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Executive Summary 

Studies of business-related crime have tended to focus <:~>n illegal corporate 
behavior as opposed to examining the consequences of cri~e, particularly 
community crime~ on business operations. Direct and indirect crime on 
and off business premises may have an adverse affect on profits, employee 
morale, productivity, location and expansion decisions, executive recruitment, 
and availability of labor pools. 

Crime is 't'iot the only factor affecting business decisions in the State of 
Wisconsin. Cost of living, -extentoof union organization, worker's compen­
sation i~'~urance rates, taxes" regulations and regulator's attitudes were 
recently ',cited as being detractions to doing business in Wisconsin. However, 
crime isla serious enough problem to the business community to merit close 
attentiorl.. 

The impe:~us for developin'g ~ survey to measure crime's impact on business 
decisionis was the direct result of the creation of a Committee on Business, 
Law Enfol~cementand Economic Crime. Established in May, 1982, under the 
auspices i

j
: of the Govel';nor and the Wisconsin C;ouncil on Criminal :rustic~, the 

Committe\~ seeks as one of its main objectiv~s, the development of the most 
economicl~lly feasible and effective crime prevention/loss prevention programs 
for priv~lt'e, business and corporate citizens. 

The membe~:rship of the Wisconsin Asso,~tion of Manufacturers and Commerce 
(WMC) was surveyed inasmuch as WMC represents 2,500 businesses (primarily 
manufactu~ing) and approximately 120 Chambers of Commerce throughout the 
State. 

Of a total" of 2,490 surveys mailed to corporate executives thro~ghout the 
State, 48 wete initially returned as undeliverable and 625 surveys were 
submitted for analysis, represen\ting a return rate of 25%. The majority of 
returned surveys (59%) were either completed by the president (38%) of a 
firm or .its vice-president (21%). 

Major survey findings included: 

- Cr:ime losses for the entire membership of the Wisconsin Associatioq 
of Manufacturers and Commerce is estimated at $46,232,000. By 
co~aris,on, the total value of all reported' property losses in 
Wisconsih in 1980 w.as $84,636,543. 

Pilferage/employee theft, drug and alcohol abuse, vandalism, 
burglary \:l.nd general theft were most often cited as serious direct 
thre.ats against business and projected ·,to be "serious" in future 
years. 

Respondents view property and alcohol/ drug rel·ated crimes as the 
most serious crime problem in their communities. Drug offenses, 
burglary, theft, vandalism, robbery, drunk dr.iving and arson were 
seen as "serious" in future years. .. 
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- Thirty-sever') percent (225 of 605 responses)i of respondents listecl 

community crime as "very important" or "important" in their affec:t 
upon major corporate decisions. In terms of direct threats against 
business, 31% (192 of 613 responses) listed crime's influence as ' 
"very important" or "important" on major corporate decisions. 

E~timated tot~,t ri~er of citizens employed by those firms viewing 
community crime-'oJ,is influencing major co.rporate decisions was 279,056. 

- Despite the relative importance of the community" crime problem, only 
~ 13% (78 of 594 respondents) are currently involved in a local crime: 

prevention program. Additionally, it was discovered that 9.5% of 
re:spondents employed aful1-tme security director and nearly two­
thirds of" respondents estilWited their security-related expenditures 
were less than $5,000. ~" 

- Over 87% (535 of 614 responses) of those surveyed listed the quality 
of response and services provided to their firms by local law enforce­
men t (ia e.sheriffs, police) as If excellent" or "good" • However, less 
than 64% (3a5 of 611 re"sponses) of those surveyed had established 
regular contacts with their l~w" enforcement agency. 

ji 

- Of those surveyed, 38% (82 of 246 responses) requested Committee 
assistance in developing a conununity crime prevention program and 
31% (116 of 370 responses) indicated a need for assistance in develop­
ing an employee oriented crime prevention program. 
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I. Introduction 

Studies of business-related crime have tended to focus on illegal corporate 
behavior as opposed to examining the conseqUences of crime, particularly 

(I community crime, on business operations. l Despite the fact that the cost 
'~of crime to business, nationally, is estimated at $40 billion a year,2 

"no systematic effort to study the impact of external community crime on 
business operations,,3 has been undertaken. External crimes refer to those 
crimes .1hich occu,r in the community either on or off business premises. 
Such crimes may h~ve'an adverse affect on profits; employee morale., absenteeism, 
and productivity; location and expansion decisioI1Si executive recruitment; 
and availability of labor pools and customers. Recently, business executives 
have been more outspoken about crime's influence on their operations and the 
environment in which they function. 

