—the beneficiaries or objectives to which
service is directed. (General public or specific client.)

4. Delivery System—the mechanism through which
services are provided. (Government agencies or
profit-oriented enterprises.)

5. Output—the end product of services performed.
(Law enforcement/criminal apprehension or loss
reduction/assets protection.)

In the public sector, law enforcement agencies do
not respond to specific clients or interest groups but
provide services, through public funds, for the gen-
eral public. (However, public law enforcement does
respond on an individual basis when delivering its
services.) Additionally, although the goal of public
law enforcement agencies is the protection of life
and property, and much of their effort is spent on
patrol activities, most of their output is directed
toward enforcement of laws and the apprehension of
law violators,

Private security services and products are provided
by private, for-profit organizations for specific clients
to effect crime prevention and reduction for selected
targets (e.g., stockroom, loading platform, labora-
tory) and thereby reduce economic losses.

Scope of Private Security Services
and Products

Private security provides a broad range of services
to a clientele composed of individuals, institutions,
businesses, and some governmental agencies. A num-
ber of authors described these services in terms of
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Figure 3. Security Continuum
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three functional areas: (1) information security, (2)
personnel security, and (3) physical security.® Serv-
Ices performed in these functional areas include
gatl?ering information, maintaining order, and pro-
tecting persons and property through detection and
brevention of crime,

Information security includes those measures re-

quired to protect the confidentiality of information
owned or held, such as:

1. Grading information accordin i itivi
affording protection accordingly; 10 s scasitivity and

2. Providing physical protection;

3. Educat.ing employees as to individual responsibilities;

4. Screening of employees and visitors; and ’

5. Control of access and personnel identification.*

Personnel security covers these measures necessary

tc; protect the employees of a facility from the effects
of:

1. Hpstile propaganda and subversion;
2. Disloyalty;

3. Fires and other disasters;

° Post' and Kingsbury, op, cit., p. 6.
10 Ur_sxc and Pagano, op. cit,, p. 95.
“Paine, op. cit., p. 24.

4, St{ikes, riots, and other disturbances; and
5.. Injury and harassment®®

Physical security encompasses those measures nec-
essary to protect the facility against the effects of
unauthorized access, theft, fire, sabotage, loss, or

other intentional crime or damage. Some of these
measures include:

1. Prevention of unauthorized access by me i
officers, barriers, fences, lighting, and alaryms; s of seurity
2. Control' of authorized entry by personnel identification:
3. P{eventlon of employee crime and nilferage; '
4. Fire prevention and control; i ’
5. Prevention of accidents;
ti0161.s ) Implementation of traffic control and parking regula-
*
7. Implementation of security surveys;
8. Control of locks, keys, and safes;
9. Control of materials;
19. Procedures of control; and
1i. Emergency measures.®

Wpen an individual or business entity perceives a
Security need, a number of protective choices or
alternatives are available, Figure 4 illustrates these

———

*Ibid., p. 25.
* Ibid,




Figure 4. Protective Services Alternatives
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alternatives and the dimensions of services resulting
from selection of an alternative.** Traditionally, one
may turn to a public law enforcement agency for
assistance; these agencies can provide patrol services,
investigative services, and, in Some communities,
alarm monitoring. However, because of the magni-
tude of the crime problem and the mandate to pro-
vide protection to the public, it is increasingly diffi-
cult for law enforcement agencies to respond to every
perceived security need.

In light of the limited availability of public assist-
ance for perceived. security needs, individuals and
businesses engage in self-help measures. On occasion,
these measures are encouraged by or incorporated
with public law enforcement agencies. Examples of
self-help measures would be an individual making
his home more burglar resistant or joining together
with neighbors to establish a cooperative community
protective program. Or an individual may turn to
commercial private security firms to meet perceived
security needs.

The same self-help alternatives are exercised by
business enterprises. A business may attempt to meet
its security needs internally by creating a proprietary
or inhouse security force or contract with a special-
ized firm to provide security services for a fee. A
brief examination of the number of methods and
devices available to an individual or business to meet
security needs illustrates the diversity and complexity
of private security.

Guard Services. One of the more traditional meth-
ods of providing security services is through the use
of uniformed guards or watchmen. They are em-
ployed at retail stores, industrial plants, hospitals,
airports, banks, railroads, warehouses, government
facilities, educational institutions, apartment com-
plexes, clubs, residential areas, special event sites
and numerous other locations. The function of guards
and watchmen is to protect persons or property dur-
ing specified times or around-the-clock from damage,
injury, loss, or other criminal acts. Their duties often
include patrol and inspection, theft prevention and
detection, traffic control, access control, and personal
and physical safety,

Electrical Device Services. Another method for
providing security services is through electrical and
electronic devices. The use of this equipment has
expanded rapidly over the last 15 years, and it is
estimated that their increased use will ultimately
curtail the growth rate of guard, armored car, and
courier services.!®> One form of electrical security is

* Post, Richard S. “Application of Functional Job Analysis
to the Development of Curriculum Guidelines for the Pro-
tective Services Field.” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Wisconsin, 1974,

 Little, Arthur D., Outlook for the U.S. Safety, Fire
Protection and Security Business. Cambridge, Mass.: ADLI,
Jan, 1973, p. 23.

central station alarm companies, which also provide
alarm response and patrol and inspection services.
One study estimates that there are aproximately 300
central alarm stations in the country, as well as nearly
4,000 local or regional installers of alarms.*¢ The
National Burglar and Fire Alarm Association esti-
mates the number of central stations listed by Under-
writers’ Laboratories at 330, modified central sta-
tions at 700, and nearly 4,000 installation firms of
local and/or police connected alarms.*’

There are many other types of electronic security
devices. For example, 1974 industry revenues for
sales and service of access-control equipment have
been estimated at $57 million.® The range of elec-
tronic security devices available is extensive:

1. Fire, smoke, water, heat and refrigeration
sensors;

Outdoor perimeter control devices;
Motion-detection devices;

Proprietary alarms;

Safe- and vault-protection systems;

Vehicle tracking;

. Closed-circuit television monitoring and sur~
veillance;

8. Comprehensive security systems integrating
many of the above devices as components; and

9. Access control systems.

Investigative Services. Many agencies and individ-
vals provide crimiral, civil, and general investigative
services to business and management, including cor-
porations, legal and financial firms, and private indi-
viduals. Investigative services may include preem-
ployment investigation, surveillance, internal theft
problems, undercover investigations, criminal investi-
gations, polygraph examinations, and personal and
property protection,

Armored Car and Courier Services. The security
service provided by armored cars and couriers is
distinguished from that provided by guards and
watchmen in that armored cars usually use armed
personnel, with the carrier assigned liability for valu-
ables being transported from one location to another
or while in storage. Armed couriers also transport
valuables and are similarly liable for shipments. One
study estimated 1975 revenues for these services at
$385 million.’* Another study estimated revenues
for armored car services at $320 million in 1974.2°

Ancillary Services. A number of ancillary services
also are provided by security companies, including
crowd control, canine patrol, and bodyguard and

N LA LN

1 Frost and Sullivan, Inc. The Industrial and Commercial
Security Market. New York, Mar. 1975, p. 50.

1 Distelhorst, Garis, Executive Director, National Burglar
and Fire Alarm Association, Personal interview, Jan. 1976.

* Frost and Sullivan, Inc., op. cit., p. 12.

1 ittle, Arthur D., Inc,, op. cit.,, p. 24.

2 Nossov, op. cit., D. 4.



escort services. The use of bodyguards for protection
of corporate executives and their families, dignitaries,
and VIP’s is estimated to have grown between 10 and

20 percent in the last few years due to the increase .-

in corporate extortion, executive kidnappings, and
hostage situations,”* The president of a contract
security firm estimated the number of bodyguards na-
tionally employed at 20,000, and . this number is
expected to increase to 70,000 by the end of the
decade.?® The FBI reports that in the first half of
1975 there were 124 hostage situations, eight result-
ing in deaths.

Private security firms also provide employees for
positions that incorporate either implicit or explicit
private security functions, e.g., guides, attendants,
receptionists, hostesses, ushers, doormen, ticket tak-
ers, and so forth:

issues in Defining Private Security

In order to formulate valid standards and goals
for private security, it was necessary to develop an
accurate and comprehensive definition of private se-
curity and to determine the appropriate parameters
within which the standards and goals could be
reasonably developed, As might be expected, in at-
tempting to satisfy these requirements, a number of
opposing viewpoints surfaced. It is necessary to ex-
amine these arguments or issues in order to reach
satisfactory judgments regarding their relevancy to
the inclusion or exclusion of certain segments of
private security and the need for standards and goals.

One issue involves identifying a clear distinction
between public and private security. As stated earlier,
the Private Security Task Force differentiates be-
tween public and private security according to the
source of funding—public and private. However,
various professionals in the field consider the key
distinction between public and private security to be
whether or not personnel have police powers, i.e.,
the power of arrest. In many instances, publicly
funded personnel possessing full police powers cper-
ate independently of public law enforcement agencies
and perform security functions in limited areas, such
as mass transportation, public housing, park districts,
school districts, some colleges and universities, rail-
road police, port authorities, and toll roads. Many of
these personnel use the title “police” and have
statutory power of arrest independent of any local,
State, or other law enforcement agencies. These
individuals clearly are not sworn public law enforce-
ment officers of city, county, State, or Federal law

% Joseph, Raymond "A. “Bodyguard Business Booms as
Kidnapping and Crime Rates Rise,” The Wall Street Journal,
Nov. 20, 1975, p. L.

2 Ibid.
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enforcement agencies. Nevertheless, they clearly are
sworn police officers with specific jurisdictional limi~
tations on their powers of arrest, determined in
most cases by statute or ordinance, Even though
these personnel receive public funds, it is recog-
nized that they perform similar and often identical
services to those of private security personnei.
Accordingly, these special police forces properly
belong in special-function police categories.

Although not included within the scope of the
standards and goals for the private security indus-
try, special-function police personnel should make
every effort to meet or exceed these standards and
goals. In particular, the selection and training stand-
ards and the conduct and ethics standards should be
adopted and met. These forces also should care-
fully review the chapter related to law enforcement
agencies. In most cases, special-function police have
been excluded from licensing and registration be-
cause the appropriate local, county, or State govern-
ment already has the statutory authority to adopt
the proper standards and goals relating to these
personnel and activities. Similarly, security at gov-
ernment facilities provided by government employees
is excluded. Not excluded is security at government
facilities provided by contractual guard firms.

Arguments have been made for the exclusion of
other private security personnel who have special
police commissions or peace officer status. Private
security personnel often derive their authority to
carry firearms through designations such as special
deputy sheriff, special police officer, and auxiliary
police officer. Unlike the special-function police and
special police forces, however, these personnel are
funded by private sources. Furthermore, very little
direct control is exercised over them by the public
law enforcement agency granting the special powers.
The police status is often confined to a very narrow
spatial area, usvally the place of assignment. Often
the status is simply a mechanism to afford legal
protection to the guard for apprehension and deten-
tion actions taken by private security personnel
until law enforcement officials take formal custody of
suspects.

Private security personnel with special police
powers would be included in the scope of the stand-
ards and goals, depending upon the extent to which
they meet the following criteria:

1. The personnel are primarily employees of a
for-profit organization or contract guard firm, as
distinguished from a nonprofit or governmental
agency;

2. The personnel receive their salaries from the
private sector; and

3. The personnel perform primarily private secu-
rity (client-oriented) as opposed to public law en-
forcement (citizen-oriented) functions.
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In a 1975 survey of licensed security personnel
in New Orleans and St. Louis (Appendix 2), both
cities granted police powers to all the licensed secu-
rity personnel. In New Orleans, private security
personnel are referred to as “special officers,” and
each special officer is granted limited police powers
that extend to the actual premises of the company
or beat assigned. In St, Louis, private security per-
sonnel are licensed as “watchmen” and, once li-
censed by the Board of Police Commissioners, are
duly constituted police officers who may exercise
police powers in an assigned, specified area. If the
argument that all security personnel with police
powers be excluded from these standards and goals
was accepted, virtually all private security person-
nel in these two major American cities would be
excluded—some 7,000 plus.

Another important issue questions whether the
standards and goals should be equally applicable to
contractual and proprietary security systems. Some
private security community spokesmen advocate 2
differentiation between contractual and proprietary
security personnel in the standards and goals. There
is a differentiation made between contractual and
proprietary delivery systems in some of the stand-
ards and goals, as appropriate, but generally pro-
prietary private security personnel are treated ex-
actly as are contractual security personnel.

Both contractual and proprietary private security
personnel have a significant impact on crime preven-
tion and are interrelated with the criminal justice
system. For example, the rights of a citizen must be
protected upon apprehension or arrest by Pprivate
security personnel, just as when the arrest is made
by a public law enforcement officer. Whether the
private security personnel arresting the citizen are
contractual or proprietary is not the issue; the ma-

jor concern is that the citizen and his rights be treated
according to the law,

Private security activities conducted within the
generally recognized guidelines for the protection of
individual rights best serve public interests. As the
RAND Report (Vol. 1) pointed out, “there would
be significant advantages in applying to private se-
curity work the same standards of conduct developed
in constitutional decisions for arrest, detention,
search, and interrogation by public police.” ** As in
other areas, it is believed that no distinction should
be made between whose concduct—contract or pro-
prietary personnel—affects other’s individual rights.
Also, when discussing individual rights, no distinc-
tion should be made between ordinary citizens and
employees. Private security personnel must recognize
that both contractual and proprietary security em-
ployees, as well as other employees of organiza-
tions, retain their rights guaranteed by the Constitu-
tion and Bill of Rights.

The private security sector is a rapidly expanding
force in our society. A clear understanding of its
constituency and purpose must be developed if the
standards and goals are to have an impact on the
greater effectiveness of the private industry in crime
prevention and reduction. Although some may dis-
agree with certain aspects of the basic definition of
private security presented, it is an accurate repre-
sentation of the industry and vital to the development
of meaningful response to the private security stand-
ards and goals. More specific definitions and func-
tional descriptions of the major types of security-
related services and the major clients or users of
private security follow in sections 4 and 7 of this
introduction.

2 Kakalik «nd Wildhorn, op. cit., p. 98.
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Figure 5. Private Security Vicious Circle
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DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARDS AND GOALS FOR PRIVATE SECURITY

vides an important and necessary service in this
country. Its rapid growth and increased revenues &

The Need for Standards and Goals

Residents of America’s largest cities listed crime
as the number one problem in their community in
a nationwide poll conducted during the summer of
1975.* Crime has infiltrated every part of the Na-
tion’s structure—its cities and neighborhoods, its
transportation and recreational areas, its schools and
libraries, and its homes and commercial establish-
ments. It has been estimated that before the end of
1976 one of every four Americans will be victimized
by a crime.

Faced with alarming rises in crime and the con-
stant fear of crime. Americans have reached out for
protection beyond that which can be provided by
the Nation’s overcommitted, and often understaffed,
public law enforcement agencies. As a result, the
number of private security perscunel now exceeds
that of public law enforcement and the number of
companies doing business in security products and
services has increased dramatically, along with the
number of businesses employing proprietary security
forces. Recent statistics reveal that Americans pay
more for private security services than Federal,
State, and local governments pay for the criminal
justice system,?

