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homas Cavanagh
laughs at the dea
that his research
was like divining
the social order of
some remote
tribe, but he
admits that studying Corporate
America i3 something like that.

“1 put in a line at the beginning
of the study that we analyzed the
corporate world as a political
system,” said Cavanagh, a senior
research associate for the Conference
Bouard in New York, Not surprising
since he describes himself as a
“recovering political scientist™ and
former professor at Yale and Johns
Hopkins universities.

The Conference Board published
Cavanagh’s report, “Navigating Risk:
The Business Case for Security,” on
Ogct. 31. The survey of 213 senior
corporate executives was aimed at
determining how much influence
corporate security managers have to
push security to a high place on a
company’s agenda. The overall
answer was “not much.” but security
officers in companies that did busi-
ness globally fared a little better than
those with only domestic operations.

“They were seen as influential in
their domain, but they don't neces-
sarily have the resources or the
authority they need to get the job
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done.” Cavanagh said. “The more
global a company is, the more clout
the security director has.™

The survey should resonate with
execulives responsible for security in
global supply chains. As supply-
chain security has evolved since
Sept. 11, security officers are not
always able to call security to the
attention of the “C-squad” of top
corporate officers — chief executive,
chief operating, chief financial or
chief information officers. How
security executives relate to their top
management is also an apparent
concern of the Department of
Homeland Security, which spon-
sored the Conference Board survey.

Cavanagh said the survey
showed that security officers have a
number of “dotted-line” relation-
ships within a company, with the
head of information technology,
financial risk management or busi-
ness confinuity team, but there are
few direct reports. Chiel executives
may sign off on security plans, but
the security officer is responsible for
creating them, Top execulives see
security as a component of opera-
tions, not something that gets atten-
tion in the corner offices,

“Security is much less aligned
with the business mission than a lot
of other functions would be.”
Cavanagh said. “When you look at
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some of the broader strategic objec-
tives, like enhancing the brand or
IMPproving your competitive posi-
tion, a lot of senior managers don't
see security as contributing heavily
to those objectives.

“I think they're laken more seri-
ously in industries where you have an
extended supply chain, particularly
when youe bringing in materials
from unstable paris of the world ™
Cavanagh said. “Across the broad
range of industries, those arguments
don’t seem to be registering as pow-
erfully as you might expect.”

“It’s not a new phencmenon.
Security managers have had the
problem for a long time, as well as
customs compliance managers, in
geiting attention of the C-level ™ said
Kelby Woodard, former supply-chain
security director for Target Corp.,
now a principal in Tradelnnovations,
a Minneapolis consulting firm.
Traditionally, asking top manage-
ment to fund a security project is
“more cost-avoidance and jail-time
avoidance as opposed to revenue dol-
lars on the bottom line.”

The Conference Board survey
noted that government compliance
programs tended to call top execu-
tives” attention to security, but along
the supply chain, companies are still
skeptical of the benefits of the
Customs-Trade Partnership Against
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