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The captain is charged in Alaska with operating
a vessel while intoxicated, reckless endanger-
ment, and negligent discharge of oil. He has
been fired by Exxon.

The botched clean-up

Exxon’s responsibility with regard to how the
tanker was commanded is only one problem.
Another involves the management of the clean-
up operation. Delays in containing the spill dur-
ing the first two days allowed the oil to spread
over 120 miles away from the accident, with
points 300 miles away thought to be at risk.

Ever since the construction of the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline in the 1970s, the oil industry has
claimed that it was prepared to handle a spill of
any imaginable magnitude. It wasn’t. In 1987
the Alyeska Pipeline Service Company, a con-
sortium of eight oil companies, which runs the
oil terminal at Valdez, stated that it would take
only five hours to bring equipment to bear on
any oil spill in the area. But it took 10 hours,
the equipment was not sufficient, and the barge
that was supposed to hold the recovered oil was
damaged and unusable.

In 1981, Alyeska decided to dismantle a 24-
hour emergency crew that consisted of 20 peo-
ple, presumably because the crew was deemed
an unnecessary cost. That action was mirrored
by Exxon in 1985 and 1986, when ninc of the
company’s senior oil-spill specialists, including
the senior environmental officer, left during
major cutbacks in the work force. Industry
experts think the loss of the oil-spill specialists
might have affected Exxon’s response to the
spill in Alaska.

The costs

What are the costs? To the environment, they
are incalculable. Thousands of animals have
already diced, and if the food chain becomes poi-

soned, as is feared, untold numbers will follow
them.

The area economy, including a $100 million-a-
year fishing industry, is devastated.

The cost to Exxon is uncertain because of vary-
ing environmental and maritime laws. Under the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act of 1973,
Exxon is liable for $14 million for costs of clean-
up, with an oil industry-financed fund liable for
$86 million. But if negligence is proven, the total
$100 million limit would be waived and the
industry fund could seek reimbursement from
Exxon. In addition, under Alaska statutes, Exxon
could be fined $25 million. Claims by fishermen
against the company could reach $150 million.
The tanker itself is worth $15 to $25 million, and
the lost oil approximately $5 million.

The public relations cost cannot be estimated.
Thousands of customers have already returned
their Exxon credit cards, and talk show hosts in
numerous cities, including New York, Atlanta,
Boston, Cleveland, San Diego, and Seattle are
urging a boycott of the company. Exxon was so
concerned about the damage to its image that it
ran ads apologizing for the accident in some
100 newspapers and magazines.

Finally, there’s the damage to the oil industry.
The accident has severely hampered, if not
doomed, the effort of the industry to have
Congress open up for exploration the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge, thought to hold over
three billion barrels of oil.

A call for responsibility

A company carries more than legal responsibili-
tics. It must also live up to moral and cthical
standards drawn from dutics to its sharcholders,
its employces, its customers, and the general
public. Too often these responsibilitics lose na
showdown with what many consider the most
important priority --short-term profits.



The Exxon Valdez is not the only example of
such short-sighted behavior. There have been
many in recent years.

In January 1988, a storage tank containing
diesel fuel burst, spilling almost one million
gallons into the Monongahela River, polluting it
and the Ohio River and endangering the water
supply to communities all along their banks.
The company that owned the tank had not
obtained a required permit from the county
where the tank was located, and it had not test-
ed the tank by first filling it with water, a safety
measure that is standard.

In December 1987, a major automaker pleaded
no-contest to charges of criminal fraud in turn-
ing back odometers on new cars.

In January 1986, considerations of safety were
placed secondary to schedule when the decision
was made to launch the space shuttle Challenger.
The result was death for six astronauts and a
school teacher, traumatized school children, and
a three-year delay in the shuttle program.

From 1982 to 1988, more than 11,000 accidents
in the United States involving toxic chemicals
caused 11,341 injuries and 309 deaths. In the
last 25 years, there were 17 accidents that
released toxic chemicals in amounts greater
than those that caused 3,000 deaths and some
200,000 injurics in Bhopal, India, in 1984.

There are common denominators in these inci-
dents: irresponsibility; complacency; greed;
short-term outlook; and the downgrading of the
security perspective, which is first and foremost
the protection of corporate assets and personnel.