The Figgie Report Part II: The corporate RespoIlse4 to the Fear of Crime noted 
senior executives of Fortune 1000 Companies take extensive measures to 
protect themselves and the corporations they head. The report also noted 
business executives have a deep dissatisfaction with the present criminal 
justice system. In testimony before the Joint Economic Committee oI Congress, 
business leaders indicated the perceived quality of life influences business 
decisions and "one of the most important factors in perceived quality of life 
turns out to be crime. ,,5 

Especially during this period of economic difficulty, a balanced perspective 
must be brought to bear when examining crime's potential influence on business 
decisions within any given community. Crime may. be only one of a number of 
negative factors executives take into consideration when making business 
decisions. A recent study of Wisconsin Manufacturers6 noted that business 
leaders list:ed taxes (capital gains, corporate, etc.), cost of living, extent 
of union organization, worker's compensation insurance rates, regulations and 
regulator I s attitudes as detractions to doing business in Wisconsin. However, 
few problems generate as much concern and fear among all sectors of society 
as the problem of crime. Crime is a serious enough problem to the business 
community to merit close attention. 

II. Rationale and Survey Methodology 

Crime is not strictly a law enforcement problem: Crime is a community problem. 
The business sector represents a Significant part of any givencominunity. In 
an effort to respond to the need for greater cooperation between the public 
and private sectors, a Committee On Business, Law Enforcement and Economic 
Crime was established under the auspices of the Governor's Office and the 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice in May: 1982. The Committee was created 
to develop a productive liaison between public~ and private-sector protective 
services which would lead to the most economically feasible and effective 
crime prevention/loss prevention progran:t:for allpriv~te, business, and corpor­
ate citizens of the state. (See appendix for Committee membership.) The 
Committee's first act was ~o survey top business executives throughout the 
state to inter alia assess community crime as it affec.t:s buSinesses, to learn 
executives' perceptions toward the criminal justice system, and to assess 
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direct threats against businesses. A number of factors went into the 4ecision 
to survey the membership of the Wisconsin Association of Manufacturers .i'iJ1c1" Commerce. 

" , ., .'~; 

The WisconsiriAssociation of Manufacturers and COmIllerce (WMC) represents': 
nearly 2,500 businesses (primarily manufacturing) and approxima_t~ly 120 . 
Chambers o~ Commerce throughout the state. 

Crime problems affecting Wisconsin retailers have been, and continue to be, ." . 
addressed under the auspices of the Wisconsin Coalition to Prevent Shop­
lifting. Largely as a result of the Coalition's efforts, the Legisla.t'Llrs" 
enacted a revisioJ;l to the former shoplifting law. Under 270, .Laws of 1981, 
"shoplift~g" is now termed "retail theft" to reflect the seriousness of 
the crime. 

There is evidence the public perceives the need for government to work 
with the business community in addressing the needs of this state. A 
survey of 624 Wisconsiniamilies, conducted in 1981, concluded "business 
ought to be playing a role in facilitating and creating both the solutions 
and the vital .interactions between government~ business, the media, and 
the public they all seek to serve." 

-- There is the belief among some busineSs leaders that better communication 
between business and government policy-makers should lead to more competent 
government policies. Indeed, "many (business) executives see themselves 
as a group whose policy positions merit particular attention because, 
ultimately, it will be the resources from their institutions that bear the 
costs of government decisions.,,9 

Based on input from the COmIllittee members, a survey instrument was developed 
(see appendix). Surveys, along with.a letter of explanation, were mailed 
under the auspices of former Governor Lee Dreyfus in an effort to stress 
the importance of the survey. Of a total of 2,490 surveys mailed" to corporate 
executives throughout the stat~~ 48 were initially returned as undeliverable, 
and 625 surveys were submitted for analysis, representing a return rate of 
25%. The majority of returned surveys (59%) were either completed by the 
president (38%) of a firm or its vice-president (21%). 1'v7enty-seven percent 
were completed by another officer within the organization. 