This significant growth has not been accompanied
by a growth in measures devoted to evaluating and
upgrading the private security industry in relation
to its efficiency and effectiveness. The security in-
dustry is plagued by a variety of potential and actual
* problems, including low wages, poorly qualified and
untrained personnel, abuse of authority, lack of reg-
ulation, and excessive false alarms, to name a few.
Yet, little attention has been focused on providing
effective remedies for these problems. In fact, there
is an alarming paucity of research available for the
purpose of studying and improving the operations of
this vast industry.

Undoubtedly, the private security industry pro-

* Gallup Opinion Index. Princeton, N.J., June 27-30, 1975.

*McKay, John. “A Challenge for the Crime Prevention
Officer,” commencement speech delivered to the 21st gradu-
ating class of the National Crime Prevention Institute, Louis-
ville, Ky., 1975.
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attest to its prominence as a vital force against
crime. Although its benefits are directed primarily
toward the private sector, it also provides certain
public benefits and its potential for increased con-
tributions to national crime prevention and reduction
is apparent. Therefore, in the interest of the clients
the private security industry serves, as well as the
general public, uniform standards and goals to in-
crease its efficiency and effectiveness as a crime-
preventive -force are essential.

The security industry itself has indicated a strong
desire to establish standards to upgrade its opera-
tions. For example, in a 1975 survey of the member-
ship of the American Society for Industrial Security,
87 percent of the respondents expressed a need for
the development of a “set of standards.” 2

One security consultant recently described the
problems of the industry as a “vicious circle” * (see
Figure 5). Within this vicious circle, factors, such
as low salaries, marginal personnel, lack of promo-
tional opportunities, high turnovers, and little or no
training, lead to one another and result in ineffective
performance. To attract and keep highly qualified
personnel, salaries must be commensurate with ex-
perience, training, education, and job responsibilities.
However, competition by private security companies
tends to keep wages low because of the bidding
process. This, in effect, creates a vicious circle where
higher caliber personnel cannot be provided unless
there are higher wages, but the consumer has been
reluctant to foot the bill. However, competition can
still exist with a higher level of wages. In fact, a
1975 study of consumers of private security services
in the Greater Philadeiphia area revealed that 72
percent of the respondents (industrial, commercial,
and financial businesses) indicated their willingness
to expend additional funds for security if the quali-

®Private Security Task Force, “American Society for
Industrial Security Survey Results.” See Appendix 1 to this
report.

! Potter, Anthony. An address to the First Annual Con-
ference on Private Security, University of Maryland, College
Park, Md., December 1975.
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fications of personnel and/or quality of security
service were improved.® The establishment of stand-
ards and goals is an important step toward improv-
ing quality and effectiveness in the private security
industry, thus eliminating the vicious circle,

® Private Security Task Force, Survey of Consumers of
Private Security Services in the Greater Philadelphia Area.
See Appendix 3 to this report.

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Role ‘

Since 1968, the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration (LEAA), U.S. Department of Justice,
has sponsored programs at all levels of government
in its national commitment to reduce crime, protect
society, and increase public safety. In 1970, LEAA

13



recognjzed the impact of private security services
upon - crime prevention and funded a major study
to describe the nature and extent of the industry.
The results of this study, published in 1972 by the
RAND Corporation, included recommended policy
and statutory guidelines for improving future opera-
tions and regulations.

LEAA was prompted in 1972 to establish a Pri-
vate Security Advisory Council (PSAC), partly as
a result of the RAND Corporation study and partly
as a result of the demands of the alarm industry
concern over the issue created by Federal funding
of an alarm.system in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, and the
eventual disposition of this system to the municipal
government. PSAC was formed to study and advise
LEAA regarding various security issues, with the
objective of enabling LEAA to better use and coor-
dinate its resources in a comprehensive national
effort to reduce crime. PSAC membership includes
private security executives, criminal justice adminis-
trators, business leaders, and concerned citizens, and
it has ‘specific committees on (1) alarms, (2) envi-
ronmental security, (3) guards and investigators,
(4) law enforcement-private security relationships,
(5) terroristic acts, and (6) armored car services
(appointed in May 1976).

Acting on the recommendation of PSAC, LEAA
Administrator Richard W. Velde publicly an-
nounced his intention of including the private secu-
rity industry as a major part of the LEAA Phase II
standards and goals effort at the December 1974
meeting of PSAC in Williamsburg, Va, Thus, in
1975 when LEAA created the second National Ad-
visory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, to provide direction and milestones for
achievement of comprehensive improvement in the
criminal justice system’s capability to control crime,
the Private Security Task Force was formed to de-
velop private security standards and goals. The
relationship between PSAC and the Task Force was
made clear by selection of a common chairman and
the dual membership by several persons on both
PSAC and the Task Force.

Through the formation of PSAC and the subse-
quent inclusion of private security in the national
standards and goals program, LEAA has acknowl-
edged the belief that the crime prevention activities
of the private security industry contribute substan-
tially ‘to this country’s efforts to provide a safer

® Kakalik, J. S., and Sorrel Wildhorn, Private Police in the
United States: Findings and Recommendations, Vol. 1,
R~869/DOJ; The Private Police Industry: Its Nature and
Extent, Vol. II, R-870/DO0J; Current Regulation of Private
Police: Regulatory Agency Experience and Views, Vol III,
R~871/DOJ; The Law and Private Police, Vol. IV, R-872/
DOJ; Special-Purpose Public Police, Vol. V, R~873/DOJ.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972.
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environment for all Americans and that private secu-
rity is a vitally important resource in crime preven-
tion and control. As stated by LEAA Administrator
Velde, the problem of crime in America is so large
and so complex that the public and private sectors
should be united in a partnership to reduce crime:

It is clear that the police, government, or its agencies
cannot alone cope with the volume of crime in a way that is
satisfactory to all. As law enforcement officials, we must
recognize the multiplicity of factors that go into the process
of preventing and controlling crime and delinquency and
enlist—not turn away or discourage—the support of every
public agency, social institution, private group and citizen
to fight crime. In short, the criminal justice system must be-
come partners with others. One of the areas in which this
partnership must be formed and fostered is the private secu-
rity community.”

LEAA’s involvement with the private security
community will not cease with this report. Through
the continuing work of PSAC, further efforts will be
undertaken to increase the effectiveness of the secu-
rity industry in national crime prevention.

Issues Addressed Prior to Standards and
Goals Development

The initial work of the Private Security Task
Force focused on the resolution of certain important
issues that would influence the structure of the
report and the development of appropriate standards
and goals. The first issue addressed was whether the
emphasis of the report should be directed toward
equipment or personnel. It became apparent that, in
spite of great advances in technical devices, the
industry was still largely personnel oriented. Further-
more, its most frequently cited problems and abuses
were related to personnel. Therefore, the Task Force
determined that the major thrust of the standards
and goals development should be personnel oriented.

It was necessary to determine if there was . logi-
cal starting point for improvement of private security
personnel and performance. Several alternatives were
presented—improve and increase training, reduce
the high turnover rate, remove marginal personnel,
and increase salaries. Careful study of the question
resulted in a determination that there was no single
starting point for upgrading this complex industry,
especially because many of its problems are self-
perpetuating (see Figure 1). Therefore, the Task
Force believed that the standards and goals should
address all important problem areas.

Another issue that received serious consideration

"Velde, Richard W. Address by the Administrator of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration at the annual
meeting of the International Association of Chiefs of Palice,
Denver, Colo., Sept. 16, 1975.

5

e T ke i

was the potential economic impact of standards and
goals on all sectors. Although a portion of the Na-
tion’s security business is dominated, in terms of
market share, by a number of large national firms,
there are thousands of small contract guard, investi-
gative, alarm installation, response, and security
equipment firms who handle an almost equal share
of America’s security business. Some of these smaller
firms have expressed the opinion that to establish
standards and goals across the board would merely
enhance the market position of the larger- firms,
because only the larger firms have the extensive re-
sources needed to implement the standards. In con-
sidering this issue, the Task Force determined that
only those standards and goals that would not elimi-
nate competent, small security businesses or make it
impossible for small businesses to establish proprie-
tary security forces would be adopted. In this regard,
the Task Force was very careful to limit itself to
requirements that are in the public interest and to

" consider at all times the value of maintaining com-

petition in the private security industry. However, it
was equally concerned with users’ interests and the
belief that citizens and clients must be afforded the
same high quality of protection, whether delivered
by large or small security firms.

A third issue facing the Task Force in its develop-
ment of standards and goals involved armed versus
unarmed personnel. Argum«nts were presented ad-
vocating the inclusion of oualy those private security
personnel who are armed in its standards and goals.
The Task Force rejected these arguments, however,
because the value or effectiveness of private security
personnel cannot be measured only in terms of the
weapons they do or do not carry. The important
issue is the nature of the private security functions
that may or may not require the use or carrying of
a firearm. Clearly, the nature of any private security
activity is situation-specific—the activity tailored to
specified needs, It is the optimum matching of the
private security needs with appropriately selected
personnel that will result in the highest quality pro-
tection, Thus, the dual objectives of the Task Force
in resolving this issue were: '

1. To provide guidelines pertaining to the nature
of security functions, and

2. To describe reasonable criteria for the screen-
ing and hiring of armed versus unarmed personnel.

Finally, it was suggested to the Task Force that
its study and report be directed solely at contract
security—those businesses that provide security serv-
ices to others for a fee. Remembering that the pur-
pose of the report was to establish standards and
goals that would improve the private security in-
dustry’s role in crime reduction and prevention, the
Task Force saw no valid reason for eliminating any

particular segment. Proprietary security personnel—
employees hired by a business to specifically protect
the employer’s assets—perform the same functions
ag personnel who are hired by a contract security
business. Although the differences between these two
segments have been debated for years, the Task
Force believes that there is more commonality than
difference. This commonality was clearly visible in
responses to the Task Force survey of the American
Society for Industrial Security (Appendix 1). Ex-
cept for wages, there were no signrificant statistical
differences between the responses of people in con-
tract security and those in proprietary security. Pri-
vate security professionals basically have the same
attitudes, opinions, and goals on important issues
affecting the provision of security functions. There-
fore, the Task Force decided to address itself in
standards and goals development to all segments of
the industry—both coniractual and proprietary.

In addressing the basic issues presented above, the
Task Force was cognizant of the valuable role that
the private security industry is playing in the con-
tinuing fight against crime. It was also aware that
the role of the Task Force was to make recommen-
dations to facilitate the development of the industry’s
full potential to assist in reducing crime in the
United States.

Procedure in Development of Standards and
Goals

The following profile of procedures used by the
Private Security Task Force to develop standards
and goals indicates the thoroughness and compre-
hensiveness of the development process.

Initially, staff research was conducted to extract
the suggestions and recommendations of professional
associations, the Private Security Advisory Council,
subcommittees of the Private Security Advisory
Council, literature and publications concerning the
field, and other research reports and studies. The
staff summarized this material in the form of posi-
tion papers. These position papers were presented
for review to Task Force members at the July 1975
meeting.

After reviewing the staff’s work, members of the
Task Force removed, modified; or added material
and expressed their views concerning the parameters
of the report. Based on this input, the staff prepared
a working outline of the Task Force Report, dated
August 1, 1975, This report was reviewed by vari-
ous subcommittees of the Task Force.

During August 1975, at meetings held in Louis-
ville, Ky., Atlanta, Ga., and Philadelphia, Pa., fur-
ther modifications were made of the working outline
and an updated outline was prepared, dated Sep-
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tember 15, 1975. This draft outline was distributed
to approximately 150 leading private security prac-
titioners throughout the United States, as well as to
various professional security and law enforcement
associations. Many of the recipients reproduced the
materia! and sent it to colleagues and/or fellow
members, thus assuring wide dissemination. One
national publication, “Protection of Assets Manual,”
printed the outline in its entirety.

A large number of individuals throughout the pri-
vate security industry made numerous suggestions to
the Task Force, including approximately 50 persons
sending detailed formally written comments to the
staff. These comments were reviewed by the staff
and members of the Task Force and proved very
beneficial in the development of the final standards
and goals. The staff of the Task Force also attended
meetings of the Private Security Advisory Council
and its various subcommittees, visited contract secu-~
rity operations, as well as companies, employing
proprietary security, and met with or had telephone
contact with a cross section of security industry
persons and peopie working in regulatory agencies.
Many of the persons contacted or who contributed
input are listed as consultants or contributors at the
back of this report. Numerous other individuals
provided specific input, on a one-to-one basis,
through the staff and members of the Task Force.

Task Force meetings were held in April 1975 in
Washington, D.C.; July and October 1975 in Chi-
cago, IlL.; January 1976 in New Orleans, La.; April
1976 in San Francisco, Calif.; and finally in July
1976 in Atlanta, Ga. (The meetings were held at
various locations to enable interested persons in dif-
ferent geographic areas to attend.) At these meetings,
speakers representing broad constituencies were in-
vited to appear before the Task Force and present
their positions and, as appropriate, that of their asso-
ciation on matters related to the standards and goals
effort. Their input was carefully reviewed by the Task
Force and provided invaluable assistance in the de-
velopment of the standards and goals.

The primary purpose for the six Task Force meet-
ings, however, was to develop and vote on the stand-
ards and to review and discuss the standard commen-
taries. Recognizing the importance of the standards
and goals, it was determined at the first meeting that
a simple majority vote should not be sufficient for
approval of a standard or goal; it was decided that no
standard or goal statement could be approved unless
it received at least 9 to 14 votes. After each standard
and goal was approved, it was forwarded to the Na-
tional Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals (NACCJSG). Unless speci-
fically noted within the report, the NACCJSG re-
viewed and approved each standard and goal.

Notices of all meetings of the Private Security
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Task Force and the NACCJSG were printed in the
Federal Register at least 15 days in advance of each
meeting. All meetings were open to the public, and
the Task Force received valuable input from numer-
ous non-Task Force persons who attended the meet-
ings. It was recognized that only through an open
dialog, with as wide a participation as practical,
could realistic and viable standards and goals be
developed. To the best of its ability, the Task Force
adhered to that principle.

Utilization of the Report

The Private Security Task Force report is designed
as a reference tool and guiding document for use
primarily by three major groups: (1) State and local
criminal justice officials, (2) members of the private
security community, and (3) consumers of private
security services and citizens. It is intended to serve
as a focal point for the greater interaction of the pri-
vate security community with the criminal justice
system and its component agencies.

State and local criminal justice officials should
examine the standards and goals in order to adapt
them to their local situations, for the increased co-
ordination of private security services in crime pre-
vention. The private security industry should find
the standards and goals useful as a means of evaluat-
ing the industry’s position and role in the criminal
justice system and also as a means for improving the
quality of its services and upgrading its image. Citi-
zens and consumers of security services should read
this report for a better understanding of the services
and products available from the private sector, thus
enabling them to explore new options in their indi-
vidual efforts to reduce crime.

Limitations of the Report

Although the Task Force believes this report will
be a significant contribution to the literature on pri-
vate security and will serve as a useful planning
document for private security practitioners, govern-
ment officials, and citizens, it realizes that the report
has certain limitations. The lack of definitive and
comprehensive research regarding private security
activities in the United States greatly handicapped
the Task Force in its analysis of the industry. In an
attempt to augment the available data, the Task
Force undertook three major research activities.

