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Introduction 
Executive protection is widely practiced, frequently resourced, and increasingly necessary 
throughout the corporate world. As a discipline, though, it is also conceptually underdeveloped. 
 
Across corporate security, private protection, and nonprofit environments, executive protection is 
often treated as a function defined by proximity with the presence of a trained individual positioned 
near a principal, ready to respond if something goes wrong. This conception persists in both public 
perception and organizational design. It is reinforced by legacy models drawn from government 
protective services, by vendor marketing, and by internal assumptions about what “security” looks 
like in practice. However, the evidence presented in this monograph demonstrates that this view is 
not only incomplete, but operationally misleading. 
 
The modern risk environment facing executives has changed in ways that render purely proximity-
based protection insuKicient. Threats emerge across multiple domains simultaneously. Digital 
exposure creates physical vulnerability. Reputational controversies generate targeted hostility. 
Insider grievances evolve into fixation. Global travel introduces legal, logistical, and environmental 
complexity. Activist movements, political polarization, and asymmetric actors expand the range of 
potential adversaries. In this environment, risk is rarely linear, rarely isolated, and rarely visible at 
the moment it becomes operationally relevant. Executive protection, therefore, needs to become a 
system of anticipation. 
 
This monograph is built on that premise. It argues that executive protection needs to be 
reconceptualized as an integrated, intelligence-driven risk management system designed to 
prevent exposure, sustain leadership continuity, and enable executive function within complex and 
dynamic environments. It further argues that while many organizations possess elements of this 
system, few have integrated them into a coherent architecture. The result is a field characterized by 
partial models, uneven eKectiveness, and persistent structural weaknesses. 
 
The analysis presented here is grounded in qualitative research conducted with 26 practitioners 
across executive protection, corporate security, protective intelligence, threat management, and 
related disciplines. These participants represent a range of organizational contexts, including 
multinational corporations, high-net-worth environments, nonprofit organizations, and specialized 
security providers. Their perspectives reveal both convergence and divergence across the field, but 
more importantly, they expose the underlying logic that governs how executive protection actually 
works in practice. 
 
Several consistent findings emerge from the research. To start, executive protection is 
fundamentally a risk reduction and business continuity function, not a personal service. The 
protection of executives is inseparable from the protection of organizational decision-making 
capacity. When executives are disrupted, organizations are disrupted. Protection programs 



 

April 2026  Page | 3 

therefore operate as mechanisms of resilience, even when they are not formally recognized as 
such. 
 
Next, the most eKective protection programs are not defined by coverage, but by intelligence. 
Protective intelligence, behavioral assessment, and contextual analysis determine when protection 
is required, how it should be applied, and when it can be scaled back. Without this analytical layer, 
protection becomes reactive, ineKicient, and often misaligned with actual risk. Relatedly, 
prevention—not response—is the dominant operational logic. Advance work, route selection, 
venue assessment, digital exposure reduction, and early intervention consistently emerge as the 
most consequential protective activities. Physical confrontation is not the objective of executive 
protection; it is the failure condition of earlier layers. 
 
To do that eKectively, executive protection is inherently multidisciplinary. It intersects with human 
resources, legal, cybersecurity, corporate investigations, communications, and crisis management. 
Programs that operate in isolation consistently underperform. Programs that integrate across 
functions are able to identify risk earlier, respond more eKectively, and align protection with 
organizational priorities. Structurally, most real-world programs are hybrid in structure and 
incremental in development. They combine small internal teams with external vendor support, 
scale unevenly across geographies and executive populations, and often evolve without a formal 
design framework. This organic development produces capability, but also fragmentation.  
 
Finally, the field lacks robust mechanisms for evaluating success. The absence of incident is often 
treated as the primary indicator of eKectiveness, despite the fact that it obscures the role of 
prevention, deterrence, and avoided exposure. As a result, organizations struggle to measure value, 
justify investment, and benchmark performance. All these findings point to a central problem that 
executive protection is widely practiced, but not systematically designed. The purpose of this 
monograph is to address that problem. To do so, the monograph proceeds in a structured but 
cumulative sequence, moving from problem definition to empirical analysis, and ultimately to 
model construction and application. 
 
The early chapters (Chapters 1–3) establish the problem space. They define the expansion of 
executive protection, the changing threat environment, and the conceptual gap between how 
executive protection is commonly understood and how it actually functions in practice. These 
chapters position executive protection as a risk, governance, and continuity problem rather than a 
purely physical security function. Chapter 4 provides the methodological foundation for the study. 
It defines the central research question, justifies the use of qualitative interview-based analysis, 
and outlines the coding strategy used to derive themes from 26 practitioner interviews. This chapter 
is critical because it establishes that the model developed in later sections is empirically grounded 
rather than purely theoretical.  
 