III. DATA ANALYSIS 
o 

A. Introduction 

As noted previously, approximately twenty-five (25) percent of the surveys 
were completed and returned. However, the number answering individual questions 
varied somewhat from the 625 total surveys returned. While the subsequent data 
analysis will summarize the most important findings of the survey, more detailed 
analyses are available upon request. 

B. General Corporate Information 

As the following table-indicates, the county of survey respondents closely 
parallels Wisconsin population data. 
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Table 1: Company Location 

Percent of Cumulative 

Location of Company N Total Percent 

Milwaukee 13.9 22.? 22.5 

Waukesha 60 9 .'.7 32.2 

Dane 56 9.t 41.3 

Winnebago 32 5.2 46.5 

Racine 23 3.1: 50.2 

Outagamie 21 3.4 53.6 

Brown 21 3.4 57.0 

Marathon 21 3.4 60.4 

Washington 18 2.9 63.3 

Walworth 15 2.4 65.7 

Rock 14 2.3 68.0 

All Other 198 32.0 100.0 

Total 618 100.0 100.0 

Other general characteristics of the surveyed firms are.', summarized in Tables 2 
through 5. 

Table 2: Annual Gross Sales Company-wide 

Sales Category N Percent of "rotal 

Less than $1 Million 82 13.4 

$1'" $5 Million 208 33.9 

$5 - $25 Million 146 23.8 

$25 - $250 Million 103 16.8 

Over $250 Mi llidh 75 12.2 

Total 614 100.1 

Table 3: Percentage of Sales in Wisconsin 

Sales percentage N Percent of Total 

o ·to 20 218 40.8 

21 to 40 44 8.2 

41 to 60 36 6.7 
I' 

61 toao 51 9.6 

81 to 100 '0 185 34.6 

Total 534 99.9 

Average (Mean) percentage of sales in Wisconsin = 
Median = 47.5% 

50.3%; 
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Table 4: Number of Wisconsin Eropl0:lees 

Number of,EmJ21o:lees N Percent of Total 
~Jl 

o to 50 251 41.8 
51 to 500 257 42.8 
OVer SOb 92 15.3 

Total 600 99'09 

Average (Mean) empl.oyees = 332; Median = 80 

The values of these two measures are far apart since several respondents h~d 
a very large number of emp10yees (i.e. over 2,1'000). 

(( 

Table 5: Value of Wisconsin-Based Ph:lsical Assets 

Amol)nt 

Under $1 Million 
$1 - $5 Million 
$5 - $25 Million 
$25 - $100 Mill.ion 
Over $100 Million 

Total 

C. General Security Information 

N 

181 
196 
128 

61 
39 

60S 

Percent of Total 

29~9 
32.4 
21.2 

. 10".1 
6.4 

Several questions addressed the issJue of, company policy vis-a-vis security. 
First it was discovered that 9.5% of respondents (59 of 622) employed a 
fu11-~ime security director. Further, as is seen ,in Table 6, nearly two­
thirds of the respondents estimated their security-related expenditures 
were less than $5,000. , (, 

Table 6: Aimual Compan:l Expenditures for Securi t:l 

Percent Cumulative 
E?$2enditure Amount N of Total Total 

iJ 

None 87 \ 14.3. 14.3 
Less than $1,000 184 30.2 44.5 
$1,000 to $5,bOO 122 o 20.0 64.5 
.$5,000 to $10,000 57 9.3 73.8 
$10,000 to $50,000 72 11.8 85.6 
$50,000 to $250,000 65 10.7 96'.3 

Over $250,000 I; 23 3.8 100.1 

Total 610 100.1 100.1 
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D. Direct Threats Against Business 

A malor purpose of this section is .to determine the relative seriousness of 
various crimes both at presentanel in. the future. l'able 7 presents information 

. oh the five offenses viewed as the most serious among the twenty-two listed 0 

in the survey. 