These research activities (reported in Appendixes

1, 2, and 3) are as follows: (1) “American Society
for Industrial Security (ASIS) Survey Results,” (2)
“Characteristics of Licensed Private Security Person-
nel in Two American Cities: New Orleans, La., and
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St. Louis, Mo.,” and (3) “Survey of Consumers or
Private Security Services in the Greater Philadelphia
Area.” Although the information obtained from this
research was of great usefulness, more complete data
need to be developed in various areas throughout the
security industry.

The report is limited in the extensiveness of its
standards and goals; many more could have been
developed by the Task Force. However, it was be-
lieved that the main emphasis should be on the de-
velopment of quality standard and goal statements
and supporting commentaries in areas that the Task
Force believed it had sufficient knowledge. Listing
voluminous standards and goals that lacked adequate
support was not the intent of the members of the
Task Force. Staif and members of the Task Force,
along with others who contributed to the process of
standards and goals, singled out issues in which they
had personal expertise for conversion into a standard
or goal. Unfortunately, some of these issues were too
narrow in scope to fit the structure of the report and,

in some cases, could not be supported in terms of the
research available. These suggested standards are not
included in the report.

Finally, limited time and finaneial resources made
it difficult to address all of the recognized issues.
With more time and financial support, a more thor-
ough study could be made of additional problem
areas. In view of the level of funding, available staff
time, and short duration of the present project, the
Task Force believed that inclusion of a smaller num-
ber of adequately documented standards and goals
was a better approach than to attempt to treat all
problem areas by including standards and goals that
were neither viable nor relevant.

It is recognized that the report is limited in scope.
Therefore, continuous analysis of the private security
industry and its components is strongly encouraged.
However, this report offers a starting point to provide
positive direction toward the greater use of private
security services in the major effort of crime preven-
tion and crime reduction in this country.
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SECTION 3

THE ROLE OF PRIVATE SECURITY IN CRIME PREVENTION AND THE CRIMINAL

JUSTICE SYSTEM

Although the formal responsibility for crime con-
trol in this country rests with the traditional criminal
justice system, many other organizations and citizens
are involved in reducing and preventing crime. In-
deed, the sheer magnitude of crime in our society
prevents the criminal justice system by itself from
adequately controlling and preventing crime. The
cooperative efforts of every citizen, business, and in-
stitution are needed to effectively deal with the prob-
lem. As recently stated in U.S. News and World
Report, “the number one need is to overcome the
public’s misconception that they can leave crime
fighting entirely to the police.”*

One major force that over the years has been con-
sistently and directly involved with crime prevention
is the private security community. As can be seen
from the significant growth of the private security
industry and the large amount of money expended
for security services and products, the industry ful-
fills an important function in our society. Its import-
ance is intensified through a look at the magnitude
and impact of crime on the private sector.

U.S. News and World Report estimated total 1974
crime-related losses in the business community to be
$21.3 billion.? Retail losses related to crime were
estimated at $6.5 billion in 1975 by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce.® The FBI Uniform Crime Re-
ports placed 1974 nonresidential losses from burglary
at $423 million.* The Associated General Contrac-
tors of America estimates annual theft and vandalism
of materials and supplies from construction sites at
$100 million. The U.S. Senate Juvenile Delinquency
Subcommittee Report estimates vandalism in the
schools to be $500 million annually.® The Senate
Select Committee on Small Business estimates cargo
theft at $2.5 billion annually.®

*“The Losing Battle Against Crime in America,” U.S.
News and World Report, Vol. LXXCII, No. 25, Dec. 16,
1974, p. 43.

* Ibid.

3 Crime in Retailing. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of Commerce, August 1975, p. VIL

4 FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1974,

5 “School Crime at Crisis Stage,” Chicago Tribune, Janu-
ary-February 1974, p. 25.

® Frost and Sullivan, Inc., The Industrial and Commercial
Security Market. New York, March 1975, p. 55.

18

Clearly, it is in the economic interests of the pri-
vate sector to undertake additional protective meas-
ures, and, most often, the private security industry is
called upon to provide this additional protection.
Through its various components, the security indus-
try provides crime prevention services and products
aimed at reducing client losses and increasing profits.
As stated by the head of a national security company,
“A properly developed security plan is one of the
wisest investments a company can make to assure
continuity of earnings.” 7

The crime prevention role of private security also
provides public benefits. For example, successful ac-
tions taken by the private sector to prevent and re-
duce crime against their property decrease the num-
ber of crimes to which public law enforcement
agencies must respond, and thus frees valuable law
enforcement resources for other important activities.
Furiiermore, there are many places frequented by
the public where a public law enforcement presence
cannot be established, and there are types of crime
beyond the scope of the protective measures public
law enforcement can provide, e.g., corporate theft,
embezzlement, and retail trade. U.S. Bureau of the
Census statistics reflect some 12.4 million commercial
and business establishments in the United States.®
The approximate 500,000 local law enforcement pro-
sonnel in this country can not possibly provide pro-
tection for all of these establishments.

Although concerned with crime prevention, public
law enforcement agencies have been mainly placed
in a crime response mode by ever-spiralling crime
rates and limited resources. Most public law enforce-
ment agencies have neither the resources nor the
time to engage in preventive activities, but, instead,
must focus primarily on order maintenance and
criminal apprehension. Moreover:

. . . there has never been a clearly defined role for the
police to protect the public distinct from the role of the

7 “Crime Does Pay,” Fortune, September 1974, pp. 45-60.
8“TLEAA and the Regulation of the Private Security In-
dustry,” NBFAA Signal, 2nd Quarter 1975, p. 10.
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police to serve the needs of the justice system by making
arrests for crimes committed.’

In addresses to the International Association of
Chiefs of Police and the National Burglar and Fire
Alarm Association, LEAA Administrator Richard
W. Velde accurately depicted both the role of public
law enforcement as a criminal justice system com-
ponent and the role of private security in crime
prevention.

The criminal justice system, and particularly our nation’s
police, do perform a rather narrow function that is largely a
responsive one that follows the commission of crime. There
are constitutional and statutory responsibilities in all the
states that define the role of the police force and essentially
they say that police are not in the crime prevention business.

The fact is, however, that the vast majority of these offi-
cers are in a response posture most of the time. They don’t
have the time to concentrate on crime prevention. The vol-
ume of crime prevention precludes them from devoting all
but a relatively minor effort toward preventing it. It is
obvious that they need help.®*

If there were no guards protecting our hospitals, hotels,
office buildings, museums, schools, recreational areas and
the like, and, if there were no alarm systems, these places
would go virtually unprotected. There is no way that public
law enforcement, as it is presently staffed, equipped and
deployed, could provide much more than token protection.”

Significant crime prevention efforts are provided
by private security interests, and interrelationships do
exist between these interests and the criminal justice
system, especially public law enforcement compo-
nents. Ideally, public law enforcement and private
security agencies should work closely together, be-
cause their respective roles are complementary in the
effort to control crime. Indeed, the magnitude of the
Nation’s crime problem should preclude any form of
competition between the two. Rather, they should be
cognizant and supportive of their respective roles in
crime control as advocated by LEAA Administrator
Richard W. Velde:

There is so much to be done in the area of crime preven-
tion that I can think of no reason for competition between
the police and private security in this area. In fact, I visualize
a comprehensive program of modern, effective crime pre-
vention in which private security and police departments
cooperate with each other, exchange information, and utilize
common bases of expertise and know-how. This will require,
of course, mutual respect for each other’s talents and
capabilities.?®

Velde’s views are echoed by Richard S. Post:

"Post, Richard S. “Contemporary Protective Systems,”
Security Register, January-February 1974, p. 25.

* Velde, Richard W., address by the Administrator of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration at the annual
meeting of the International Asscciation of Chiefs of Police,
Denver, Colo., Sept. 16, 1975.

U NBFAA Signal, op. cit., p. 11.

1 Ibid.

3 Velde, op. cit.

The private security industry . . . their resources must be
evaluated, regulated and integrated into community crime
prevention programs.*

If this increased cooperation is to become a reality,
the relationships between the two forces must be
carefully examined and appropriate measures taken
to resolve conflicts.

A survey of the membership of the American So-
ciety for Industrial Security (ASIS) indicates a posi-
tive relationship between the private security com-
munity and public law enforcement. The respondents
classified relationships with public law enforcement
as excellent (57 percent) and good (30 percent) for
the most part. Additionally, 66 percent of the re-
spondents believed that public law enforcement was
supportive af private security efforts.*® It should be
noted, however, that these respondents were from
the upper management/supervisory levels. The rela-
tionship may or may not be perceived the same at
the operational level.

The Law Enforcement/Private Security Relation-
ship Committee of the Private Security Advisory
Council, on the other hand, in its examination of the
relationship between private security and public law
enforcement, found that friction between the two
groups does exist. Specifically, the committee listed
the following barriers to an effective relationship
between the two sectors:

¢ Lack of mutual respect;

e Corruption;

e Lack of cooperation;

e Lack of two-way communication;

e Competition;

Lack of knowledge by law enforcement of the function,
mission and problems of private security;

¢ The failure of private security to speak with a unified
professional voice; and

® The need for better formulated and articulated stand-
ards of professionalism on both sides.”

The level and intensity of existing problems in the
above areas vary greatly. In some communities, pri-
vate security and public law enforcement personael
enjoy a close, positive working relationship; in
others, this relationship is strained and competitive.
Time and financial constraints prevent a closer study
of the relationship at this time; however, it is im-
portant to establish standards and goals designed to
promote and ensure improved relationships at all
levels in order to create a more effective interface
between the public law enforcement and private se-
curity sectors.

 Post, op. cit., p. 27.

% Private Security Task Force, American Society for In-
dustrial Security survey, p. 8. See Appendix 1 to this report,

1 pPrivate Security Advisory Council, Law Enforcement/
Private Security Relationship Committee working paper,
June 4, 1975.
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The International Association of Chiefs of Police
has recently taken a very strong, positive attitude
toward the general function and value of private
security services and toward improving relations and
communication. This posture represents a significant
step forward in the direction of cooperation and
assistance between the two forces in their common
struggle against crime. Such action can open the path
to resolution of the problems that have hindered
mutual cooperation and respect in the past.

One problem that has consistently caused friction
between public law enforcement and private security
is false alarms. It has been suggested that up to 90
percent of all alarm response. calls received by law
enforcement agencies are false alarms. Although this
figure is a much-abused statistic, false alarms clearly
create problems and conflicts. In fact, because of the
frequency of false alarms, many law enforcement
agencies give alarm response a low priority.

Although the largest percentage of false alarms
appears to result from user error, inadequate instal-
lation and faulty equipment also cause them. For the
most part, problems of installation and poor equip-
ment are found in inexpensive systems, not in the
more expensive, sophisticated installations, such as
those used in banks and jewelry stores. Therefore,
consumers should be educated on the nature and use
of the alarm systems they purchase and should have
reason to have confidence in their reliability. Public
law enforcement agencies also should do their part
by providing timely response to alarms and cooperat-
ing with the private security industry in informing
users of the seriousness of false alarms.

The need for mutual cooperation and acceptance
between the alarm industry and public law enforce-
ment agencies was emphasized by Glen D. King,
executive director of the International Association of
Chiefs of Police, in an address before the 28th annual
convention of the National Burglar and Fire Alarm
Association:

. . . false alarms are the greatest single barrier to co-
operation between professional law enforcement and the
alarm industry, Every police administrator I have talked to
about this problem agrees there have been too many words
and too little action on both sides of this issue”

Another substantive barrier to effective interaction
between private security and public law enforcement
agencies has been some law enforcement agencies’
questioning of the qualifications of private security
personnel to perform police-related functions.
Whereas public law enforcement officers are subject
to clearly defined controls concerning employment,

*" King, Glen D. address delivered before the 28th annual
convention of the National Burglar and Fire Alarm Associa-
tion, Las Vegas, Nev., Mar. 20, 1975,
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training, conduct, and so forth, private security em-
ployees are subject to little or no control in these
areas. Furthermore, many consider their private se-
curity employment temporary. In the absence of
minimum qualifications for employment and training,
private security personnel, especially guards and
watchmen, are often viewed with disrespect by public
law enforcement personnel.

Greater respect by public law enforcement agencies
for the crime prevention role of the private security
sector can- be achieved through standards and goals
designed to upgrade the quality of private security
personnel and encourage career paths in the field.
ASIS has made significant efforts in this direction
through its professional education programs. Respect
for the crime prevention role of the industry is also
fostered at the LEAA-sponsored National Crime Pre-
vention Institute in Louisville, Ky. The institute,
staffed by persons with law enforcement and private
security experience, brings in private security leaders
from various fields to address and discuss mutual
problems with the law enforcement students. This
interaction promotes not only greater respect but also
a greater understanding of the function of the indus-
try.

A misunderstanding on the part of public law
enforcement agencies revolves around a belief that
private security personnel are trying to provide public
law enforcement services for profit. However, a sur-
vey of the ASIS membership found that the private
security community clearly does not want to perform
a public law enforcement role. For example, 74 per-
cent of the respondents indicated that private security
should not have the same legal authority as public
police.*® This viewpoint is further sypported in a
position paper by Claude E. Hinds, president of the
World Association of Detectives, a group of princi-
pals and, in most cases, owners of private security
firms:

Too long we have been looking to law enforcement for
training, because nothing else was available. This practice
has unfortunately  contributed to the belief that we are
basically concerned with enforcement of the law, when in
fact we are not and don’t wish to be. ... Let me make it
quite clear, we don’t want to be Police Officers. When we
employ an individual, we tell them they are not to consider
themselves Police Officers. We do not want to enforce the
law but feel that our primary goal is one of protection and
prevention*

It was noted in Section. 1 that some private security
personnel are granted limited police powers generally
restricted to the premises of employment. However,

*® Private Security Task Force, American Society for In-
dustrial Security Survey, p. 8. See Appendix 1 to this report.

* Hinds, Claude E., World Association of Detectives. Posi-
tion paper presented to Private Security Task Force, Chicago,
L, July 11, 1975.
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a major distinction between public law enforcement
and private security powers is that police make
arrests on behalf of the public and private security
personnel make apprehensions on behalf of the
client.

Another area of conflict between public law
enforcement and private security is that of account-
ability. Public law enforcement officers are account-
able to the public (citizens); private security per-
sonnel are primarily accountable to the individual
Or organization employing their services (clients):

T}_xe client of the police officer, as it were, is the com-
munity. The community determines the rules under which
the investigation, apprehension, and disposition of the case
take place, and the officer, theoretically at least, is account-
able to th:at system of rules and to the community.

The private police agent, however, in dealing with the
same acts that the public deals with, defined as crimes, is
in tl'le employ of a private individual or firm rather than
serving the community. He is to a much greater extent not
subject to the same rules for investigation and apprehension
and he is accountable only to himself, his profession, and his
employer.®

This accountability creates a situation in which per-
sons are subject to investigation or apprehension by
private security personnel for actions that would be
considered criminal acts in the public sector. Many of
these cases never enter the criminal justice system,
and the employers or clients become a criminal
justice system themselves, sitting in judgment. One
§tudy suggested that in 75 percent of the cases of
internal employee theft, employees prefer restitution
to criminal prosecution, and employers often accept
this as a viable alternative.?* It should be pointed out
that restitution is a proper civil remedy. In fact,
a criminal remedy without a civil remedy may be
Just as unjustified as the reverse. However, both are
desirable in the interest of true justice, and many
strongly believe that private security personnel should
report all crimes.

