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To achieve functional inter-agency cooperation, 
security officers need to be trained to an appropriate 
level of competency and possess a similar level of 
response, relative to their workplace function.

the operational environment (court-mandated 

in the US).

In relation to lawful response options available 

to security personnel, officers receive training in 

communication and assertive presence in their 

general training. The pending updates require 

armed security personnel to also undertake 

training in empty hand skills in addition to 

firearms training. This requirement is crucial, 

as the most important skill for officers in violent 

confrontations is always empty hand options. 

However, there is no licensing requirement 

to undertake intermediate force training in 

conjunction with firearms; only if security carry 

batons and handcuffs must they must undertake 

the relevant training.

Officers who possess an operational force 

capability at the highest level (firearms) should 

receive training in intermediate options, whether 

or not they will actually be supplied with those 

options in the workplace. Officers who have 

a complete understanding of the operational 

environment have more knowledge at their 

disposal, and can make more informed decisions 

during a crisis situation, regardless of the 

options physically available. Further, eliminating 

key intermediate options from the operational 

continuum leaves a large gap between force 

responses, an aspect which may impact on 

the post-incident analysis of reasonable and 

proportionate response.

The one-plus-one theory is the most 

conservative use-of-force theory, where officers 

use one level of force higher than the level of 

resistance used by the subject to maintain 

safe control, responding to resistance with 

proportional force. One level higher than empty 

hand is intermediate force (batons), which, if 

not present, either limits officers to compete on 

even ground with the aggressor, or jump to lethal 

force. The goal of officers in a confrontation is 

control of the subject. It is imperative that this 

not be a 50/50 balance. If half the confrontations 

result in a failure to control a subject, officers 

and the public are put in critical danger.

The 90% rule states that techniques are 

designed to work 90% of the time in 90% of 

situations. However, nothing works 100% of the 

time, and this is why it is important to provide 

officers with multiple options. Officers also 

require a means of evaluating techniques based 

upon the likely outcome of their application. 

Techniques employed in a confrontation should 

be evaluated in terms of the likelihood to gain 

control compared to the likelihood to cause 

damage (control vs. injury), with techniques 

offering good control and limited potential for 

damage preferred options. This coincides to 

the parity/disparity concept, an assessment 

measure for officers to choose an appropriate 

response relative to subject resistance, based 

on lawful considerations. Limiting options 

hampers officers’ operational choices. Officers 

require ALL options, not merely some.

Of further consideration is the degree to 

which security are trained relative to police. 

Whilst the operational roles differ, the goal is the 

same – public safety – and to that degree force 

response options have similar justifications and 

applications. To achieve functional inter-agency 

cooperation, security officers need to be trained 

to an appropriate level of competency and 

possess a similar level of response, relative to 

their workplace function.

The rationale of Hick’s Law is that increasing 

the number of response options increases 

reaction time, and relates to cognitive processing 

by the midbrain under fear-induced survival 

stress. Whilst this is true, this is not the common 

argument against intermediate options. Instead 

(and surprisingly or not), it is most often about 

financial viability (training costs) and legal liability 

(responsibility for consequence).

The decision on licensing and training 

requirements should not be left to companies, 

nor should it rest solely with training providers. 

Both tend to focus on the financial considerations 

of training, plus, as ironic as it may sound, the 

liability concerns of actually training people 

properly. Ironic because the concern is that 

training security too well will increase their 

liability in the event of officers resorting to using 

force on the job. Many would rather avoid use-

of-force training entirely, or if they have to do it, 

maintain a minimum ‘sanitized’ standard so they 

can avoid any liability in the event of an incident 

involving use of force – “Well, we did not train 

them so we are not responsible”. This is in direct 

opposition to the reverse ‘reality’ logic that if 

officers are not trained properly (or at all) they 

are more likely to get it wrong and cause greater 

issues as a result.

Commercial considerations should not be 

allowed to dictate public safety policies, as there 

is too much risk for a conflict of interest between 

officer/public safety and financial viability. If 

the industry is truly serious about achieving 

its key function of providing public safety and 

ensuring officer safety, as well as improving its 

image through increased professionalism, then 

it must make choices on these objectives alone. 

Financial viability and bureaucratic rhetoric should 

not be allowed to dictate conditions relating to 

licensing and training, especially where people’s 

safety and wellbeing is at stake.

The responsibility of the industry as a whole 

is to provide personnel with all the requisite 

skills to do the job professionally. If they are only 

partially prepared, the industry not only fails in 

this responsibility and places the officers at risk, 

but also jeopardizes community safety, and in an 

increasingly violent society, this is unacceptable.

Total professionalism requires total training! n

Mr. Richard Kay is an internationally certified 

tactical use-of-force instructor-trainer and 

dynamic force-on-force simulation trainer. 

He is the founder of Modern Combatives, an 

organization providing realistic operational 

safety and survival training for security and 

allied industries. For more information, visit 

www.moderncombatives.com.au.

••p044-047.SSM63.Operations.indd   46 20/11/09   3:01:00 PM