The subsequent chapters (Chapters 5–8) analyze the contemporary threat environment in detail. 
They examine how executive risk manifests across domains, including opportunistic and targeted 
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violence, travel and environmental exposure, cross-border risk, family vulnerability, and 
reputational targeting as a precursor to physical threat. These chapters expand the definition of the 
protective surface and demonstrate why traditional protection models are insuKicient. Chapters 9–
13 transition to how executive protection is practiced in real organizations. Chapter 9 defines the 
purpose of executive protection as a risk reduction and continuity function. Chapter 10 develops a 
typology of existing models. Chapters 11 and 12 evaluate which approaches are most and least 
eKective, and Chapter 13 examines how programs are actually structured and scaled. Together, 
these chapters form the empirical core of the monograph, translating interview data into 
identifiable patterns, strengths, and failure modes. 
 
Chapters 14–18 deepen the analysis by addressing critical enabling dimensions. These include how 
success is measured, the central role of intelligence, the expansion of digital exposure, and how 
executive protection has evolved and is likely to evolve. This section connects operational practice 
to broader technological and organizational trends, particularly the convergence of digital and 
physical risk. Chapters 19–22 introduce and operationalize the Integrated Risk–Intelligence 
Executive Protection Model. Chapter 19 establishes the design principles derived from the 
empirical findings. Chapter 20 presents the formal model itself, including its decision logic and 
structural components. Chapters 21 and 22 translate the model into implementation guidance and 
show how it applies across diKerent organizational contexts. Finally, Chapters 23–25 synthesize the 
broader implications of the research. They capture cross-cutting themes from the interviews, 
address standards and professionalization. 
 
The monograph concludes with one of the most important points discovered in the interviews, 
situating executive protection within a broader theoretical framework, arguing that it should be 
understood as a core component of enterprise resilience and a candidate for professionalization 
within the security field. The essential objective is not to replace existing practices, but to organize 
them. The field already possesses many of the necessary components, including intelligence 
capabilities, operational expertise, threat management processes, and technological tools. What it 
lacks is a unifying structure that aligns these components into a coherent system.  
 
This work is an attempt to provide that structure. It is intended for practitioners designing or 
managing executive protection programs, for security leaders responsible for organizational risk, for 
boards and executives seeking to understand the function, and for researchers interested in the 
development of executive protection as a discipline. It is also intended as a foundation for further 
work, including the development of standards, metrics, and training frameworks that reflect the 
realities of contemporary practice. Executive protection is not static. It evolves with the 
environment in which it operates. The challenge is to ensure that its conceptual foundations evolve 
as well. 
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Part I. Why Executive Protection Needs a New 
Model 

Chapter 1. Introduction: Executive Protection as an Enterprise Risk 
Problem 

1.1 The expansion of executive protection 
Executive protection has expanded rapidly from a niche function associated with a small number of 
highly visible chief executives into a broader and more normalized component of corporate 
security. The expansion is partly a response to a changing threat environment and partly a response 
to the changing public role of corporate leadership. Senior executives are increasingly exposed 
because they occupy symbolic positions within polarized political, social, and economic conflicts.1 
They can become focal points for grievance, activist pressure, insider resentment, online 
harassment, and opportunistic violence.2 In this environment, executive protection is becoming a 
routine feature of corporate risk posture across industries.  
 
This expansion is also organizational as companies are allocating more resources to executive 
security in response to public visibility, political polarization, and the broader convergence of 
physical, digital, and reputational threats.3 In addition, rising incidents of high-profile break-ins and 
targeted violence have led wealthy individuals to significantly increase investment in private 
security, incorporating advanced measures such as biometric access controls, AI-enabled 
surveillance, armed protection, and hardened residential design features.4 This trend reflects a 
broader shift toward more private security, driven by heightened exposure from social media, 
publicly available personal data, and declining confidence in traditional policing, with nearly half of 
luxury homes in 2025 now explicitly marketing security and privacy features. What was once treated 
as a discretionary enhancement is increasingly being considered a core risk-control function in 
both corporate and private life. The issue, therefore, is how that protection is structured, who 
receives it, under what conditions it scales, and how it integrates with broader systems of 
governance and risk management.  