The complexity of modern life is such that we
all must depend on the protection of others in
virtually everything we do. We must relay on the
FFood and Drug Administration to ensure that the
levels and kinds of pesticides in our food are
safe. We need the Sccurities and Exchange

Commission to protect us from fraud in the
securities markets. We have to rely on other
agencies of government to protect our air and
water from intentional or accidental pollution.

We may also need to relay on the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration to ensure safe
workplaces if business managers do not act
responsibly. There is no doubt that business is
more efficient and productive without govern-
ment interference. But when government begins
to release its regulatory tentacles, as it did in the
Reagan era, business and industry leaders must
demonstrate that they will act in a responsible
manner. Business and industry must ensure the
health and safety of employees, or the govern-
ment will do it for them. Only by focusing on
the need to protect employees with sufficient
fail-safe systems will business and industry
keep the government’s regulatory tentacles from
once again interfering excessively in business
operations.

Government alone cannot be our shield. We
also have to trust in the integrity and good faith
of our manufacturers, bankers, airlines, comput-
er programmers, food distributors, and every
other industry and occupation with a major role
in our cconomy. A government agency can
order a recall of defective automobiles, ban the
sales of dangerous toys, and arrest persons
engaged in fraud, but for the most part those
actions are taken only after the fact, after con-
sumers and businesses have suftered loss.

Business leaders must be ever-alert to defend
their companices’ interests from attacks ot all
kinds. Complacency creates vulnerability and
must be guarded against at all times. The threat
of terrorism against airlines is one example of
how swiftly an attack can come. And the conta-
mination ot baby food—with glass, caustic
soda, razor blades, and pins—in Great Britain
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last month demonstrates the extraordinary chal-
lenges faced by businesses and industry today.

The role of safety and security

But no company is totally at the mercy of
forces beyond its control. Each company can
and should take prudent measures to protect
itself. That is its responsibility. It also has the
responsibility to protect the welfare of its
employees, the wealth of its shareholders, and
the interests of the public where necessary.

To a large extent, and more than ever before,
that role falls to the security and safety direc-
tors and their departments. Unfortunately,
many companies have not yet come to the real-
ization that top-flight security and safety are
bargains and ineffective security, however
inexpensive in the short-term, is a long-term
liability. Proper security can help companies
avoid the “spill”; inadequate security can actu-
ally cause it.

Compounding the problem is the still wide-
spread but mistaken belief that a proprietary
security force is necessarily less expensive than
contract security. As a result of economic
changes that took place in the 1980s, corporate
managers looked in-depth to find the true costs
of personnel. It was known that direct costs
beyond wages (payroll taxes, benefits, equip-
ment, and uniforms) run from 20 to 25 percent
of payroll for all employees. It was discovered,
however, that indirect costs, such as rent, utili-
ties, personnel department operations, data pro-
cessing, training, liability insurance, and legal
expenses run from 20 to 30 percent of payroll.
The results are startling: a proprietary security
officer earning a base salary of $24,000 can
actually cost the employer $37,000 a year
when all costs are taken into account.

A quality contract security company can both
reduce costs and at the same time permit the

security director to focus on major security
issues because he or she no longer has to spend
time and energy on administration of a security
officer force. As a result, the security director
can enlarge the scope of the security depart-
ment and enhance its role in the corporation by
having the department assume new and greater
responsibilities in protecting the corporate
interests.

The responsible corporation in the United States
today cannot make all other interests subservient to
maximizing short-term profit. Greed is the source of
many causes of action, but thoughtful concern for
the general welfare is not one of them. Companies
both great and small bear enormous responsibility in
our complex society: to offer products and services
that enhance life; to advance the well-being of their
owners or shareholders, their employees, and their
customers, without doing harm to the greater com-
munity, and to use the vast power they hold over
people’s lives to mutual benefit, not singular advan-
tage. That power, which can advance life or destroy
it, must be exercised wisely, with total awareness of
potential consequences and complete commitment to
ensuring that the corporate pursuit of profit does not
destroy the corporation’s purpose. To that end, safety
and security considerations should receive priority
both in company planning and daily operations.
Human error will always be a factor, however
sophisticated technology becomes. Just as we have
developed fail-safe systems for machines, we must
also create fail-safe systems for our people. And
those systems begin with the best security.
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