Table 7: Seriousness of Crime, Current and Future Problem 

Crime 

Percent Indicating 
"Very Serious" or 
"Serious" I During 
Past Year 

Percent Projected 
to be Serious in 
Future Years 

Pilferage/Employee Theft 
Drug/Alcoho~ Abuse 
Vandalism 
Burgl.iXy 
General Theft 

'17.6 
14.5 
14.3 
14.0 
l3~0 

17.3 
l6'~3 
14.0 
10.6 
Jjc I 

(':~l ~' 

An average of .only three (3) percent,of the respondents viewed the remaining 
seventeen offens)es as serious problems "either during the past year or in 
the fu~ure. 'I, 

This survey also attempted to estimate the annual losses caused by various 
forms of" crime. While the figures in Table 8 arer-rough"estimates, theyrlo 
provide a basis for determining crime-related losses to Wisconsin firms. 

Table 8: Annual Losses Due to Crime 

Loss Amount category- N Total Estimated Loss* 

$0 50 0 
$1 - $1,000 199 99,500. 
$1,000 - $10,000 227 ~,248,500 

$10,000 - $50,000 82 2",460,000 
$50,000 ~ $100,000 23 1,725,000 
$100,000 - $250,000 7 1,225,000 
Over $250,000 16 4,800,000 

i, 

604 
11 

Total $11,558,000 Ii 

*The~e figures were obtained by multiplying the mid-point of 
each category by the nUmber of respondents in that category, 
except for the final category where a figure of $300,000 was 
~~. ~ 

() 
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If one assumes that the loss amounts of these 'firms (approxilllately one-fourth 
of those sent a survey) are representative of the' losses of the firms not 
responq.ing to the survey, one ~~ht estimate <l total loss figure of $46,232,000 
(4 x $11,558,000) forcthe entj.'rq membership of the Wisconsin Association of 

,) Manufacturers and Commerce. In ~'1980, the total value of all reportedprope,F'ty 
stolen in WiscOifsin was $84,639,543.10 

,H, , 'L " , , Table 9 presents information on'the reli:1tive importance given security-related 
1 t'h~e'at'~ 'in"'terms' of "'t11EHi' impa"<!t Liupon maJor':corporate decisions (e.g. expansion t !~, relocation) • 
i" 
r! 
11' 
i[ 
lr 
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Table 9: Importance of Security-Related Threats 

Importance 

Very Important 
,Important 
Relatively Unimportant 
Totally Unimportant 

Total 

N 

33 
159 
293 
128 

613 

E. Community Crime - Its Effect on Business 

,Percent of Total 

5.4 
25.9 
47.8 
20.9 

100.0 

In addition to direct threats on business, it is clear that pattems of crime_ 
in the community may imp,act upon business decisions. Thus, siaveral questions­
were posed to discern the view of business "leaders toward crime in their firm's 
community. Table 10 summarizes these views relative to eight offenses, both 
in terms of present and future years. 

However, the two columns in Table 10 are not directly comparable sin~e data 
in the first column are based upon individual questions for each offense 
while the figures in the second column represent a choice of offenses in 
response to one question (see questions 16 and 17 in the survey). 

Table 10: Seriousness of Crime in the Community 

Offense 

Robbery 
Sexual Assault 
Burglary 
Theft, 
Drug Offense~ 
Vandalism 
Drunken Driving 
Arson 

Percent Indicating 
"Very Serious" or 
"Serious" at P,resent 

44 • .3 
38.6 
56.0 
57.5 
56.1 ' 

-56.8 
58.7 
28.7 

'" 

Perclant seen as 
Serious in' 
Future Years 

24.9 
15.1 
34.1 
27.1 
36.7 
27.1 
21. 2 
11.5 

,~, 

The data impJ.y that the respondents view propex;ty and alcohol/dtug-relai~d 
crimes as the most serious crime problems iri°' the cowm'uni ty. ,;: 

-6-

D 

I: 

In addition, 37.2% (225 of 605 responses) of those surveyed viewed these 
community crime problems as ";very impor:tant" or "important" in their effect 
upon major company decisions •. A total '0:(, 69,764 Wisconsin citizens were 
employed by these 225 firms. If one assumes the survey :responses (approxi­
mately one-fourth of those sent a survey) accurately reflect the attitudes 
of those not responding to the survey, an estimated total of 279,056 
(69,764 times 4) Wisconsin citizens are employed with firms viewing their 
community crime problem as having an .important effect upon major company 
decisions. However, 'despite the relative importance of the comm~ity crime 
problem~ only 13% (78 of 594 responses) of the responding firmS are currently 
involved in a local crime preven,tion program. 