 
1 Timothy J. Quigley and Donald C. Hambrick, “Has the ‘CEO E@ect’ Increased in Recent Decades?” Strategic 
Management Journal 36, no. 6 (2015): 821–830, https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2258. 
2 National Institute of Justice, Protective Intelligence and Threat Assessment Investigations (1998), 
https://nij.ojp.gov/library/publications/protective-intelligence-threat-assessment-investigation-guide-state-
and-local. 
3 Reuters, “Corporate America Boosts Security Spending After UnitedHealth Murder, Filings Show,” April 28, 
2025, https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/boards-policy-regulation/corporate-america-boosts-security-
spending-after-unitedhealth-murder-filings-2025-04-28/.  
4 Katherine Clarke and E. B. Solomont, “The Mega-Rich Are Turning Their Mansions Into Impenetrable 
Fortresses,” Wall Street Journal, February 11, 2026, https://www.wsj.com/real-estate/luxury-homes/luxury-
home-security-aca080d7.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2258
https://nij.ojp.gov/library/publications/protective-intelligence-threat-assessment-investigation-guide-state-and-local?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://nij.ojp.gov/library/publications/protective-intelligence-threat-assessment-investigation-guide-state-and-local?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/boards-policy-regulation/corporate-america-boosts-security-spending-after-unitedhealth-murder-filings-2025-04-28/
https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/boards-policy-regulation/corporate-america-boosts-security-spending-after-unitedhealth-murder-filings-2025-04-28/
https://www.wsj.com/real-estate/luxury-homes/luxury-home-security-aca080d7
https://www.wsj.com/real-estate/luxury-homes/luxury-home-security-aca080d7
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The interviews in this study strongly reinforce this shift. Participant 001 described a client 
environment in which intelligence, privacy, and public demonstrations have become central 
operational concerns rather than secondary issues, while Participant 025 described a financial-
services environment in which executive risk must be understood in relation to travel, cyber 
reporting, insider concerns, and country-level exposure rather than through a narrow “bodyguard” 
lens. Participant 015 similarly described a program in which executive protection is integrated with 
travel safety, internal intelligence support, and continuous monitoring. These accounts suggest 
that executive protection has expanded not only in visibility but also in functional scope.  

1.2 From perk to priority 
One of the clearest changes in executive protection is conceptual because it is not best understood 
as a perk attached to oKice, prestige, or executive compensation.5 Instead, it is increasingly treated 
as a priority because it protects continuity of leadership, preservation of decision-making capacity, 
and stability of the organization during periods of disruption. Essentially, executive security has 
moved from discretionary benefit to organizational risk function, and boards and compensation 
committees increasingly view it through the lenses of fiduciary responsibility, legal exposure, 
reputational risk, and business continuity.  
 
This shift matters because it changes the rationale for protection. If executive protection is framed 
as a perk, then it appears optional, personal, and diKicult to defend when budgets tighten. If it is 
framed as a governance function, however, then protection is linked to the resilience of the 
enterprise itself.6 That reframing appears repeatedly in the interviews, which argue that disruption 
to leadership through violence, harassment, or reputational targeting carries downstream 
operational and financial consequences. In that framing, the executive is protected because the 
executive represents strategic direction, institutional memory, public legitimacy, and in some cases 
direct shareholder value.  

1.3 Why existing practice has outpaced theory 
Despite this expansion, practice has outpaced theory. Organizations are standing up executive 
protection programs, increasing spending, widening the population of protected personnel, and 
integrating new technologies faster than the field has produced coherent analytic models to explain 
how these programs should be built and evaluated. The growth of executive security has outpaced 

 
5 Jesse M. Fried and Charles C. Y. Wang, “Executive Security Spending Shifts from Perk to Priority,” Harvard 
Law School Forum on Corporate Governance, May 1, 2025, 
h"ps://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2025/05/01/execu8ve-security-spending-shi>s-from-perk-to-priority/. ; Jesse M. 
Fried and Charles C. Y. Wang, “Executive Security: The Perk to Watch,” Harvard Law School Forum on 
Corporate Governance, January 16, 2026, h"ps://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2026/01/16/execu8ve-security-the-
perk-to-watch/. 
6 For an understanding of corporate governance see: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD), G20/OECD Principles of Corporate Governance (Paris: OECD Publishing, 2023), 
https://www.oecd.org/corporate/principles-corporate-governance/. 

https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2025/05/01/executive-security-spending-shifts-from-perk-to-priority/
https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2026/01/16/executive-security-the-perk-to-watch/
https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2026/01/16/executive-security-the-perk-to-watch/
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the development of coherent organizational models to govern it. Existing commentary tends to 
emphasize spending trends, vendor oKerings, and board awareness, but oKers little structured 
guidance on how protection should be designed, scaled, integrated, or measured.  
 
This theoretical lag is especially significant because executive protection is not a simple technical 
practice. It is an organizational design problem. Programs must decide whether protection should 
be intelligence-led or coverage-led, whether it should be centralized or federated, how it should 
interact with HR, legal, cyber, travel security, and crisis management, and how it should adapt 
when threats shift from travel crime to activist targeting to digital exposure. However, the literature 
remains weak on comparative organizational designs, weak on scalability, weak on outcome 
measurement, and weak on integration logic. The result is that many programs are assembled 
through partial models that solve individual subproblems without producing a coherent 
architecture.  