Although’ the private security industry interacts
most frequently with the public' law enforcement
component of the criminal justice system, it also
interacts with other components. For example, when
a shoplifter is observed committing the act by pri-
vate security personnel of a retail establishment,
security personnel may apprehend and detain the
person until the police take formal custody. For
purposes of prosecution and formal arraignment on
charges of larceny, the store security agent becomes
the complainant. The chief accuser and witness in
a court of law also is the security person who ob-
served the shoplifting incident.

®Scott, Thomas M., and Marlys McPherson, “The De-
velopment of the Private Sector of theé Criminal Justice
System,” Law and Society Review, November 1971, pp.
285-286.

= Ibid., p. 287.

Private security investigative personnel often work
closely with investigators from law enforcement
agencies and prosecutors’ offices in investigating
internal theft by employees, embezzlement, fraud,
and external theft by organized criminal groups.
For example, in large retail establishments (depart-
ment stores, discount houses), security personnel
l'{ave an interest in removing organized criminal
rmgs‘that systematically prey upon the stores. The
security personnel can exchange information among
themselves and provide information to law enforce-
ment investigators to assist them in the development
of criminal cases. Law enforcement officers fre-
quently provide information to the store security
pers.onn‘el regarding a suspect under arrest or in-
vestigation, who may have been involved in criminal
offenses in their stores. Private security personnel
commonly provide information to law enforcement
agencies on criminal activities they observe or sus-
pect that are not directly related to their assets-
protection function, such as narcotics, gambling, and
other vice offenses.

It is clear that the private security industry does
indeed play a major role in crime prevention and
interrelates with the criminal justice system. Its
potential for significant contributions to national
crime reduction is considerable. The standards and
goals in this report will reinforce the primary role
of private security in crime reduction and, at the
same time, foster a public/private partnership in
crime control by improving the quality and delivery
of private security services.

One last important concern is the industry’s need
for criminal history information for purposes of
preemployment screening. Because arrest data in
many instances may be more significant than con-
viction data, this information should be provided to
private security employers. Employers who hire per-
sonnel to protect their assets and to prevent crime
need to have some means of researching their back-
grounds and verifying their integrity. Law enforce-
ment agencies have similar concerns, because some
private security personnel receive limited police

_powers upon employment.

Private security organizations may be responsible
for obtaining criminal history information concern-
ing other employees as well: cashiers, tellers, sales
clerks, and other persons responsible for monetary
transactions and the handling of merchandise. In
retail stores, for example, employee theft is a major
contributor to sales shortages in excess of $2.3
billion annually, according to the National Retail
Merchants Association.?? Retailers believe there is

* Statement of the National Retail Merchants Association
before LEAA regarding dissemination of criminal informa-
tion records, Dec. 12, 1975, p. 2.

21



a compelling need to obtain conviction information
on prospective employees:

In our view the pertinent question is ultimately one.of
suitability of a person to perform a certain job in which
trust and deportment are the crucial requirements. . . . In
addition to the need for verification of a prospective em-
ployee’s honesty, we emphasize that persons convictgd of
certain crimes must be diverted from particular positions.®

The prudent provision of this information to private
security organizations reduces the opportunity for
the commission of crimes by excluding from cer-
tain positions those persons with a history of criminal
‘activity in employment situations.

# Ibid., pp. 3—4.
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In summary, the crime prevention function of the
private security industry is an effective complement
to public law enforcement agencies. The mdust1:y
provides services that cannot be furnished by public
law enforcement because of limited resources and
various other constraints. Significant benefits in na-
tional crime reduction and prevention are possible
through the increased cooperation and coordinatipn
of the two forces. Existing barriers to closer unity
between them must be removed if this goal is to be
achieved. The development of standards and goals
for the increased effectiveness of private security
services is viewed as a method of facilitating a
mutually productive working relationship in which
conflicts can be resolved and progress toward co-
operation and coordination enhanced.
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SECTION 4

DEFINITIONS AND FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTIONS OF PRIVATE SECURITY COMPONENTS

TO BE COVERED IN THE REPORT

In Section 1 of this introduction, basic parameters
were established to ‘define the types of products,
services, and activities referred to as “private secu-
rity.” The objectives of this approach are twofold:

1. To ensure the specificity of the standards and
goals, and

2. To enable the private security industry, State
and local criminal justice officials, and citizens to
clearly understand the applicability of the standards
and goals.

In this section, the private security industry is
divided into major generic groupings that represent
the primary components to which the standards and
goals are directed.

Generally, considerable commonality exists in the
definition of the functions and duties of police per-
sonnel across the country, and there is substantial
consistency in job descriptions for law enforcement
positions, such as patrolman, sergeant, and detective.
Yet, a review of applicable licensing procedures,
local ordinances, and State statutes throughout the
country shows an absence of such commonality in
the use of terms for private security personnel, In
some instances, clear distinctions are made among
such terms as private policeman, private patrol serv-
ice, guards, and watchman, but there are many other
instances of overlap and redundancy in job functions,
responsibilities, and/or powers. For example, a
position. defined as an investigator in one State
might be classified as a guard in another. The
following definitions and functional descriptions,
therefore, are necessary to avoid any misinterpreta-
tion in terminology and functions.

Major Private Security Components

In order to establish uniformity in the use of
terms related to private security, four major indus-

try components involving services and personnel are
defined:

1. Guard and patrol services and personnel,
2. Investigative services and personnel,
3. Alarm services and personnel, and

4. Armored car and armed courier services and
personnel,

Throughout this report, the term “private security
personnel” refers to persons engaged in the per-
formance of these services. Although there is con-
siderable variance among States in the application
of these terms, the important point is not the use of
the terms but, rather, the functions they encompass.
Admittedly, this breakdown of private security com-
ponents is not exhaustive. Other related areas are
discussed only peripherally in the first three sections
of this introduction; still others are not identified
specifically. However, States are encouraged to apply
the standards and goals to those functions described
in each of the four major private security industry
components outlined below. Although the term pri-
vate security “industry” is used, it is emphasized
that proprietary security services are included in
the standards and goals.

Guard and Patrol Services and Personnel

Guard and patrol services include the provision
of personnel who perform the following functions,
either contractually or internally, at such places and
facilities as industrial plants, financial institutions,
educational institutions, office buildings, retail estab-
lishments, commercial complexes (including hotels
and motels), health care facilities, recreation facili-
ties, libraries and museums, residence and housing
developments, charitable institutions, transportation
vehicles and facilities (public and common carriers),
and warehouses and goods distribution depots:

® Prevention and/or detection of intrusion, un-
authorized entry or activity, vandalism, or trespass
on privéte property;

* Prevention and/or detection of theft, loss, em-
bezzlement, misappropriation or concealment of
merchandise, money, bonds, stocks, notes, or other
valuable documents or papers;

® Control, regulation, or direction of the flow or
movements of the public, whether by wvehicle or
otherwise, to assure the protection of property;

® Protection of individuals from bodily harm; and
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e Enforcement of rules, regulations, and policies
related to crime reduction,

These functions may be provided at one location
or several. Guard functions are generally provided
at one central location for one client or employer.
Patrol functions, however, are performed at several
locations, often for several clients.

Investigative Services and Personnel

The major services provided by the investigative
component of private security may be provided con-
tractually or internally at places and facilities, such
as industrial plants, financial institutions, educa-~
tional institutions, retail establishments, commercial
complexes, hotels and motels, and health care facili-
ties. The services are provided for a variety of clients,
incl. ling insurance companies, law firms, retailers,
and individuals, Investigative personnel are primarily
concerned with obtaining information with reference
to any of the following matters:

¢ Crime or wrongs committed or threatened;

e The identity, habits, conduct, movements, where-
abouts, affiliations, associations, transactions, repu-
tation, or character of any person, group of persons,
association, organization, society, other group of
persons or partnership or corporation;

* Preemployment background checks of person-
nel applicants;

¢ The conduct, honesty, efficiency, loyalty, or
activities of employees, agents, contractors, and
subcontractors;

¢ Incidents and illicit or illegal activities by per-
sons against the employer or employer’s property;

¢ Retail shoplifting;

s Internal theft by employees or other employee
crime;

¢ The truth or falsity of any statement or repre-
sentation;

¢ The whereabouts of missing persons;

® The location or recovery of lost or stolen
property;

® The causes and origin of or responsibility for
fires, libels or slanders, losses, accidents, damage, or
injuries to real or personal property;

» The credibility of information, witnesses, or
other persons; and

* The securing of evidence to be used before
investigating committees, boards of award or arbi-
tration, or in the trial of civil or criminal cases and
the preparation thereof.

Detective or investigative activity is distinguished
from the guard or watchman function in that the
investigator obtains information; the guard or watch-
man usually acts on information (or events).
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Alarm Services and Personnel

Alarm services include selling, installing, servicing,
and emergency response to alarm ‘signal devices.
Alarm devices are employed in one of four basic
modes: local alarm, proprietary. alarm, central sta-
tion alarm, or police-connected alarm. Alarm signal
devices include a variety of equipment, ranging from
simple magnetic switches to complex ultrasonic
Doppler and sound systems. Various electronic,
electromechanical, and photoelectrical devices and
microwave Dopplers are also utilized.

Alarm personnel include three categories of em-
ployees: alarm sales personnel, alarm systems in-
stallers and/or servicers, and alarm respondents.
Those persons in alarm sales engage in customer/
client contact, presale security surveys, and postsale
cutomer relations. Alarm installers and servicers are
trained technicians who install and wire alarm sys-
tems, perform scheduled maintenance, and provide
emergency servicing, as well as regular repair, of
alarm systems. (Alarm installers and servicers may
be the same depending on the employer.) Alarm
respondents respona to an alarm condition at the
protected site of a client. The alarm respondent in-
spects the protected site to determine the nature of
the alarm, protects or secures the client’s facility for
the client until alarm system integrity can be re-
stored, and assists law enforcement agencies accord-
ing to local arrangements. The alarm respondent
may be armed and may also be a servicer.

Armored Car and Armed Courier Services and
Personnel

Armored car services include the provision of
protection, safekeeping, and secured transportation
of currency, coins, bullion, securities, bonds, jewelry,
or other items of value. This secured transportation,
from one place or point to another place or point,
is accomplished by specially constructed bullet-
resistant armored vehicles and vaults under armed
guard. Armed courier services also include the
armed protection and transportation, from one place
or point to another place or point, of currency, coins,
bullion, securities, bonds, jewelry, or other articles
of unusual value.: Armed courier services are dis-
tingnished from armored car services in that the
transportation is provided by means other than spe-
cially constructed bullet-resistant armored vehicles.
There are also courier service 'companies that em-
ploy nonarmed persons to transport documents, busi-
ness papers, checks, and other time-sensitive items
of limited intrinsic value that require expeditious
delivery. Those services concerned merely with ex-
peditious, unarmed delivery are not intended to be
covered by this report’s standards and goals.
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The major distinction between the services pro-
vided by armored cars and armed couriers and those
furnished by guards and watchmen is liability.
Armored car guards and armed couriers are en-
gaged exclusively in the safe transportation and
custody of valuables, and the firms providing these
services are liable for the face, declared, or con-
tractual value of the client’s property. These serv-
ice companies are bailees of the valuable property
and the guards and couriers are protecting the prop-
erty of their emplioyer. This liability extends from
the time the valuables are received until the time a
receipt is executed by the consignee at delivery.
Except for war risks, the armored car company is
absolutely liable for the valuable property during
such protective custody.! Conversely, guards, watch-
men, and their employers do not assume comparable
liability for the property being protected.

Some opinions have been expressed that armored
car and courier services should be excluded from
the standards and goals, because they are already
licensed and regulated by Federal and State govern-
ment agencies—the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, State public service and public utilities commis-
sions;, and the U.S. Department of Transportation.
Standards and goals applying to armored car and
armed courier services do require special treatment,
different in part from those applying to guards or
watchmen. Because many armored car and armed
courier service firms are intrastate only and do not
operate interstate, they would be subject to licens-
ing only by State public service and public utilities
commissions. Furthermore, where armored car and
armed courier service firms are subject to licensing
and regulation, such regulation usually pertains only
to the operation of the firm as a transportation com-
pany and not to such practices as personnel selection,
training, conduct, and ethics. Therefore, it is impor-
tant that the standards and goals in these areas be
applied to armored car and armed courier Service
personnel and firms.

Other Components

It is recognized that there are private security

* Position paper of the National Armored Car Association
presented to the LEAA Private Security Advisory Council,
Chicago, Ill., July 8, 1975.

components and practitioners in addition to those
described here. As previously indicated, the majority
of the standards and goals in this report apply to
guards and watchmen, private investigators and
detectives, alarm systems and alarm personnel, and
armored car and armed courier services. This report
also includes within the scope of private security
the fields of:

¢ Detection-of-deception (polygraph examination,
psychological stress evaluation, lie detection);

® Private security management (principals, own-
ers, managers, and supervisors of security firms);

¢ Forensic science (practitioners in private prac-
tice); and

* Management consulting (private security spe-
cialists).

Some of these nondirect private security activities
are subject to licensiag and regulation by State
and/or local governmv.nt agencies. For example, 17
States require practicing polygraph examiners to be
licensed, and 14 States restrict or prohibit detection-
of-deception testing.? Additionally, in some juris-
dictions, security firm owners and principals are re-
quired to obtain licenses, post bonds, and/or submit
personal and corporate documentation to State and/
or local government.

Developing specific standards and goals for these
security-related activities was considered, but the
time and financial resources were lacking to embark
on such a project. Furthermore, the material avail-
able makes apparent that major research is needed
before realistic and viable standards and goals can
be developed for these activities, However, in a
broad sense, many of the standards and goals do
apply to these activities; for example, Chapter 3—
Conduct and Ethics—is certainly applicable. From
time to time throughout the report, specific mention
is made of the relationship to the above fields, but
the general intent is that the professionals in these
areas will take the initiative to improve their activi-
ties by adopting the applicable standards and goals.
Thus, those involved in the specific areas are en-
couraged to review, apply, and even exceed the
standards and goals contained in this report.

2 Barefoot, J. Kirk, ed., The Polygraph Story. Linthicum

Heights, Md.: American Polygraph Association, 3d print-
ing, Ociober 1974, p. 2.
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SUMMARY OF RESEARCH IN PRIVATE SECURITY

Private Security Task Force Research

In its initial research, the Private Security Task
Force found that it was entering a field that has
not had extensive research and analysis. There are
comparatively few books, articles, or scholarly
treatises concerning the diverse and complex private
security field. Recognizing the minimal amount of
specific information available, the Task Force under-
took over a half-dozen studies to provide a data
base for its standards and goals. Summaries and
information on the studies are contained in the
Appendixes to this report.