F. The Security Program 

This section of the survey attempted to evalUate the various security programs 
and policies of the respondents' firms. Table 11 summarizes the relative 
importance given security in relation to a firm's other functions such as 
productivity or profitability. 

Table 11: Importance of Security Function 

Relative 
Importance 

ABove Average 
Average, 
Below Average 

Total 

N 

93 
295 
226 

614 

Pericent of Total 

15.2 
48.0 
36.8 

100.0 

Also, the relative importance of security function did not correlate highly 
with the size of the firm surveyed. 

'Those surveyed were also asked to indic~te which of eighteen (18) specific 
security cOU1ltermeasures were employed at their firm. Table 12 enumerates 
the five measures mO.st often noted •. 

Table 12: Security Countermeasures Used 

Item 

Security Lighting Equipmertt 
Safes and Vaulta 
Fire Alarms 
Burglar Alarms 
Key Control Programs 

N 

443 
441 
334 
260 
223 

Percent of 
Total Respondents 

70.9 
70.6 
53.4 
41.6 
35.7 

Several questions addressed the issue of formal written security policies 
and procedures: Approxim.{tely 38.6% (235 of 608) of all respondents indiciited 
that. their f:t.rm had auch formal, policies and nearly 92~ (216 of 235) of these 
stated that such policies and procedures were ~onsistent fpr all emplgyee 
levels. Also~. larger firms were more likely to use such formal policies and 
procedures: And, when aSI<:ed to rate th~ effectiveness of their firms' securi.ty 

17 

-7-

~
;" 

, ' 

", 



!I'--"'~ 

( 

t 
I, 

1 
j 
i , 

~ : 
f' 

programs, over 
as effective. 
with regard to 

85% (490 of 574 responses) of those surveyed rated the programs 
Finally, data in Table 13 reveal'thePpolicy of surveyed firms 
the formal pl:'osecution of employees engaged ini1legal behavior, 

"'. \~\ 
~, 

Table 13: Prosecution Policy 

policy 

Always Prosecute 
Usually Prosecute 
Depends* 
Seldom Prosecute 
Never Prosecute 

Total 

N 

82 
93 

302 
48 
49 

574 

Percent of Total 

\\ 14.3 
16.2 
52.6 

j) 8.4 
8.5 

100.0 
r> 

* e.g. seriousness of offense, rank or seniority of the employee, 
or cooperation of employee. 

c' 
G.Business/Law Enforcement Interaction 

The penultimate section of the survey examines the relationship between th~ 
firm and local law enforcement together with the respondents'evaluation of 
the performance of local,criminal justice entities. For example, Qver 87% 
($35 of 614 responses) of phose surveyed rat,ed the quality of resp6nse and 
services provided to their firm by local If.lW enforcement as "excellent" or 
"good".. However, less then 64% (389 of 611 responses) of those surveyed had 
established. regular contacts with their local law ent:orcement agency. Such 
contacts as had been made tended to be with either agency heads (30%), patrol 
officers (28%), or detectives/investigators (20%). 

n 

When asked to identify the greatest problem{s) fad'eo'hy local law enforcement 
agencies, respondents most often identified budgetary constraints (30%) or 
conflict. with prosecutorial or judicial personnel (26%). 'Finally, data in 
Table 14 summarize the respondents' e~aluation of various components of their 
local criminal justice system. \:; 

Table 14: Evaluation,cof Criminal Justice System Performance 

Component' 

Law Enforcement 
Prosecution 
Judici~ry 
Corrections 
Defense Counsel 
Legislative Bbdy* 

,81.4% 
44.9% 
42.4%c 
40 .• 0% 
36.8% 
37.4% 

* (e.g. City Councilor County Board) 

o 

Fair-Poor 

,f 
11. 7% 
36.4% 

./:/ 

37.8% "r 
'32" .• 8%/:,{/ 

'~, 23.sf 
43.4% 

c 

Don'txnow 
7 

6.9% 
18.6% , 
19p8~{~ 
.27.2% 
39.8% 

(1 19.2% 

i 

l 

H. Committee Involvement 

The tinal segment, of the survey sought the input of respondents regarding 
potential activities Of the Committee on Business, Law Enforcement and 
Econonrl.cCrim~ Approximately 38% (82 of 296 responses) of those surveyed 
r~"quested Comriiitteeassistance in developing a community crime prevention 
program while over 31% (116 of 370 responses) indicated a need for Committee 
assistance in developing an employee oriented crime prevention program. 
Finally, over 85% (285 of 332 responses) exPressed a willingness to share 
security expertise and information with other Wisconsin businesses. . 