1.4 The core research problem 
The core research problem of this monograph is straightforward: what kind of executive protection 
model is most eKective in reducing real-world executive risk while preserving business continuity, 
organizational legitimacy, and operational flexibility? This question sounds deceptively simple, but 
it contains several unresolved subproblems. Who should receive protection and why? What kinds 
of threats matter most: targeted violence, insider leakage, public demonstrations, digital exposure, 
harassment, or opportunistic attacks? What is the proper relationship between protective 
intelligence and physical coverage? How should programs scale across geographies, executives, 
and threat intensities? How should organizations measure success when the ideal outcome is 
often the absence of a visible event?  
 
That is why is paramount to identify which executive protection methods and structures are most 
eKective at preventing and mitigating both common operational threats and high-impact threats, 
and under what conditions. The emphasis on “under what conditions” is crucial. This monograph is 
not trying to produce a universal formula that ignores context. It is instead trying to determine 
whether there are recurring design principles, recurring failure modes, and recurring structural 
requirements that can support a more rigorous model of executive protection across diKerent 
sectors and organizational types.  
 
The interviews confirm why this is necessary. Some participants described mature in-house 
programs with integrated intelligence and travel capabilities. Others described one-person 
programs with vendor reliance, minimal formalization, or evolving policies. Some participants 
emphasized board mandates, while others emphasized executive discretion, threat matrices, or 
event-specific scaling. Across all of them, the recurring issue was not whether protection matters, 
but how to build a program that fits organizational culture, budget, and threat environment without 
collapsing into either symbolic protection or costly incoherence.  
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1.5 Central argument of the monograph 
The central argument of this monograph is that executive protection should be understood as a 
continuous, intelligence-driven enterprise risk function whose purpose is to sustain executive 
operational continuity and organizational resilience through anticipatory, scalable, and integrated 
protective architecture. It is not best understood as a collection of agents, a visible security detail, 
or a reactive service that emerges only when a threat has already matured. It is a governance-linked 
function that combines risk assessment, protective intelligence, advance work, digital exposure 
management, cross-functional coordination, and scalable deployment to reduce the likelihood and 
impact of targeted harm. The researchers are calling this the Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive 
Protection Model. 
 
The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model defines protection posture, resource 
allocation, and operational decisions as products of continuous risk-based assessment rather than 
title, status, or fixed coverage norms. It is built around four linked components: foundational risk 
assessment, protective intelligence with reach-back capability, advance-driven prevention, and 
hybrid scalability through a core in-house team supported by vetted vendors. The model’s 
governing principles are equally important: risk precedes protection, intelligence drives operations, 
advance prevents exposure, scalability must be dynamic and proportional, and protection sustains 
business continuity rather than personal privilege.  

1.6 Relevant Definitions 
For the purposes of this monograph, several terms require explicit definition. 

• Executive protection is an organizational risk-control function intended to reduce the 
likelihood and impact of targeted harm against designated senior leaders or personnel 
assessed as critical to business continuity, through a combination of intelligence, threat 
management, procedural controls, digital risk reduction, and, where justified, physical 
protective measures. This definition is broader than bodyguarding and narrower than 
enterprise security as a whole. It places executive protection at the intersection of personal 
safety, business continuity, and governance.  

• Protective intelligence refers to the collection, analysis, and operational use of information 
relevant to the prevention, management, and mitigation of threats against protected 
persons. It includes open-source monitoring, behavioral indicators, digital exposure review, 
contextual analysis, and reach-back support to operators in the field. Protective intelligence 
is not synonymous with generic threat feeds or dashboard outputs. As several participants 
argued, intelligence has value only when it is contextualized and linked directly to 
operational action.  

• Threat management is the multidisciplinary process of identifying, assessing, monitoring, 
and mitigating persons, groups, or conditions that may progress toward harmful action. In 
executive protection, threat management includes but is not limited to protective 
intelligence. It often requires coordination with HR, investigations, legal, cyber, 
communications, outside authorities, and subject matter experts.  
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• Model means a repeatable organizational design that specifies decision rules for who 
receives protection, how threats are identified and assessed, how protective resources are 
allocated, how escalation and de-escalation occur, and how the system is reviewed and 
adapted over time. A model is therefore distinct from a standard, a checklist, or a vendor 
service menu.  