On a national basis, the Task Force distributed
questionnaires to the United States membership of
of the American Society for Industrial Security to
collect data concerning types of security functions
performed by the members, education and training
of personnel, uniforms, salaries, private security/
public law enforcement relationships, and the need
for a set of standards for private security (Appendix
1).

Regionally, the Task Foize gathered information
concerning the characteristics of licensed private
security personnel in New Orleans, La., and St.
Louis, Mo. (Appendix 2) and, in cooperation with
an Ad-Hoc Committee of the Citizens Crime Com-
mission of Philadelphia, conducted a survey of
consumers in the Greater Philadelphia area to deter-
mine their attitudes toward the security services
they were receiving (Appendix 3).

It should be recognized, however, that the Private
Security Task Force studies and report are not the
fitst of their kind. Several other valuable studies have
been previously conducted on national, State, and
regional levels and in foreign countries. These other
reports and studies have been most useful in building
a research base and assisting in the preparation of
standards and goals by the Task Force. The Task
Force does not necessarily support all of the findings
and recommendations or the research methodology
used in these other reports, yet their usefulness in
studying the private security industry must be recog-
nized.
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Because of the lack of information and the need
for further study, the Task Force believes it is
necessary to outline the major studies that were
brought to its attention. These other reports can be
helpful to anyone conducting research on various
aspects of security. Although an attempt is made
to summarize their contents, these synopses may not
reflect the specific nature of the studies.

Private Security Advisory Council Model
Statutes

Although not studies in the traditional sense, the
Private Security Advisory Council has prepared two
model statutes, A Model Burglar and Hold-Up Alarm
Business Licensing and Regulatory Statute and Model
Private Security Licensing and Regulatory Statute.
These model statutes were used extensively in the
preparation of standards and goals and are included
as Appendixes 10 and 11 to this report.

The Private Security Advisory Council and its
various committees also have produced, and con-
tinue to produce, special-purpose documents related
to private security interests. These reports can be
obtained through the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) and the National Institute
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA,
Washington, D.C. Some of these are referenced in
the commentaries for standards and goals contained
in this report.

National Research

At the national level, only one major study of the
private security industry in the United States was
conducted prior to establishment of the Private Secu-
rity Task Force. This initial study was begun in 1970
by the RAND Corporation (1700 Main Street, Santa
Monica, Calif. 90406) and took 16 months to com-
plete The study, supported by a grant from the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice, was
primarily conducted by James S. Kakalik and Sorrel
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Wildhorn. The purposes of this seminal study, as
stated in the report, were twofold—“to describe
the nature and extent of the private police industry
in the United States, is problems, its present regula-
tion, and how the law impinges on it. . . . [and] . . .
to develop preliminary policy and statutory guide-
lines for improving its future operations and regu-

lation.”

In order to achieve its stated purposes, the RAND
Corporation conducted interviews, undertook sur-
veys, and used other generally accepted research
techniques. The findings of this research were pub-
lished in February 1972 in five volumes (RAND
Report) as follows: Private Police in the United
States: Findings and Recommendations, The Private
Police Industry: Its Nature and Extent, Current
Regulatory Agency Experience and Views, The Law
and Private Police, Special-Purpose Public Police.
These volumes cover the nature, size, growth, and
operation of the industry and its personnel; the re-
sults of a survey of private security employees;
licensing and regulation of the industry in every
State and several cities; data on regulatory agency
experience, complaints, disciplinary action taken, and
the agency views on needed changes in regulation;
the law as it relates to the private police industry,
including a general discussion of the sources of legal
limitations upon private police activities and per-
sonnel and sources of legal powers, and an examina-
tion of specific legal problems raised by these ac-
tivities and relationships between the users and
providers of private security services; descriptive
information on' certain types of public forces not
having general law enforcement responsibilities, in-
cluding reserve police, special-purpose Federal
forces, special law enforcement agencies, and campus
police; and, the overall findings and recommenda-
tions of the study.

State Research

In addition to the RAND Report, several studies,
designed to study the industry in a single State, have
also been conducted. The most comprehensive state-
wide study to date was conducted by the Institute
for Local Self Government (Hotel Claremont Build-
ing, Berkeley, Calif. 94705). Completed in 1974,
the report, entitled Private Security and the Public
Interest, was funded by the California Office of
Criminal Justice Planning and was directed by
Robert E. Kandt.

The stated purpose of the California study was
“to define and relate the problem of private security
to California state and local governmer’s ‘in their
legal obligation to provide for the public safety . . .
to determine the actual and potential economic and

social impaci of private security operations and their
relationship to local government . . . [and to develop]
a ‘Design for Action.” ” In achieving its purpose, the
Institute conducted systematic research by surveying
employees, employers/supervisors, and clients; inter-
viewing regulatory agency personnel; studying ordi-
nances and State laws; and using other generally
accepted research techniques.

The 589-page report covers the present status
and growth of the industry in California; patterns of
relationships between private security firms and pub-
lic police and sheriffs’ departments and other ele-
ments -of the criminal justice system; descriptive
characteristics of the type of activities in which
private security agencies engage; examination of
present minimum qualifications for employment to
determine their sufficiency in the public interest;
suggested duties, responsibilities, powers, restraints,
and regulations that should be proposed in the
public interest; the legitimate role of private security
services in protection of small business from crime;
the status of regulation and control of the industry
at both the State and local levels; and a suggested
training program for private security personnel.

A statewide research precject of a more limited
scope was conducted in Virginia during 1972. “The
Private Security Industry in Virginia” was prepared
by the Research Department of the Division of
Justice and Crime FPrevention, Commonwealth of
Virginia (8501 Maryland Drive, Richmond, Va.
23229).

The purpose of the study was to identify the
private security industry in Virginia and the prob-
lems associated with its regulations. Using the RAND
Report as a primary source and guide, the division
conducted interviews, gathered and analyzed labor
and census statistics, studied complaints received by
various agencies, and gathered local ordinances and
statutory materiai, The 115-page report contains
statistical data on the number of security agencies
and employees, a profile of private security per-
sonnel, training programs and policies within the
State, an overview of State and local regulation, a
brief summary of the law and the private security
industry, and proposed model legislation.

State legislative committee staffs’ often conduct
research and make reports concerning matters of
legislative concern. One such report was prepared by
the Florida Senate Judiciary Committee staff (Senate
Office Buiiding, Room 215, Tallahassee, Fla.
32304). The “Report on the Private Security In-
dustry in Florida” was completed in September of
1974 and principally was prepared by Michael L.
Ketchum.

Recognizing the enormous growth of the security
industry in Florida and increasing problems this
growth has caused, the Florida Senate Judiciary
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Committee requested its staff to determine the
seriousness of the problems and what measures
should be taken to correct them. In conducting their
study, the committee staff relied on a questionnaire
mailed to all licensed security agencies in Florida;
interviews with appropriate government agency per-
sonnel, heads of security agencies, State legislators,
and journalists; news articles; the RAND Corpora-
tion study; and an investigation of security guard
statutes from the other 49 States.

One other limited statewide-basis study was con-
ducted by the Maine Criminal Justice Planning and
Assistance Agency (295 Water Street, Augusta,
Maine 04330). That agency conducted a survey of
all licensed security agencies in Maine in 1975. The
survey covered the employee-selection process, mini-
mum employee requirements, training programs,
weapons use, uniforms and badges, and State regu-
lation. The report was designed to obtain certain
statistical data but made no attempt to reach any
conclusions or make recommendations as a result
of the data collected.

Local and Regional Research

The first study of the private security industry,
conducted in any regional metropolitan area, has
received national attention. Covering the industry in
the Greater Cleveland, Ohio, area, The Other Police,
Private Security Services in Greater Cleveland, was

published in 1975 by the Administration of Justice -

Cormnmittee of the Governmental Research Institute
(Suvite 511, Ten-Ten Euclid Building, Cleveland,
Ohio 44115). This full-scale research project,
directed by Dennis T. Breanan, was funded coop-
eratively by the A.H.S. Foundation, the Nationwide
Foundation, the Oglebay Norton Foundation, and
the General Electric Lamp Division.

The general purposes of the Cleveland study were
“to portray the numbers, types, benefits, risks and
regulations of Cuyahoga County, Ohio’s private

security forces . . . [and] to reduce the ‘overall costs .

to society of current private security arrangements
by evaluating alternative guidelines for improving
the guality of such services.”

One other regional study was published in 1975
by Public Systems Incorporated (1137 Kerns
Awvenue, Sunnyvale, Calif, 94086). Prepared for the
City of St. Petersburg, Fla., and funded by a grant
from LEAA and the Florida Governor’s Council on
Criminal Justice, the project was directed by Kai R.
Martensen.

The purpose of the study was to identify and
assess the private security resources operating within
St. Petersburg and to draft an ordinance based on the
study’s findings and recommendations. To achieve
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this purpose, questionnaires were mailed to private
security -employers, - employees, clients, and custo-
mers and to law enforcement agencies; a detailed
analysis was completed regarding existing and pro-
posed legislation and its impact on security opera-
tions; and three workshops were conducted with
representatives from the private security industry
and public police.

The 101-page study, entitled Final Report, Pri-
vate Security Survey and Ordinance for St. Peters-
burg, Florida, includes a model regulatory ordinance
and comments, a mandatory gun training program, a
private security advertising ordinance, a survey of
security resources, a model building security ordi-
nance, questionnaire survey results, and a proposed
State statute.

International Research

Three reports covering private security services
in other countries were also brought to the attention
of the Task Force. One concerned Canada, one
dealt with security in the United Kingdom, and the
last was a short paper emanating from the United
Nations.

The Canadian report, The Legal Regulation and
Control of Private Policing and Security in Canada,
was prepared by Philip C. Stenning and Mary F.
Cornish, Centre of Criminology, University of
Toronto, under a student program financed by the
Ministry of the Solicitor-General of Canada.

As the Canadian report states, its principal pur-
poses were to make a preliminary examination of
the legal regulation and control of the private secu-
rity industry and to provide an information base
and framework from which more detailed research
could proceed. The major sources of information for
this report were library research; a questionnaire
sent to the seven existing provincial regulatory
agencies for the industry; extensive interviews with
industry representatives, regulatory agencies, local
registrars, and law. enforcement personnel; and a
workshop conducted at the Centre of Criminology
in October 1973.

In July 1971, the University of Cambridge, Insti-
tute of Criminology, conducted a conference on
security. The papers presented at that conference
were edited by Paul Wiles and F. H. McClintock
and published in 1972 as The Security Industry in
the United Kingdom. The 105-page document is not
as comprehensive as other studies reported herein,
but it does include some very valuable information
concerning views of ‘the private security industry
within the United Kingdom.

Another report, which was the result of a confer-
ence, was released following the Fifth United Nations
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Congress on the Prevention of Crime and the Treat-
ment of Offenders, held in Geneva, Switzerland, in
September 1975. The short working paper released
following that assembly sketchily covers government
regulation of security in many different countries
and was designed to address the problem of estab-

lishing a framework of preventive cooperation and
mutual support between the security industry and
the appropriate public law enforcement authority.
The . congress also considered several resolutions
addressed to various aspects of security and made
recommendations concerning regulation.
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SECTION 6

THE HISTORY AND DEVELOPMENT OF PRIVATE SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES

) Although the greatest growth in the private secu-
rity industry has occurred in recent years, a yeview
and understanding of the historical aspects that led
to this growth are important. Through the review
of the history, the present day state of the industry
can be better understood.

the mid-1800s.
To ensure adequate protection, most local govern-
ments formalized the watch system and required

had become more difficult and demanding, watchmen
were vilified and downgraded in the eyes of their
fellow colonists.?

As security problems kept pace with the rapid
growth of the country, public pressure mounted
for increased and more effective protection. Attempts
were inade to add daytime complements to support
and supplement the night watchmen, but it soon

The emergence of public police departments, how-
ever, did not mean the end of private citizen in-
volvement in the protection of life and property.
Public law enforcement agencies were in their most
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only company in the country engaged in interstate
activities, such as the provision of security for many
of the railroads. Pinkerton’s also provided security
for industrial concerns and was even hired as an
intelligence-gathering unit for the Union Army during
the Civil War. Today, Pinkerton’s, with numerous
services and activities, is the largest security organi-
zation in the world.

In 1858, Edwin Holmes began the first central
office burglar alarm operation, which evolved into
Holmes Protection, Inc. When the American District
Telegraph Company (ADT) was formed in 1874,
use of alarms and detection devices spread to provide
protective services through the use of messengers
and telegraph lines. By 1889, the use of electric
protection for industrial and commercial enterprises
in New York City was well established.

In 1859, Washington Perry Brink formed his
truck and package delivery service in Chicago. He
transported his first payroll in 1891, thereby ini-

for the protection of assets. In many towns and
territories, the railway police provided the only
protective services until governmental units and law

that had no effective public police forces capable
of maintaining order, private security agencies were
called in by management to quell the disturbances
surrounding strikes and to protect lives and property.
During this period, two firms were established that
are now major security corporations. In 1909, Baker
Industries, Inc., entered the fire control and burglary
detection equipment business. That same year, the
head of the FBI’s predecessor agency, the Bureau of
Investigation, formed the William J. Burns Inter-
national Detective Agency, now a multinational cor-
poration with 117 U.S. offices and more than 30,000
employees.

Industry Formation

Prior to and during World War I, the concern for
security intensified in American industry, due not
only to urbanization and industrial growth but also
to sabotage and espionage by politically active na-

defense contracts, the Federal Government required
that munitions contractors implement stringent and
comprehensive security measures to protect classi-
fied materials and defense secrets from sabotage

Early History became a t th i y tiati T d car and courier service. By 1900 ) . . .
pparent that the watch system was neither ® 1aling armored car an rier service. by > tionalists. Security services expanded to meet the
The concepts and security practices that form the adequa'te nor eﬁicgent. This realization led to the 4 Brink had acqmrgd a ﬂee:t of 85. Wagons. Seven.ty- demands, but tapered off when demands lessened
basis for modern American security can be traced formation of public police departments with full- . five years later his security business was gIOSSINg g ihe’war reaching a low point during the De-
to early England.® Colonists settling in .a new and tme, palc? personnel. The first public police force \i more than $50 million in revenue each year.? pression era ,
alien land banded together under a system of mutual in the Uplted States was established in 1844 in New .ﬁ During the 1800s, with the westward expansion At the end of World War I. there were other
protection and accountability that st f York City, and by 1856 police departments had b8! of the United States, railroad lines moved into L . . .