IV. COMMENTS 
n = 

Portions of the survey invited business executives to. comment on their 
perceptions of the criminal justice system; measures to improve busineSs 
relationShips with loca+, law enforcement; and possible Committee initiatives 
to assist the business community in reducing crme. Listed below is,. a 
representative sample of comments on thea£oreme~tioned,topics. 

- "crime prevention seminars between business aria, law enforcement agencies" 
"more s~curity inspe~tions by the pol~ce the '~~~~:'1e have quart~rly fire 
inspectJ.ons by the fJ.re department"'~{,:f' 

» - "increased trust and sharing of crime prevention information" 
- "law enforcement to understand small businesses, costs, and what it means 

II to try and make aprofi t" 
I;' "more patrols / neighborhood beat ~trols" 

"more and better communication" -. 
- "judges are too lenient / . laws too liberal; criminals are finding that 

crime does pay--handsomely--as they get away with it" 
"better management of police personnel" 
"police (too busy with radar)" 
"apathy/indifference on the part of the public" 
"stiffen the laws and give police more power to act" 
"inability of criminal justice system to apply appropriate penalties--
~specially juv~n~le misconduct" ';\ 

.- ·'.costs O.f crime to co.nsumer--what wo. uld it be if 'rimes were eliminated?" 
"development of appropriate legislation" r . 
"assistance in 3:()W cost loss prevention" 1 

"develop ed&!:·a.tional programs" 
- "creation of a newsletter" 0 

"prOVide seminars/sharitigof information" 
- "assistance in developing employee crime awareness programs" 

- ~, .. "provide data regardingd'J;ug and alcohol abuse" 

o 
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Business Crime Survey 

General Corporate Information 

1. Company location (i.e. county, city, township, etc.) 

/' 2. Title of ·officer ccomRleting this survey _________________ ,1 

,/ 1'----

ApproXimate Annual Gross Sales Company-wide 1 3. 

a. __ $0 to $50,000 

b. __ $51,000 to $100,000 

c. $101,000 to $250,000 

d. $251,000 to $500,000 

e. $501,000 to $1 million 

.f. $1 m:i,llion to $5 million 

h. 

i. 

j. 

k. 

1. 

m •. 

'/ $26 million to $50 milli9n 

$51 million to. $100 mi1llon 
11 

It 

$101 million to $250 miilion 
!I 

$251 million to $500 million 

$501 million to $1 billion 

Greater than $1 billioll 

g •. $6 million to $25. million n. N/A (government., bank,lec:lucation, etc.) 

4. ~ndicate the percentage of sales in Wisconsin _______ -------

5. Principal products/services provided by operation/company. 

,:.::-
6. Indicate thenumbel;' of Wisconsin-based emp1~yees _1,...1 _________ --'-_____ _ 

/1 o 

7 •• Approximately how much are your Wisconsin-based physical assets worth? 

a. _,_$0 to $50,000 

b. _._ $51,000 to $100,000 

.' c. __ $101,000 to $250,000 
\\", 

d. _'_ "$251,000 to $500,000 

e. __ $501,000 to $11' million 
II 

f. $1 million to 1$5 million 

g. ~$6 mUlion t~i$25 million 

General Security InformatJon 
1'1 

1;1. __ $26 million 

i. __ c$5lmillion 
,', 

j. __ $101 million 

k. __ $251 million 

'1- _" __ $501 million 

m. Greater than 

II !I 
8. Does firm/ op~,lration eilplOY full-time security director? 

" \ I 

Yes '_ No II 

to $50 million 

~o $100 million 

to $250 million 

to $500 million 

ttl $,1 bilJ"ign 

$'1 billion '~ 

1. 

I 
I 

? 