• Scalability refers to the capacity of an executive protection program to adapt proportionally 
when protectee populations expand, threat streams diversify, travel tempo increases, 
public exposure grows, or resources contract. A scalable program can increase or reduce 
posture without losing coherence. 
EKectiveness in executive protection does not mean risk elimination. It means proportional 
risk reduction, coherent integration between intelligence and operations, successful 
support of business objectives, and the maintenance of trust and usability between the 
protectee and the program. Several participants noted that protection is diKicult to quantify 
because many of its successes are preventive and therefore invisible. For this reason, 
eKectiveness must be defined more broadly than “nothing happened.” It includes mission 
completion, logistical eKiciency, avoidance of exposure, appropriate escalation when 
needed, and preservation of executive decision-making bandwidth.  

1.7 Scope and limits of the study 
This monograph focuses primarily on executive protection in corporate and adjacent organizational 
environments, rather than on state protective services or purely private celebrity protection. The 
study is based on 26 semi-structured interviews with executive protection professionals, including 
chief security oKicers, directors of executive protection, and executive protection agents, drawn 
from diverse sectors and organizational models. The goal is not statistical generalization, but 
analytic depth and model-building through comparative thematic analysis.  
 
The study is also limited in important ways. First, it is based on anonymized qualitative interviews 
and therefore reflects practitioner judgment, accumulated experience, and organizational 
interpretation rather than universally standardized datasets. Second, it is weighted toward internal 
corporate-security perspectives in order to reduce service-provider advocacy bias, though some 
external-provider perspectives are included for comparative value. Third, the monograph focuses 
on the design and logic of executive protection systems rather than on technical tactical 
instruction. It is concerned with how programs should be structured, integrated, and justified, not 
with providing a procedural field manual.  
 
Finally, this study does not claim to produce a one-size-fits-all answer. Organizational culture, 
executive preference, geography, threat environment, and budget all shape program design. What it 
seeks to provide instead is a more rigorous analytic framework for understanding what executive 
protection is for, what kinds of models currently exist, where they fail, and what principles should 
govern the design of a mature and defensible executive protection architecture. In that sense, the 
monograph’s scope is ambitious but disciplined as it aims to move the field from descriptive 
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commentary and reactive improvisation toward a more coherent theory and practice of executive 
protection as enterprise resilience.  

Chapter 2. Why the Field Lacks an Adequate Model 

2.1 The problem of fragmentation 
The central weakness of the executive protection field is not the absence of activity, investment, or 
expertise. It is fragmentation. Executive protection today is practiced across large corporations, 
family oKices, retail enterprises, technology firms, and financial institutions, yet the field still lacks 
a stable analytic baseline for comparing approaches or predicting which program structures are 
most likely to perform well under diKerent conditions. Open literature does not currently provide a 
validated, comparative executive protection model in the analytic sense of a defined operating logic 
that links organizational design to protection outcomes. Instead, the field is populated by adjacent 
bodies of work that address only parts of the problem. Programmatic standards describe what 
elements an EP program should contain, threat assessment and threat management literature 
explain how to identify and manage concerning persons or situations, travel risk frameworks supply 
administrative structure, and digital executive protection literature extends the concept of risk into 
online and home-network exposure. Collectively, however, these bodies of work define 
components and practices rather than a single, integrated model.  
 
Fragmentation is also evident in practice. The interviews showed that executive protection 
programs often appear as hybrid, context-specific arrangements assembled from intelligence 
support, travel security, vendor partnerships, procedural controls, and physical coverage, but 
without a consistently articulated theory explaining how these elements should fit together. 
Programs may be intelligence-led, board-driven, travel-driven, or shaped largely by executive 
preference, but they are rarely explained as comparable organizational designs. That makes 
benchmarking diKicult, complicates decision-making, and encourages reactive adaptation rather 
than deliberate architecture.  
 
The strongest public starting point for understanding the field is the ASIS Executive Protection 
Standard together with ASIS benchmarking on executive threat practices, but even these sources 
are better understood as baselines than as complete models (further discussed in Chapter 3). They 
explain what many organizations are trying to do and what gaps persist. They do not demonstrate, in 
a tested and comparative way, which organizational forms work best, which integration 
arrangements scale most eKectively, or how alternative program structures should be evaluated 
against one another.  

2.2 EP as assemblage rather than architecture 
Because the field lacks a validated operating model, executive protection in practice often 
functions as an assemblage rather than an architecture. By assemblage, this means a collection of 
partially overlapping practices combined to solve immediate operational problems without 
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necessarily being governed by a single organizing logic. An organization may borrow a threat triage 
process from targeted-violence management, a travel approval workflow from duty-of-care 
systems, privacy controls from digital executive protection vendors, and a conventional protective 
detail structure from law-enforcement or military standard operating procedures. Each of these 
pieces may work on its own terms. The problem is that they are frequently layered together without 
a clearly defined theory of how they should interact, when one element should take priority over 
another, or how the system should scale when exposure changes.  
 