) y that stemmed from . t : . g . . i o ; . . significant developments in private security. A Bur-
early Anglo-Saxon times.? Prior to American inde- en set up in Detroit, Cincinnati, Chicago, San 8 sparsely settled territories that had little or no public lary Protection Council was formed -and held its
pendence, protection of the colonists and their prop- Francisco, Los Angeles,‘Philadelphia, and Dallas. ¢ 3 : law enforcement. Trains were subject to attack by grstymeetin o 1991 the rosults of which fhrust
erty was the responsibility of town constables and Although thc?se early police departments were gen- if Indians and roving bands of outlaws who robbed Un derwriteri’ Laboratc;ries into the business of estab-
sheriffs, supplemented in many towns, in English erally inefficient and often corrupt, and their per- 52 passengers, stole cargo, dynamited track structures, lishing specifications for, testing of, and certifying
tradition, with watchmen who would patrol the sonnel poorly trained, they represented a vast im- g; and disrupted communications, In order to provide bur lz%r aﬁarm systems and devifes ’
streets at night. These watchmen remained familias provement over the old watchman system. The Civil it adequate protection of goods and passengers from g . ly 0's. Worl iI dtob
figures and constituted the primary security measure Service Act of 1883 was instrumental in rectifying 3 the constant dangers, various States passed railway _ During the 1940, World War PIOVE to be a
until the establishment of full-time police forces i many problems of the early police departments. & police acts that enabled private railroads to establish ~ significant catalyst in the growth of the private

police torces - proprietary security forces, with full police powers, ~ SCCUTity industry. Prior to the awarding of national
i
3
¥
E

each adult male inhabitant to serve a period of time
as a watchman. A watchman’s tour of duty usually

incipiept stage and could not keep pace with the
mounting problems of crime in their communities.

e

enforcement agencies were established.® By 1914,
U.S. railway police numbered between 12,000 and

and espionage. The FBI assisted in establishing these

began at 9 or 10 o'clock in the evening and end i
ed . . . ; . . i
at sunrise. During their tours of duty, tI%e watchmen The incidence of crimes against property had be- i 14,000.7 Although railway police have been asso- securlt()ir %rograms. Afsdqulr}ally, ﬁllft: Govei'nme?t
often encountered fires, Indian attacks, wild animals, oo, acute- The coupling of these facts forced i ciated with public law enforcement for a long time, ~ 8ran‘e h ¢ ezos(t)a&l)so 01 au! 1ar}3{ o l%zyy ouze 1o
runaway slaves, thieves, and grave robbers, The§ industrial and business organizations to recognize B they are, in fact, private security forces granted law zlnoFe tr a‘i Sod tP ?nt wz;tc men. od eir grm:a(riy
were expected to cope with these incidents and the need for some form of effective security to pro- ¥ enforcement powers. uties included protection of war go 58 and pro
PR . . . tect their assets. Thus, in the 1850’ i 14 . ucts, supplies, equipment, and personnel.? Local law
maintain order by quelling disturbances arresting ‘., » € § major com- v At the turn of the century, labor unions began to . . .
drank . s ponents of the private security industry were devel o1 . "2 1 enforcement agencies were responsible for their
drunks, and enforcing the curfew. The watchman’s oved i - y ry were devel- Gk proliferate and to use strikes as a forceful tool for training. As a result of the heightened emphasis on
job became increasingly difficult as industrialization ped 1n answer to this need. T change. Because many factories were located in areas Lot ot
and urbanization spread. Without trai Hing or legal Allan Pinkerton formed the North West Police i — security within .the ggvernment/mmtary sphere,
support, and with little or no pay, most of those ' EcnCY in 1855 to provide protection for six mid- EE s Kakalik, J. S., and Sorrel Wildhorn, The Private Police  industry became increasingly aware of the need for
chosen ;o stand duty as watchmen w’ould hire others western railroads, and the Pinkerton Protection S Industry: Its Nature and Extent, R-870/DOJ. Washington, plant security, and its value in protection of their
. i : : R D.C.: Government, Printing Office, 1972, Vol. I, pp. 46-49, assets.
to perform this unpleasant, thankless task. And Patrol in 1857 to provide a private watchman serv- I P . .

: . T ice.t Fo P : ; i M Position paper presented to the Private Security Task After the war, the use of private security services
although the task of protecting their communities I mcre than 50 years, Pinkerton’s was the 3‘, Force by the Police and Security Section of the Association and products e;{ anded f m'l‘n the area 0¥ defense
e — 3Peel, 1. D. The Story of Private Security. Springfield. TiL.: 1 & of American Railroads, Washington, D.C., Dec. 5, 1975, p p " .

*Green, G., and R. C. Farber, Introduction to Security.  Charles C. Thomas, 1971 p. 16 - Springfield, TiL: Ho pp. 2-3. contractors to encompass all segments of the private
Los Angeles, Calif.: Security World Publishing Company, * Morn, Frank. “l,)iscipl,ine. and Disciplinarians; The Prob- }‘ "Post, Richard S., and Arthur A. Kingsburg, Security and public sectors. For example, in 1954 George R,
19;75, p. 23. ) lem of Police Control in the Formative Years.” a paper Mo Administration: An Introduction, Springfield, Ill.: Charles
p Ussic, H. 8., and L. E. Pagano, Security Managemens  presented at the annual meeting of the American Historical %‘g 7 C. Thomas, 1970, p. 5. ®Green and Farber, op. cit., p. 27.
ystems. Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas, 1974, p. 12. Association, Dec. 28-30, 1975, pp. 5-7. \;'i {i
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Wackenhut and three other former FBI agents
formed the Wackenhut Corporation as a private
investigative and contract security firm. In just 20
years this firm has established itself as the third-
largest contract guard and investigative agency in
the country. Wackenhut also provides central station
alarms, screening of passengers in airports, and,
most recently, security services for the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline.”

Wackenhut achieved its growth, in large part,
through the acquisition of smaller contract security
firms, as did the William J. Burns International
Detective Agency. Baker Industries used this tech-
nique (notably in the acquisition of Wells Fargo)
to expand beyond its elsctronic detection and equip-
ment origins into guard, armored car, patrol, and
investigation services. (Today Baker Industries’
security guard and armored car service groups ac-
count for about 25 percent of its revenues.) Burns
used its acquisitions and industry reputation to move
into central station alarms and electronic security
equipment. Pinkerton’s, on the other hand, concen-
trated on guard and investigative services and
achieved most of its growth internally.r® Other com-
panies developed along similar lines; these were
selected merely to illustrate the historical growth
patterns of the earliest private security firms.

Proprietary security, although not as visible as
contractual and other forms of security, has ex-
perienced equal if not greater growth. From an his-
torical aspect, the greatest growth occurred as a
result of World Wars I and II, with the increased
governmental concern for heightened security for
contractors.

Although no accurate data are available, Federal
Government regulation has been a significant factor
in the growth of proprietary security over the years.
Another major factor has been the increased aware-
ness of companies of the importance of crime reduc-
tion and prevention as it relates to company property.
In response to this need, both small and large com-
panies have increased proprietary security functions.
Thus, it can be concluded that the growth of pro-
prietary security has paralleled that of contractual
security.

Industry Composition

Several market studies suggest (on the basis of
reported earnings of the publicly held corporations
engaged in private security) that a half-dozen firms
control more than 50 percent of the total market for
protective services and products. This statistic, how-

° 1974 Annual Report to Shareholders, the Wackenhut
Corporation, Coral Gables, Fla., March 8, 1975,
1 Kakalik and Wildhorn, op. cit., pp. 46-49.
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ever, does not present the true growth trends that
are occurring.

One study indicates that since 1939, when industry
records were first kept, more than 2,400 new firms
have entered the private security field. The number
of such firms doubled in the 9-year period from 1963
to 1972.1* In Figure 6, some of the major firms are
categorized according to security service and product
lines ** and shows that several companies are diver-
sified in the types of services that they provide. More
importantly, it illustrates that the growth of private
security has become technologically intensive over
time. A number of firms appearing in Figure 6 were
not originally active in the traditional business areas
of private security (i.e., guards, investigative, armored
car and courier, and central station alarms). More-
over, some of these firms’' major activities are in
other industries, such as consumer products, elec-
tronics, data processing, and engineering.

An analysis of the data from a 1975 security
survey in St. Louis (Appendix 2) offers further
support that major firms do not control the private
security marketplace. This survey indicated that
there are only eight major national security firms or
their subsidiary companies providing contractual
guard, armored car and courier, investigative, and
alarm services in this major market area. Their em-
ployees represent about 23 percent of the total
number (1,962) of contractual, licensed private
security personnel in St. Louis supplied by contrac-
tual security companies. The remaining 77 percent
(1,511) are provided by 78 local contractual security
companies.

Sufficient resources were not available to deter-
mine if this same situation exists throughout the
United States. However, if St. Louis is representa-
tive of other market areas throughout the country, it
is questionable whether a few major national firms
consistently control more than half the total market
for protective services and products. The number of
guard, investigative, and other protective service
contractual firms, as shown in Table 1, also suggest
that smaller firms with fewer than 100 employees
have experienced significant growth in this area.

" Nossov, W., The Security Enforcement Industry. Mer-
rick, N.Y.: Morton Research Corporation, October 1975,
p. 51.

2 The firms selected for Figure 1 were extracted from
listings by the marketing reports of publicly held private
security firms that account for a substantial share of the
market for security service and product lines. In contract
guards and investigators, for example, only those firms
annually earning at least $7 million from these services were
listed. These firms collectively, then, would be considered
the major firms. .
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Figure 6. Major Publicly Held Firms by Type of Security Product and Services

Contract Guard & Investigative
Allied Security
ATO (Advance Industry Security)
Baker Industries (Wells Fargo)
Burns
Guardsmark
IBI Security
Loomis (Stanley Smith Security)
Pinkerton’s
Servisco (N.B.)
Wackenhut
Walter Kidde (Globe Security)

Armored Car Services
Baker Industries
L.oomis
Pittston (Brinks)

Courier Services
Bankers Utilities
Loomis
Pittston (Brinks)

Fixed Security Equipment
American Standard (Mosler)
ATO, Inc.

DieBold
Walter Kidde

Central Station Alarms
ADT
Baker Industries
Burns
Holmes Electric Protective
Honeywell
Morse Signal Devices
Wackenhut

Proprietary Alarm/Access Control Systems
ATO
Honeywell
Johnson Control
Pittway (ADEMCO)
Walter Kidde
Westinghouse

Closed-Circuit TV
Ampex
Babcock and Wilcox
Bell and Howell
General Electric
Honeywell
Motorola
Panasonic
RCA
Sony

Source: Research activities of the Private Security Task Force, 1975-1976.

Table 1. Number of Protective Service Establishments by Size of Employment

Firm employment 1967
1-3 employees 838
4-7 employees 443
8-19 employees 498
2049 employees 366
50-99 employees 172
100-249 employees 155
250-449 employees 63
5004 employees 23
Total 2,558

Unit change

1973 1967-1973
960 4122
662 4219
874 +376
800 1434
421 4249
294 4139
114 +51

57 +34
4,182 41,624

Source: The Security Enforcement Industry, the Morton Research Corporation, October 1975.

Technological Impact

Technology has played an important role in the
growth of the private security industry. For example,
with the application of advanced technology to the
security industry, even one of the oldest security

devices, the lock, was subject to revolutionary
changes: combination locks, combination time locks,
delayed-action time locks, combination locks with
surveillance and electronic controls, and eventually
access-control systems that use the technology of
television and minicomputers.
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The same advances in electronics technology that
improved the quality of television and radio have had
significant impact upon the security market, broad-
ening it to include additional consumer areas. This
new technology has fostered the development of
large-scale, totally integrated security systems run
by computers that control not only access but also
refrigeration, heating, air-conditioning, and fire de-
tection. The progression from vacuum tubes to
transistors to today’s subminiaturization age of hy-
brid integrated circuit technology has played a major
role in the growth of the industry.

Additionally, technological advances have reduced
component cost and size, leading to the introduction
of security measures now commonly in use, such as
low-light-level, closed-circuit television cameras and
electronic article-surveillance devices. A number of
recent technological advances in electronics and
communications engineering have not yet been ap-
plied to the development of security products and
systems. Electronic security will likely become more
prevalent as applications are developed and become
cost effective.

Other factors, in addition to the rising crime rate,
account for this technologically intensive growth in
private security services. For example, the Insurance
Services Office recommends that insurance companies
offer a premium credit or reduction when commercial
and industrial property is protected by burglary and
detection systems certified by Underwriters’ Labora-
tories. The Federal Bank Protection Act of 1968
mandated increased security measures and equipment
for Federal banks after they had sustained 23 deaths,
61 injuries, and $15 million in losses from robberies,
burglaries, and larcenies in 1967.13

In some instances, the sheer magnitude of an
organjzation’s assets requires highly sophisticated
security measures. For example, various art museums
in the United States and Canada employ advanced
security technology to protect their $7 billion collec-
tive investment. In fact, nearly half the budgets for
special exhibitions at major art museums, as well as
10 to 20 percent of normal operating budgets, are
expended for security measures.**

Most market estimates project that, with the “en-
croachment by electronic technology,” ** growth
rates for guard, arrnored car, and courier services
wili be modest compared to the 10 to 12 percent
snnual growth of the past few years.

1 PDavis, Alberts. “Bank Security—It is the Law,” Indus-
trial Security, October 1969, p. 5. )

4 Pfeffer, Irving, and Ernest B. Uhr, “The Truth About
Art Museum Insurance,” Museum News, Vol. 52, No. 6,

March 1974, p. 23.
38 1ittle, Arthur D., Inc. Outlook for the U.S. Safety, Fire
Protection and Security Business. Cambridge, Mass.: ADLI,

January 1973, p. 23.
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Industry Trends and Revenues

The private security community is often referred
to as the private security industry—and for good
reasons. According to one 1974 estimate, expendi-
tures for the provision of private security in this
country has reached $6 billion annually.?® This figure
includes proprietary or inhouse security, as well as
contractual private security products and services.

Quantifiable data concerning the size of the pri-
vate security industry in terms of number of firms,
personnel, and revenues vary within the research
reports. available. This is understandable because
very little baseline data are available.

The following estimates give some idea of the
magnitude of the security industry: Two recent mar-
ket research studies place the estimate of security
services and products provided to clients by private
firms in 1975 at $3 billion. A study by Arthur D.
Little, Inc., also estimated revenues of $3 biilion in
1975 for “security products and services,” based
upon a growth rate of 12 percent per year.!” Based
upon estimated revenues of $2.5 billion in 1974
for “loss prevention products and services” and a
projected growth rate of 10 percent annually, a
study by Frost and Sullivan, Inc., estimated 1975
revenues of $2.8 billion."®

In a 1970 study of the nature and extent of
private security, the RAND Corporation found that
$3.3 billion was expended.in 1969 for “security serv-
ices within the private sector,” including $1.6 billion
for inhouse services.'* This figure breaks down to
$800 million for equipment, $540 million for con-
tract guards, $128 million for armored car service,
$120 million for central station alarms, and $80
million for investigative services.

Both the Arthur D, Little and Frost and Sullivan
market research reports estimated that contract
guard, investigative, and armored car and courier
services account for approximately one-half of all
revenues. A market study by Morton Research Cor-
poratior: estimated total revenues for the provision
of protective services at $2 billion in 1975, on the
basis of total revenues of company growth trends
and service sector growth patterns.?°

A large number of persons are employed in pri-
vate security. For example, the RAND Report (Vol.

¥ “The Losing Battle Against Crime in America,” U.S.
News and World Report, Vol. LXXCII, No. 25, Dec. 16,
1974, p. 32,

¥ Little, Arthur D., Inc. op. cit., p. 23.

¥ Frost and Sullivan, Inc., The Industrial and Commercial
Security Market. New York, March 1975, p. 2.

*® Kakalik, J. S., and Sorrel Wildhorn, Private Police in the
United States: Findings and Recommendations, R~869/DOJ.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972, Vol. I,
p. 12.