0, 

ii 
1\ 

l\ 
r 

r) 

II . 

il 

, 
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9. If YES, whom (what level) does he/she report to? 

10. If NO, who (what title) is most directly responsible for security? 

-------'----------------'------------~'---""'"J:','c-:') 

11. Approximate annual company expenditures for security (e.g.:saiary, guards, 
hardware, administration): 

a. None g. Less than $100,000 

b. Less than $1,000 h. Less than $250,000 --
c. Less than $5,600 i. Less than $500,000 

d. Less than $10,000 j. Less than $1 million 

e. Less than $25,000 k. Less than $5 million 
,\ 

f. Less than $50,000 1. More than $5 million 

III. Direct Threats Against Business 

12. During the past year, how serious a problem have the f91lawing crimes been 
for your company? 0 

Category Type of Crime. 

Person Robbery 

" Terrorism/Bombings 

Property Arson 

.. Bankruptcy Fraud 

" Burglary 

" Cargo Theft 

" 

" Check Fraud 

" Commercial Bribery 

11 Credit Card Fraud 

" Extortion 

" Insurance Fraud 
<~, 0 

" Pilferage/Emp19yee Theft 

~ 
Serious Serious 

Seldom 
Serious 

-'-

--'-

Never 
Serious 

'I 
,I 

'. J!., 

" 
! 

J 

j IR" •. " .. I.' 

·1 

.. ··'1 
\'; J 

.. I 

";J 
~ 

'I' n . f:l 

I'. ·· •.... :.l ., 
r! 

'~. 

Category 

Property 

" 

" 

Information 

" 

.. 
Employee 

" 

" 13. 

Type of Crime 

Receiving S to lenP roperty 

S~curities Theft/Fraud 
.' ,,~, 

Shoplifting 

Vandalism 

Computer-Related Crimes 

Lbss of Proprietary 
Information 

Technology Theft 

Drug/Alcohol Abuse 

Embezzlement 

Other(s), please list: 

"---'-------

-3-

Very 
Serious Serious 

Seldom 
Serious 

-

Which of the crimes listed in question {112 do you 
in future years? project to be most serious 

14. What do you estimate to be your ann lid 
question {112? ua Osses ue to the crimes listed in 

a. _ None 
e. _ $50,000 - $100,000 

b. _ $0 - $1,000 
f. _ $100',000 - $250,000 

c. .......-..;. . $1; 000 - $10,000 g. Over $250,000 
f': 

" d. ____ $10,000 - $~O,OpO 

Never 
Serious 

IS. How important are th~se security-related threats in term's of 
ma'or d i i b their impact upOn 

J . ecs ons y your company (e.g. expansion, relocation, product use). 

0:;,~(P~:r'cf;':"') Very Important 

b. _ Important 

c. ____ Relatively Unimportant 

d. ____ Totally Unimportant 

,!r 

.1 

~ 
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V. 
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Community Crime--ItsEffecton Business 

16. 

17. 

18. 

How"serious is the effect of each of the "following crimes on your firm's community? 

Very Serious Serious Not Serious Don't Know 

Robbery 
--,,-

Sexual Assault II 
I, 

Burglary 

Theft 

Drug ,Offenses 

Vandalism 

Drunken DriVing 

Arson 

Which of the crimes listed in question 1116 will prove serious in future years? 

How important are these community crime problems in their effect upon maj OF 
decisions by your company (e.g. expansion, relocation)? 

a. ___ Very Important 

b. ___ Important 

c. __ Relatively Unimportant 

d. _._ .. _ Tota1lYlJnimportant 

19. Is your firm currently involved in a Crime Prevention Program in your community? 

, Yes No Don't Know 

The Security Program 
" 

20. How important is security to yourfipn in relation to other business functions 
(e.g. productivity, profi.tability)? " 

a. ___ Highest Importance 

b., One of the Most-
Important Functions 

c. __ Average Importance 

d. __ ~nor Importance 
" 

e. "Not Important 

-=-~---- ----------- -------~-------------------------~,-,--, - -, 

21. 

-5-

Which of the following security countermeasures are used at your firm? 
(Please check all that apply) 

--'_. Armored car/Armed Carrier 

__ Burglar Alarms 

t;I 

Closed Circuit T.V. 