That is to say, executive protection currently operates through partial models that address discrete 
subproblems such as allocation of resources, detection of threats, or governance of duty of care, 
rather than through a unified architecture. Organizations assemble EP programs by combining 
threat management doctrine, travel risk frameworks, standards-based controls, and emerging 
digital practices, but those assemblages are rarely theorized or evaluated as coherent systems. The 
result is that many programs can function operationally and still remain conceptually weak. They 
may protect executives successfully in routine environments while lacking clarity on decision rules, 
escalation thresholds, integration seams, and outcome measurement.  
 
This theme is reinforced by the interview material. Participant 023 described a highly integrated 
corporate program in which executive protection is linked to intelligence, crisis management, 
executive accountability, and continuity support. By contrast, Participant 026 described a smaller, 
more manpower-constrained environment in which a small in-house team relies on intelligence 
support, travel safety resources, and selective contractor supplementation. Both programs are 
workable. Both contain recognizable protective elements. However, they are clearly not the same 
model. They reflect diKerent organizational realities, diKerent forms of maturity, and diKerent 
integration logics. Without a stronger analytic framework, the field can describe both as executive 
protection while lacking the tools to explain precisely how they diKer as systems.  
 
The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model is explicitly structured around a central 
decision engine, a continuous intelligence and reach-back loop, an advance-driven prevention 
layer, and a hybrid scalable deployment layer, all stabilized by cross-functional integration, digital 
exposure mitigation, training, review, and budget-cultural alignment. The significance of that design 
is that it specifies a logic for how they connect. In other words, it is an architecture for current and 
potential programs. The absence of that kind of explicit architecture is precisely what makes so 
much existing EP practice analytically thin.  

2.3 Why “guns, guards, and gates” is analytically insuMicient 
A further reason the field lacks an adequate model is that too much executive protection thinking 
still defaults to a narrow protective vocabulary built around visible physical controls. In shorthand, 
this can be described as the “guns, guards, and gates” mindset. That mindset treats protection as a 
matter of bodies, barriers, and tactical responses. While those elements remain relevant, they are 
not suKicient to explain the actual threat environment or the most eKective methods of reducing 
executive exposure. The interviews consistently suggest that contemporary executive protection is 
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shaped by digitally amplified grievances, insider risk, employee activism, intelligence failures, 
privacy leakage, travel complexity, symbolic targeting, and organizational culture. A framework 
centered primarily on physical presence cannot adequately account for those dynamics.  
 
A thematic assessment of the interviews underscores this point by identifying intelligence-led 
protection as foundational, multidisciplinary integration as essential, and the contemporary threat 
environment as faster, noisier, and more digitally mediated than prior paradigms assumed. 
Programs that relied mainly on aggregated data, generic dashboard outputs, or symbolic physical 
posture were widely described as reactive or only symbolically protective. Organizations are 
converging around models that include tiered risk allocation, protective-intelligence-led protection, 
threat-management-centric structures, travel-risk wrappers, and digital executive protection 
integration. Even where physical protection remains one important tool, it is increasingly 
downstream from intelligence, risk segmentation, and preventive planning.  
 
The interviews make this even clearer. One participant argued that traditional security industry 
models are fundamentally flawed because they over rely on physical agents and technology-only 
solutions while failing to account for asymmetric attack methods and emerging technological 
threats. Another participant noted that eKective protection begins with assessment rather than 
preselected solutions and must adapt to the client’s actual lifestyle rather than force a rigid 
physical-security template onto them. Still another stressed that what matters most is advance 
work and threat avoidance, not the visible performance of force. These observations do not dismiss 
hard skills or tactical readiness. They place them in a broader system where intelligence, planning, 
digital exposure management, and executive trust are more decisive than sheer visible posture.  
 
This is why “guns, guards, and gates” is analytically insuKicient. It misidentifies the center of gravity 
in executive protection. The decisive question is rarely whether an organization can place people 
near an executive. The real question is whether the organization can identify relevant threats early, 
interpret them accurately, coordinate across internal seams, shape executive behavior, and scale 
resources proportionally without collapsing into either symbolic protection or overwhelming 
friction. A mature model must therefore begin with risk, intelligence, and prevention, not with the 
visible instruments of last-resort intervention.  