% Nossov, op. cit., p. 2.
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I statqd that in 1969, 222,400 persons were em-
ployed in proprietary or inhouse security functions
and 67,500 as contract guards and investigators.2
Frost and Sullivan, in their 1974 study, indicated
totals of 226,300 inhouse private security personnel
and 71,200 contract guards and investigators.?? The
Morton Research Corporation report estimated the
total number of private guards, watchmen, private
police, and detectives at 350,243 in 1970, using
occupational characteristics information from the
U.S. Bureau of the Census.?* This figure apparently
includes persons employed in the primary occupation
of the categories considered quasi-public police and
guards and watchmen employed directly by govern-
mental entities. :

Various studies indicate that the number of pri-
vate security personnel in this country currently by
far exceeds the number of local sworn police per-
sonnel. For example, a recent study in Cuyahoga
County (Cleveland, Ohio) found 8,900 private
gua.rds and detectives compared with 4,150 sworn
polfce officers.?* Considering that 1,000 of those
police officers moonlight as private security officers,

the number of private security personnel is even
larger.

The contention that private security personnel out-
number public law enforcement officers is further
supported by the results of Private Security Task
Force surveys conducted in two cities—New Orleans
and St. Louis.*® Because police department licensing
qf private security personnel is required in these two
citles, it was possible to obtain reasonably accurate
figures for the number of licensed private security
personnel. This 1975 study revealed that private
security personnel outnumber public police. In New
Orleans, there were 4,187 licensed private security
personnel and 1,413 police officers. In St. Louis, the
number of licensed private security personnel was
2,977; commissioned police officers numbered 2,177,
In addition to the number of licensed private security
personnel, approximately 45 percent of St. Louis
police officers (1,000) have approved secondary em-
ployment in private security.

During the 15-year period from 1960 to 1975,
there was a dramatic 2,312 percent increase in the
use of contract guards in St. Louis, as measured by
the change in numbers. At the same time, there was
a significant decrease in the number of inhouse
guards as a percentage of total private security

= Kakalik and Wildhorn, op. cit, p. 11.

“Frost and Sullivan, Inc., op. cit., p. 116.

= Nossov, op. cit., p. 24.

* Brennan, Dennis T, The Other Police, Cleveland, Ohio:
Gtzyemmental Research Institute, 1975.
. ® “Characteristics of Licensed Private Security Personnel
in 'ljwo {\merican Cities: New Orleans, Louisiana, and St
Louis, Missouri.” See Appendix 2 to this report,

personnel. During this same 15-year period in St
Loms, the number of private security personnel
lnprgased 263 percent, while the number of com-
mssioned police officers increased only 11 percent.

The Private Security Task Force also gathered
employment figures for private security. (A sum-
mary of that effort is in Appendix 9.) The most
significant conclusion reaciied by this research was
that there are at least a million persons presently
employed in private security.

Although there are problems inherent in comparing
sets .of figures and determining the validity of data,
the Important point is that the delivery systems for
providing private security services. and products are
a Iargg-growth industry. Americans are spending
Increasing amounts of money, over and above publir
law enforcement expenditures, to protect themselves
and their property.

Much of the growth of private security can be
attributed to a rising crime rate, coupled with the
fact that public law enforcement does not accom-
modate the specialized needs of business and industry
for asset protection. The average annual growth rate
of security services and products over the past
several years of 10 to 12 percent has approximated
the annual increase in the rate of crime, as measured
by the FBI Uniform Crime Reports. According to
preliminary reports for Crime Index offenses in
}975, crime in the United States rose by 9 percent
in 1975, as compared with 1974.2¢ Robbery and
aggravated assault increased 5 percent each; larceny-
theft, 12 percent; and burglary, 7 percent.

As crime-related losses in business communities
grew to an estimated $21.3 billion in 1974, total
e{(ppndltures for security were projected at $6
billion (contractual and proprietary).>* The sales
of contractual security services and products ad-
vanced rapidly in the 15-year period from 1958 to
1973: from $428 million to nearly $2 billion.2®
(See Figure 7.) In the 5 years from 1967 to 1972,
total protective service receipts increased from $522
million to $1.4 bifijon.2®

As mentioned earlier, market research studies by
Arthur D. Little and Frost and Sullivan estimated
the 1975 sales for security products and services at
approximately $3 billion. Figure 3 outlines the major
user segments of this market. These composite figures
are based on the rather consistent market estimates

2 FBI Uniform Crime Reports, January-Yune 1975,

T U.S. News and World Report, op. cit., p. 32.

* Data for Figure 2 was compiled using Predicasts, Inc.,
data for security services and products, excluding fire-
detection equipment. See J. S. Kakalik and Sorrel Wildhorn,
The Private Police Industry: Its Nature and Extent, R-870/
DOJ. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972,
Vol. 1L, p. 31.

® Nossov, op. cit., pp, 2-3.
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Figure 7. Growth of Private Security (Sales of Products and Services)
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~ Source: RAND Corporation, The Private Police Industry: Its Nature and Extent, R-870/DOJ. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, Vol. Ii, 1972, p. 31.

made by Predicasts, Inc., the RAND Corporation,
A. D. Little, and Frost and Sullivan.

In reviewing Figure 8, it is significant to note the
enormous cost .of crime in selected arsas of each
market segment:

cargo theft at $2.5 billion.*¢

% Frost and Sullivan, Inc., op. cit., p. 55.
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e Tndustrial and transportation segments account
for 50 percent of the total market. The U.S. Senate
Select Committee on. Small Business fixes annual
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Figure 8. Major Market Segments for Private Security Products and Services

Industrial/Transportation
50%

30%

Financial/Commercial/Retail

Institutional/Residential/ Other
20%

o Financial, commercial, and retail interests rep-
resent approximately 30 percent of the total market.
The U.S. Department of Commerce cites $6.5 billion
in retail losses from crime during 1975 and the
FBI Uniform Crime Reports placed nonresidential
losses from burglary at $423 million in 1974.%

T Crime in Retziling. Washington, D.C.: Department of

Commerce, August 1975, p. VIL
® FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1974,

A A R R

Discount department stores report that losses of
cash and merchandise would reach $845 million in
19758 And the hotel-motel industry estimates mil-
lions of dollars lost during 1975 to souvenir hunters
alone.?*

3 Store Thieves and Their Impact, Mass Retailing Institute
of New York, 1974.

3 “Hotel-Motel Men Suffer in Silence,” Security Systems
Digest, Feb. 13, 1974, p. 1.
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* Institutional, residential, and other areas com-
prise the remaining 20 percent of the market. The
US. Senate Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee
Report estimates that the cost of vandalism in the
schools—$500 million annually—is comparable to
the “entire investment for textbooks for our nation’s
schools.”ss

The foregoing classification represents those indus-
try segments that have remained the principal users
of private security, but the industry has expanded
and contracted over time to meet various other de-
mands. For example, railway police reached a rec-
ord number of between 12,000 and 14,000 person-
nel in 1914 as railroads spread across the country,
but their number has now reduced to approximately
3,500.%¢ The use of commercial aircraft skyjacking
as a terrorist and extortion technique created an
additional necd in the transportation industry for
private security personnel. The air transport indus-
ry has engaged in point-of-departure screening of
airline passengers and baggage for explosive devices
and weapons. at all principal U.S. airports since
Decerniber 1972, Largely as a result of these manda-
tory screening procedures, there has not been a
successful skyjacking of a commercial aircraft in
the United States since their institution.

Terroristic acts, however, have continued to in-
crease in other segments of society. The FBI re-
ported 42 persons killed, 242 persons injured, and
$23.4 million in property damage from 1,574 bomb-
ing incidents in the first 9 months of 1975.37 These
figures show the largest increase in deaths, personal
injuries, and property damage since 1972, when
the FBI established the National Bomb Data Center
to monitor such incidents. A majority of these
‘bombings, especially those involving extensive prop-
erty damage, were directed against corporations.
Companies have had to initiate elaborate, and often
costly, procedures to protect their assets and key
executives. For example, private security firms, as
mentioned in Section 1, provide an estimated 20,000
persons as bodyguards and frequently install elec-
tronic devices to aid in protecting corporate execu-
tives, other VIP’s, and their families and personal
property.

Despite its growth, periodic expansion into other
areas, and Increasingly sophisticated products, the
private security industry continues to center most
of its services in the areas from which it originated
in the 1850s: guards, investigators, and armored
car and courier services. These services, according
to the Arthur D. Little, Inc., market report, con-

% “School Crime at Crisis Stage,” Chicago Tribune, Janu-
ary-February 1974, p. 25.

* American Association of Railroads, op. cit.

“FBI National Bomb Dadta Center Reports, January-
September 1975,
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tinue to account for nearly 50 percent of industry
revenues (Figure 9). The market study by Morton
Research estimated the service mix among protec~
tive services, based upon the percentage of total
receipts by type of service in 1974: detective agen-
cies (including contract guards and watchmen), 61
percent; armored car services, 17 percent; burglar
and fire alarm services, 22 percent.®®

Security Trade Associations

The growth of private security services and prod-
ucts has been accompanied by a growth in security-
related national trade associations. Currently, there
are more than 30 private security trade organiza-
tions, plus a number of security committees or divi-
sions of major national associations, such as the
American Bankers Association, the Association of
American Railroads, the National Association of
Manufacturers, the American Hotel and Motel Asso-
ciation, the American Transportation Association,
and the National Retail Merchants Association.®®
(See Appendix 5 for a listing of security-related
asscciations.) There are also numerous State and
regional security associations. Functionally, the trade
associations cover the full range of private security
activities, with one or more in areas such as alarms,
armored cars, credit card fraud, private detectives,
computer security, educational security, detection of
deception, insurance, and security equipment.

The American Society for Industrial Security
(ASIS), a professional society with a membership,
in June 1976, of about 7,000 security executives,
supervisors, and administrators, has made signifi-
cant contributions to the professionalism of the pri-
vate security industry. To further the objectives of
crime prevention and the protection of assets, ASIS
is concerned with all aspects of security in the pri-
vate sector and emphasizes the education and pro-
fessionalism of its members through publications,
workshops, and seminars, The ASIS Foundation,
Inc., was established as a separate organization in
1966 to receive grants and donations for programs
to further upgrade security professionalism.

Conclusion

Private forces have been used to provide security
in America from the earliest colonial times. Even
with the establishment of public police forces, many
businesses and industries sought the assistance of
private security services to provide add:tional pro-
tection for their property and asssts. Industrializa-

* Nossov, op. cit., p. 5.
% Security Letter, Vol. V, No. 18, Part IL
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Figure 9. Private Security Products and Services Revenues

Other

Lighting Equipment

Equipment

Fixed Security Equipment

Alarms/Communications Equipment

Intrusion Detection

Alarms Services

Central Station Alarm

Armored Car/Courier

47%

Guards/Investigators

Personnel
Services

Source: A.D, Little, Inc., “Estimates of Sales to End User—1975," Gutlook for the U.S. Safety, Fire Protection

and Security Business, January 1973,

tion, urbanization, and prewar and postwar security
demands intensified the need for additional protec-
tion. Many contractual private security companies
and proprietary forces emerged in response to this
need, resulting in a substantial growth of the indus-
try. Advances in electronic technology have also
contributed significantly to the industry’s growth
pattern.

Today, as a result of ever-rising crime rates,
coupled with the enormous demands placed upon
public law enforcement agencies and their lack of
adequate resources to deal with these demands, pri-
vate security has become a multibillion-dollar-a-year
industry, and the number of private security person-
nel surpasses that of public law enforcement in many
localities. Moreover, present crime and financial sta-
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tistics indicate that the industry will continue to
experience significant growth in future years. Security
trade associations have similarly grown in size and
number, and the American Society for Industrial
Security has made significant strides toward pro-
fessionalism of the field.

However, even though it can be established that
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the investment in private security services and prod-
ucts has grown significantly, very little attention has
been devoted to research in this area, accounting
for the inability to provide concrete figures on its
exact extent and revenues. This paucity of informa-
tion is highlighted throughout this report in the in-
terest of establishing a reliable data base for future
focus on upgrading the industry and its components.
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SECTION 7

UNIQUE SECURITY PROBLEMS OF SPECIALIZED AREAS

Airports/Airlines
Commercial Complexes
Educational Institutions
Financial Institutions

® Health Care Facilities

¢ Hotels/Motels

® Housing

* Manufacturing

® Museums and Libraries
Railroads

Retail Establishments
Special Events
Transportation

Introduction

The major components of private security services
and products and the major security user groups have
been discussed in previous sections. Organizations,
facilities, and business establishments utilize varying
combinations of proprietary and contractual person-
nel, services, and hardware depending on their indi-
vidual characteristics or security needs. This section
presents a brief overview of selected areas to demon-
strate both the prevalent use of private security
services' in specialized areas and the diversity of
security problems encountered in protecting persons
and property.

Airports and Airlines ~

The need for security at airports and airlines was
dramatically brought to public attention by the
sudden emergence of the skyjacking of commercial
aircraft and by the bombings, bomb threats, and
accompanying extortion attempts using aircraft and
hostages in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s.

Between 1963 and 1967, there were only four
attempted skyjackings of U.S.-registered aircraft.
However, in the following ‘5-year period, 1968 to
1972, there were 134 attempted skyjackings of
U.S.-registered aircraft; 82 of these were successful:
the skyjackers were able to control the flight of the
aircraft and either reach their destination or achieve

F S AT e ke 4

their criminal objective.* Although diversion of air-
craft from international airports in New York, Miami,
Los Angeles, and Chicago to destinations in Cuba
and South America were the most frequent and
highly publicized acts, attempted skyjackings also
occurred during this period at 54 other U.S. air-
ports.? ‘

Djecruntled individuals, mentally deranged per-
sons, inebriates, 'and practical jokers are frequently
the perpetrators of bomb threats and skyjackings.
Terrorist groups, however, have increasingly used
these means to advance their causes. One of the
most notable terroristic actions occurred in 1970
when Palestinian terrorists diverted three aircraft
to Zerka, Jordan, and subsequently demolished
them.® Sensational incidents such as this were re-
sponsible for the doubling of aircraft bomb threats
the following year, according to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). (In 1971, 1,145 bomb
threats were made against U.S. and foreign aircraft
inithe United States.*)

In 1974, there were four bomb explosions at U.S.
airports and two aboard U.S. aircraft.® In the same
year, the FAA reported 1,453 bomb threats made
against U.S. and foreign aircraft in the United States,
including 48 attempts at extortion.® Additionally,
397 bomb threats were reported against domestic
airports.” Of these, 89 percent were made by anony-

*U.S. Department of Transportation, Civil Aviation Secu-
rity Service, Federal Aviation Administration, “Hijacking
Statistics for U.S. Registered Aircraft.” Washington, D.C,,
July .1975.

2 Ibid.

3U.S. Department of Transportation, Civil Aviation Secu-
rity Service, Federal Aviation Administration, “Worldwide
Criminal ‘Acts Involving Civil Aviation.” Washington, D.C.,
July 1975.

* U.S. Department of Transportation, Civil Aviation Secu-
rity Service, Federal Aviation Administration, “Bomb Threats
Against U.S, "Aircraft and Foreign Aircraft in the U.S.”
Washington, D.C., July 1975.