Communications Equipment 

Electronic Sensprs or Systems 

Electronic Access Control Systems. 

Fire, Alarms 

Guard Dogs 

Guards (in-house) 

Guards (contract) ~ C" 

Investigative Account~nts 

Investigators (contract) 

Investigators (in-house) 

__ Key Control Programs 

Polygraph/Deception Detection 

Safes and Vaults 

Security Lighting Equipment 

Undercover Operatives 

Other(s), please list: _--.:. ______ ........ ________________ '"--

22. Which of the security countermeasures listed in question #21 are most effective? 

f> 
23. Does your firm have formal written security policies and procedures? 

24. 

25. 

26. 

'~'-.... 

Yes No Don't Know 
o 

If YES to question It23" are these Security policies consistent for all employee 
levels? 

Yes .No Don't Know 

How would you rate the effectiveness of your firm's security program? 

a. ~ Very Effective c. Ineffective 

d. .......--- Totally-Ineffective 
. ,'~ ,:rc ~.;' ~_~ . ',- . ,'-:- .,.."' 

Which ofth~ following phr~ses best describes your firm' s policy on the formal 
prosecution of employees engaged ip.,!llegal activity? 

'l') ,,::'Iii _ .. ' 

a. ____ Always ProsecJ,.lte 

b. ~;;C_ Usually Prosecute 

c. Depends (e.g. seriousness of offense, rank or seniority of employee, 
---- cooperation o£employee) 

d. Seldom Prosecute, 

""h 
e • Never Prosecute 

,)" 

. , 
! 
i 
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VI. 

-6-

Business/Law Enforcement Interaction 

27. 1 · f response and services provided to your How would you rate the qua l..ty 0 \"' 

l 'ocal ·law enforcement agency? facilities by your 

a. Excellent 1 d. 

b. Good e. 

c. Fair 

Poor 

.Don't Know 

. d regular contacts wit"h your law enforcement agency? 28. Have you establishe , 

29. 

30. 

31. 

Yes No Don't Know 

l 'evelwi thin your .,local law ellforcement agency WHat do you have .most contact with? 

a. Agency he~d (e.g. Sheriff, Chief of Police) 

b. Middle level staff (e.g. inspectors, bur.eau chiefs) 

c. Detectives/investigators 

d. Patrol officers 

e. No contact 

Me there any specific measures you would recommend to improve the "working 
i of' lmor, enforcemen.t and business/prlvatesecurity? relationsh~ps 

local law enforcement agency in the What is the greatest problem(s) £acingyour ,)' 
performance of its duties?/ (Check all that apply) 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Budgetary constraints 
{, 

Laek'o£perSoftfiel 

Inadequate tli:aining of personnel 

Insufficient community support!.(;i'ooperation 

Conflict with prosecutorial or jUdiCial;rersonnel 

Don.'t Know 

(.'-~~,~~-="~~~",-,-,,,,-

,', 

'" 

'::'7-

32. Which term best describes the perfortl}.aIlce of the following components of your 
local criminal. justice system? ' 

Law Enforcement 

Prosecution (D.A.) 

Defense Counsel 
(e.g .. private or 
public defender) 

Judiciary 

<'~!Corrections 
(e. g. jail) 

Legislative Body 
(e.g. City Council, 
County Board) 

Excellent Good Fair Poor - Don't Know 

COmmittee Involvement (The COmmittee on ~usiness, Law Enfor~e'mel)tand Economic Crime, 
made up of leading security and lawenforc~ment experts, has as one of its functions 
to assist and advise on corporate security and~crime problems.) 

33. Please indicate what operational assistance, if anY,your firm would like to 
receive in the areas of crime prevention, loss prevention and securityofrom 
the Committee: 

34. Would you like assistance in developing a community crime prevention program? 

- C' 

Yes No Not Sure - " til 

35. Would "you like assistance in developing an employee orrented crime pl'evention 
program? 

36. 

37. 

38. 

Yes' Not Sure 

If youdesjre assistance, please indicate a phone number where you can be 
reaGg

ed
: ~--~------------------~~ 

AdditionalbComments: 

"v:: 

----------------------------------------------------------~~~; ----------------

Is your compatly/firm willing to share security expertise. and information with 
other Wisconsin businesses? 

o 

No N/A 
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