2.4 The diMerence between a team and a program 
A major source of confusion in the field is the tendency to treat a team and a program as 
interchangeable. They are not. A team is a set of personnel performing protective functions. A 
program is a governed organizational system that establishes who receives protection, how risk is 
assessed, how intelligence is produced and used, how escalation occurs, how other functions are 
integrated, how vendors are managed, and how the whole enterprise is reviewed and adapted over 
time. A company may have a capable team without having a mature program, just as it may have 
line items, vendors, and policies without possessing a genuinely coherent operating system.  
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As defined in Chapter 1, a model is a repeatable organizational design that specifies decision rules 
for when protection is warranted, mechanisms for detecting and assessing threats, allocation of 
protective resources, and criteria for adaptation and review. That definition already implies 
something more than personnel deployment. It implies governance, logic, and process. A strong 
model should extend this by assigning separate functions to the in-house core and surge vendors, 
linking intelligence directly to advance and deployment, and surrounding the system with cross-
cutting stabilizers such as HR, legal, cyber, crisis management, standards, after-action review, and 
budget alignment. That is the language of program design, not simply staKing.  
 
The diKerence is whether the protective function is embedded in an operating logic that governs 
decisions, interfaces, and outcomes. This distinction matters because many of the field’s debates 
are actually misdirected arguments about teams masquerading as arguments about programs. 
Practitioners may debate whether they need one agent or two, overt or covert posture, internal 
versus outsourced coverage, or GSOC versus analyst support. Those are important questions, but 
they are downstream questions. They become intelligible only when placed inside a programmatic 
framework that clarifies what the organization is trying to achieve, what threats it prioritizes, how it 
defines eKectiveness, and how it will scale. Without that framework, arguments about staKing and 
tactics remain local decisions rather than evidence of a coherent model.  

2.5 Why this monograph matters now 
The need for more rigorous research on executive protection is therefore not academic in the 
narrow sense. It is practical and strategic. The field is expanding, organizations are investing, threat 
environments are becoming more digitally mediated and politically charged, and boards are 
increasingly aware that executive harm can create downstream financial, operational, and 
reputational consequences. However, the conceptual tools for deciding how to structure executive 
protection remain underdeveloped. Standards exist. Threat-management doctrine exists. Travel-
risk and digital-protection practices exist. Vendor ecosystems are active and growing. But what still 
does not exist is a validated, integrated model that links organizational design to outcomes in a way 
that allows comparative reasoning across contexts.  
 
Participants repeatedly described the lack of benchmarking on budgets, staKing structures, and 
training pipelines. They criticized unrealistic training pipelines, overreliance on generic commercial 
intelligence feeds, and the persistence of rigid or culturally mismatched models. At the same time, 
they converged around several themes that suggest the outline of a more mature field: intelligence-
led protection, hybrid structural design, integration with HR/legal/cyber/crisis functions, low-profile 
enablement, digital exposure mitigation, and flexible scaling based on risk rather than title alone. 
Importantly, the field is producing enough common themes to support synthesis, but not enough 
theoretical integration to supply a robust architecture on its own. That is exactly the gap this 
monograph is meant to fill.  
 
What makes the monograph necessary now, then, is timing. Executive protection has advanced far 
enough in practice that the field risks institutionalizing weak assumptions if it does not develop a 
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more coherent analytic framework. If organizations continue to expand EP through peer imitation, 
vendor marketing, or post-incident improvisation, they may increase spending without 
proportionate gains in resilience. The research in this monograph matters because it can help move 
the field from fragmented accumulation toward structured reasoning. It can distinguish teams from 
programs, practices from models, and visibility from eKectiveness. Most importantly, it can recast 
executive protection as an enterprise design problem whose purpose is to preserve executive 
continuity, institutional stability, and the organization’s ability to function under pressure.  
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Part II. Literature Review and Methodology 

Chapter 3. Relevant Literature Review 

3.1 The closest thing to a formal EP model in open literature 
Executive protection is an applied field with strong practitioner traditions but comparatively thin 
academic theory. Unlike disciplines such as emergency management, counterterrorism, or 
organizational risk management, executive protection has produced relatively few formal 
conceptual frameworks explaining how protection systems should be designed, integrated, and 
evaluated. The literature that does exist tends to appear in professional standards, industry 
benchmarking studies, practitioner manuals, or adjacent fields such as threat assessment, 
corporate governance, travel risk management, and cybersecurity. While these bodies of work 
provide valuable insight into the operational realities of executive protection, they do not yet 
produce a validated operating model that connects organizational design decisions to measurable 
outcomes. Instead, they oKer partial frameworks that address specific dimensions of the problem, 
such as standards for protective operations, threat-assessment methodologies, travel-risk 
governance, digital exposure mitigation, and fiduciary responsibility for executive safety. 
 