S Fbid.

s Ibid.

7U.S. Department of Transportation, Civil Aviation Secu-
rity Service, Federal Aviation Administration, “Bomb
Threats Against U.S. Airports—1974.” Washington, D.C.,
July 1975.
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mous persons using the telephone, and in 50 percent
a specific area of the airport was designated.

The security problems associated with response to
bomb threats are immense, because in only half of
the incidents is an area of the airport specified, and
very often little advance warning is given before the
announced time of detonation. Air carriers experi-
ence delays in air traffic, and often it has been neces-
sary to evacuate an entire section or terminal of an
airport as a result. Some explosions have occurred
without warning, causing serious injuries, loss of
life, and extensive property damage. In December
1975, during the holiday traveling season, an explo-
sion at a LaGuardia International Airport terminal
in New York City killed 11 persons and injured 75.
The boldness and tragedy of this bombing prompted
the President of the United States to direct Cabinet-
level officials to develop improved countermeasures
against such terrorist actions.

Federal efforts and countermeasures had already
been underway, however. Since 1972, the increasing
frequency of skyjackings and bomb threats prompted
the development of improved security measures and
procedures for greater protection and safety of per-
sons aboard aircraft and in airports. In December
1972, the FAA initiated compulsory screening of
persons and carry-on baggage prior to entering the
departure area of an airport, Federal legislation also
was enacted providing specific criminal penalties for
criminal actions against aircraft. Since the imple-
mentation of tighter security measures, there only
have been two successful skyjackings of a common
carrier aircraft in the United States—in November
1972 and September 1976.

The responsibility for screening passengers and
baggage rests with the air carriers, and, in most of
the major airports, this service is provided by con-
tract security firms. Another FAA regulation requires
that the airport manager provide a sworn law en-
forcement officer at the screening point to apprehend
persons making threats or attempting to carry hand-
guns, knives, explosives, or other dangerous weapons
and articles aboard aircraft.

The FAA reports that approximately 165 million
passengers and 125 million nonpassengers were
screened at airport checkpoints during the first 10
months of 1975. Of that number, 9,766 persons
were referred by the contract security screening per-
sonnel to law enforcement agencies, and 2,092 per-
sons were arrested, including 1,131 for carrying
weapons. The FAA further reports that, during this
period, 1,600 handguns, 37,000 knives, 156 explo-
sive devices, 22,700 rounds of ammunition, 2,485
assorted firearms (rifles, starter pistols, tear gas
guns, and so forth), and some 45,000 other articles
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considered dangerous were detected at the checkpeint
by screening devices and searches.?

Although passenger checks are generally per-
formed by employees of contract security firms,
close cooperation is maintained with law enforce-
ment agencies and airline and airport security per-
sonnel. Overall airport security is often provided by
law enforcement officers, who are members of State,
local, or county law enforcement agencies or who
come under the aegis of a county commission, au-
thority, or department established for the operation
apd maintenance of the airport facility. FAA regula-
tions now require both scheduled airline carriers and
airport managers to submit security programs to the
FAA for approval.

Theft at airports is a2 major problem encountered
by airline and airport security personnel. Aircargo
theft is estimated to be in excess of $100 million
annually ® and is especially serious at those airport
operations that have been infiltrated by organized
crime. In addition, theft of passenger baggage, air-
line tickets, credit cards, merchandise from airport
retail shops, and autos and their contents occur.
Because of the large number of persons using air-
port facilities, order maintenance, crowd control,
VIP escort, and traffic control functions must be
provided by airline and airport security personnel.
Extensive use is made of access-control systems and
closed-circuit television monitoring.

The Air Transport Association of America has
established 48 local security committees at principal
airports in the United States. These security com-
mittees coordinate efforts to increase protection of
aircraft and their crews, passengers, cargo, and bag-
gage. Each committee is composed of representatives
from every air carrier serving the airport, airport
management, airfreight companies, catering services,
every law enforcement agency serving the airport,
and the Civil Aviation Security Service of the FAA.

A problem unique to airports and airlines is the
potential for large-scale disaster—a plane crash
resulting from heavy air traffic at major airports and
extensive use of wide-bodied jet aircraft. Response
to an aircraft disaster requires close cooperation
among fire, medical, law enforcement, private secu-
rity, and airport personnel in extinguishing fires,
reaching and caring for victims, providing emer-
gency medical treatment, and ensuring perimeter
security to prevent looting and to expedite the move-
ment of emergency personnel and vehicles, The
FAA now requires, as part of its airport certification
procedures, that an airport disaster plan be devel-

® Telephone interview with Civil Aviation Security Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Dec. 11, 1975.

° Frost and Sullivan, Inc., The Industrial and Commercial
Security Market. New York: March 1975, p. 55.
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oped. The Airline Pilots Association has been active
in providing simulated aircraft disaster exercises to
test the workability of these plans and to improve
the coordination and mobilization of personnel and
equipment at airports and crash scenes.

Commercial Complexes
Office Buildings

A large number of contractual and proprietary
security forces perform a range of security functions,
including guard, alarm, and armored car/courier
services, at thousands of office buildings throughout
the country. In addition to the need for security at
manufacturing and distribution centers, corporations

Mlso must protect company assets and the lives and

personal property of their employees, as well as
ensure a safe working environment in leased or
owned office buildings.

Some companies must establish and maintain
specific levels of security in their offices and/or
buildings to meet the requirements stipulated for
certain government contracts. Similar security meas-
ures may be used for nongovernment work that the
company deems highly sensitive, such as trade
secrets.

Both innercity office buildings and commercial
industrial parks (usuaily suburban office complexes
that include nonmanufacturing businesses, such as
research laboratories, sales facilities, medical build-
ings, and other professional and technical offices)
are commonly constructed and owned by a private
developer, who may either assume the responsibility
of providing security for all buildings and tenants
within the complex or assign the responsibility to the
prime tenant of a particular building. The private
developer is likely to use the services of a contract
security firm to ensure the protection of the entire
complex. A company designated as prime tenant of
a building may lease excess office space to other firms
and provide them with security of common areas in
the office building, such as lobbies, hallways, rest-
rooms, and so forth.

The . major security problems encountered in
office buildings include after-hours burglaries and
theft; theft from a tenant by another tenant’s em-
ployees; theft by service, maintenance, and custodial
employees; assaults, rapes, and other crimes against
persons; regulation and control of visitor traffic;
bomb threats; protection of executive offices and
personnel; and fire watch. The items most frequently
stolen from office buildings include small office
equipment, - such as typewriters, calculators, and
duplicating and photocopying machines; office fur-
nishings; securities and valuable documents; blank

payroll checks; and checkwriting machines. General
office or tenant space is protected primarily through
the use of master key systems, card key readers,
closed-circuit television (CCTV) on a limited basis,
and security personnel.

Large commercial office buildings typically have
elevator banks in lobby areas where access-control
measures are essential to monitor visitor access.
Many new office buildings are constructed accord-
ing to the core-concept design, which places all ele-
vators, restrooms, and service facilities at the center
of the building and permits more flexible use of
office space. This concept contributes to more effec-
tive control of lobby areas and visitor access by
limiting the number of entrances and exits in the
building.

Security measures designed to protect lobby areas
and elevator banks may include the use of CCTV,
guards, and receptionists who monitor visitor pass
systems, In the evenings or after business hours,
elevators can be equipped with key switch or pro-
grammable card key readers, which allow only
authorized personnel to operate the elevators or to
reach specified floors. In larger buildings, employees
are issued programmable magnetic cards that can
be used in conjunction with other access-control
equipment and that contain magnetic codings for
the doors to specific floors and offices.

The oxtent of use of other security devices and
personnel depends on the size and location of the
building, the number and nature of tenant businesses,
and the crime rate of the surrounding area. Some
corporate tenants need special security precautions
because of threats of extortion resulting from actual
incidents of arson and bombings against office ten-
ants. Fire stairwells are a key security concern for
many high-rise buildings, because local fire codes
often require that doors to these stairwells be left
unlocked.

Where security guards perform patrol functions
in addition to access control, they generally follow
programmed watchclock stations on tours of duty
during the day and evening. In addition to CCTV,
access-control systems, and the annunciation of in-
trusion and fire alarms, many of the newer and
larger office buildings use central consoles to monitor
heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning systems.
"These reduce manpower requirements, increase
monitoring and detection capabilities, and permit
faster response by security personnel.

Securities, cash, and valuable records and docu-
ments are generally stored in vaults that are often
equipped with closed-circuit television or time-lapse
cameras, In large companies, records on payroll,
accounts payable/receivable, sales mailing lists, prod-
uct information, customer lists, and other important
information are kept on computers. Protection of
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computer processing centers, remote terminals, and
the information contained in machine-readable form
is a major security concern. Physical security meas-
ures—i.e., special access-control and locking sys-
tems, CCTV, and guard posts—are normally used
to protect computer areas. Data base security in-
volves the design of program verification and usage
procedures by computer specialists.

Shopping Centers

The migration of central-city residents to the
suburbs was largely responsible for the commercial
phenomenon known as the shopping mall. These
large shopping centers capitalized on the conveni-
ence of a large number of retail, entertainment, pro-
fessional, and other business concerns in a central
location with ample parking and easy access for
thousands of customers. Shopping centers are micro-
cosms of the communities in which they are situated
and reflect many of their crime problems. Manage-
ment of shopping centers has become a specialized
field, and the International Council of Shopping
Centers (ICSC) certifies the qualifications of man-
agers for shopping centers of varying sizes.

Shopping malls are usually discussed in terms of
gross leasable space, ranging from less than 100,000
square feet to more than 800,000 square feet, The
major security problems of shopping centers are
order maintenance in the common areas and traffic
control. Each tenant is usually responsible for imple-
menting security provisions within individual leased
space. Security personnel are employed by virtually
all open and enclosed shopping malls with more
than 300,000 square feet of gross leasable space.
About two-thirds of shopping centers with less than
300,000 square feet of leasable space also employ
security personnel according to a 1975 ICSC survey
of 117 shopping centers.

In shopping centers, various combinations of local
law enforcement personnel and proprietary and/or
contractual guard forces provide security. Some of
the larger shopping centers are assigned local law
enforcement officers, and in other jurisdictions secu-
rity personnel of the shopping center are given
limited police powers through local ordinance.

Shopping centers with less than 100,000 square
feet of leasable space tend to. use only part-time
proprietary or contractual security personnel, where-
as the larger shopping centers (more than 300,000
square feet) frequently use contractual security per-
sonnel on a part-time and seasonal basis to supple-
ment proprietary security forces. In addition, the
larger shopping centers generally have a director of
security, and the proprietary security force is often
supplemented with CCTV and supported by a com-
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munications system and mobile patrols of the park-
ing areas.

Educational Institutions
Secondary Schools

Security in secondary school systems has received
increasing national attention in the last few years.
In addition to the number of incidents of crime and
vandalism against schools, court-ordered desegrega-
tion of local school systems has resulted in security
problems in both the schools and their surrounding
communities. Several large city school districts have
experienced violence as a result of these court
actions.

Following their 1975 hearings and surveys, the
U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency
estimated that vandalism in school systems amounts
to $500 million annually—a figure the subcommittee
stated was “‘comparable to the entire investment for
textbooks for our nation’s schools in 1972.”1° In
compiling its estimates, the subcommittee noted that
the cost of vandalism and stolen property in Chi-
cago, Detroit, Los Angeles, and New York City
school systems alone exceeds $10 million annually.

In addition to acts of vandalism and the violence
related to court-ordered desegregation, crimes of
violence in general are a significant problem in the
schools, The Senate subcommittee conducted a sur-
vey of 757 public school districts for 1970 to 1973
and estimated that every year there are 70,000 serious
physical assaults against teachers and literally hun-
dreds of thousands of assaults on students, including
at least 100 murders.** The report cited one inci-
dent in which an eighth grade pupil armed with
45-caliber and .38-caliber handguns killed his prin-
cipal and wounded a school security officer.

Crime in secondary schools is not limited to large
school systems. The Senate subcommittee found
that the incidence of serious crime has substantially
increased in suburban and rural school systems.
Some school administrators feel that the open school
concept, in which students are required to attend
school only for classes, encourages an influx of
idlers, drop-outs, and others, who may disrupt nor-
mal administrative and academic functions.

School systems have traditionally regarded order
maintenance and theft problems as administrative
concerns. But the rising incidence of these prob-
lems, combined with a school’s civil liability for the
safety of its students, has caused an increasing num-

®U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency,
Our Nation's Schools—A Report Card: “A” in School Vio-
lence and Vandalism. Washington, D.C., 1975.

1 Ibid,
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ber of school systems to view such occurrences as
criminal in nature and has prompted development
of comprehensive security programs.

The greater emphasis being placed on school secn-
rity is evideniced by the recent formation of the
International Association of School Security Direc-
tors, with members from some 300 school districts
in the United States. Also, the American Society for
Industrial Security has formed a specific division
for school security—Educational Institutions. Finally,
the United Federation of Teachers union in recent
years has made security in the schools a negotiable
item in its collective bargaining process for teacher
contracts. Their concerns include improved secu-
rity procedures, as well as adequate security per-
sonnel and equipment,

There are two primary objectives in school secu-
rity: (1) protection of teachers and students and
their personal property, and (2) protection of the
schooi facilities and equipment. Law enforcement
agencies have placed increasing emphasis on juve-
nile bureaus to deal with youthful offenders. But
much of their work, similar to that of law enforce-
ment agencies in general, is performed in a response
mode, and little time is left to perform preventive
work or to focus on the underlying specific problems
of recurring incidents throughout the school wystems.
In New York City, for example, law enforcement
officers were caiied to the schools on 5,530 sepa-
rate occasions in the first 7 months of 1673.12

School systems have used varying combinations
of contract and proprietary personnel to establish
security programs, School security personnel have
been given police powers in some States through
county and local ordinances. Many of these person-
nel have primary jurisdiction over criminal incidents
that occur in the schools. In the Broward County,
Fla. (Ft. Lauderdale), school system, a staff of eight
investigators is assigned to the director of internal
affairs, who administers the school security program
for the county. In the Fayette County, Ky., (Lex-
ington) school system, the Division of Safety and
Security is responsible for security in the county’s
45 schools, which have more than 35,000 students
and nearly 3,000 employees. The division is an
organized law enforcement agency with jurisdiction
over the elementary, junior high, and high schools;
it employs only college-educated men and women.

Florida passed a Safe Schools Act in 1975 to

provide funding to school systems for the develop-

ment of crime prevention and safety programs, the
provision of security personnel, and the installation
of alarm systems. Another Florida law stipulates
training certification for personnel engaged in school

2 United Federation of Teachers, Security in the Schools,
undated, p. i.

security functions. In addition, the State Depart-
ment of Education is exploring the possibility of
providing private security vocational training in 67
counties.

The increase in burglaries and arson, in addition
to vandalism, has led many school systems to imple-
ment comprehensive intrusion-detection systems and
to install nonbreakable windows. In Alexandria, Va.,
for example, a Law Erforcement Assistance Admin-
istration grant was made to the city for the installa-
tion of an intrusion-detection alarm system. This
system has markedly reduced <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>