3.1.1 ASIS Executive Protection Standard 
The ASIS Executive Protection Standard (PSC.1) represents the most comprehensive publicly 
available attempt to formalize executive protection practices.7 The standard defines executive 
protection as a risk-based protective service that combines threat assessment, protective 
intelligence, advance planning, protective operations, and program management. It emphasizes 
that executive protection should operate as part of a broader organizational security structure 
rather than as a standalone service. 
The standard also introduces important structural concepts, including: 

• risk-based allocation of protection resources 
• protective intelligence as a continuous process 
• operational planning and advance work as preventive mechanisms 
• integration with broader organizational functions such as investigations, crisis 

management, and physical security 
• program governance and documentation 

 
These principles represent an important step toward professionalization. The standard moves 
executive protection beyond purely tactical discussions and situates it within the language of 
enterprise risk management. It also establishes a baseline vocabulary for the field, making it easier 
for organizations to compare practices and expectations. However, the standard is not itself a 

 
7 ASIS International, Executive Protection Standard, ASIS International, 2025, 
h"ps://store.asisonline.org/execu8ve-protec8on-standard.html. 

https://store.asisonline.org/executive-protection-standard.html
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complete model. Standards define expectations and processes but do not necessarily prescribe 
how organizations should structure programs, allocate resources, or adapt protection systems to 
diKerent environments. In practice, the standard functions as a framework for best practice rather 
than as a validated operating architecture. 
 

3.1.2 ASIS benchmarking and threat environment research 
Complementing the standard is a growing body of ASIS research examining executive threat trends 
and protection practices across industries.8 These benchmarking eKorts provide important 
empirical insight into how organizations currently structure executive protection programs and how 
those programs are evolving. The research highlights several consistent trends, including executive 
targeting incidents have increased in frequency and visibility, protection is expanding beyond the 
chief executive oKicer to include broader leadership groups, organizations increasingly view 
executive protection as part of enterprise risk management, digital exposure and online 
harassment have become major drivers of executive risk, and many organizations lack formal 
mechanisms for evaluating protection eKectiveness. These findings reinforce the central theme 
introduced in the previous chapter: executive protection is expanding rapidly, but its conceptual 
foundation remains uneven. Benchmarking studies show how organizations behave and where 
capability gaps exist, yet they stop short of specifying which program architectures are most 
eKective. In other words, the research documents the state of the field, but it does not yet explain 
which structural models work best and why. 

3.2 Threat assessment and threat management as the academic backbone 
If executive protection lacks a dedicated academic tradition, the closest intellectual foundation 
comes from the literature on threat assessment and threat management, particularly research on 
targeted violence. Over the past several decades, psychologists, criminologists, and security 
professionals have developed a substantial body of work examining how individuals move from 
grievance to violent action. This research does not focus specifically on corporate executives, but it 
provides the conceptual backbone for understanding many of the threats that executive protection 
programs encounter. 
 

3.2.1 Targeted violence literature 
The targeted violence literature examines the behavioral pathways that often precede acts of 
violence directed toward specific individuals or institutions. Researchers have identified common 
patterns involving grievance formation, fixation, leakage of intent, escalation of behavior, and 
eventual mobilization toward violence. One of the most important insights from this literature is 
that targeted violence rarely emerges spontaneously. Instead, it often develops through a 
progression of observable behaviors that can be detected and managed if organizations possess 

 
8 ASIS Interna8onal, The Execu)ve Threat Environment: 2025 Report, ASIS Interna8onal, 2025, 
h"ps://www.asisonline.org/globalassets/publica8ons-and-resources/security-issues-research/2025/execu8ve-
protec8on/2025-execu8ve-protec8on-final-report.pdf. 

https://www.asisonline.org/globalassets/publications-and-resources/security-issues-research/2025/executive-protection/2025-executive-protection-final-report.pdf
https://www.asisonline.org/globalassets/publications-and-resources/security-issues-research/2025/executive-protection/2025-executive-protection-final-report.pdf
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the appropriate analytical and investigative capabilities.9 For executive protection programs, this 
research is especially relevant because many threats originate not from organized criminal 
networks but from individuals experiencing personal grievances. Disgruntled employees, former 
employees, activist actors, and individuals suKering from psychological distress frequently appear 
in threat-management cases involving executives. 
 

3.2.2 Protective intelligence literature 
Closely related to targeted violence research is the literature on protective intelligence.10 Protective 
intelligence focuses on the systematic collection and analysis of information relevant to the 
prevention of harm against protected persons.11 Unlike traditional intelligence analysis, which often 
emphasizes geopolitical or criminal activity, protective intelligence concentrates on individuals 
demonstrating concerning behavior, environmental risk indicators, digital signals such as online 
threats or harassment, and contextual factors surrounding executive travel or public exposure. The 
goal is to identify and manage early warning signals before they escalate into operational risks. 
Protective intelligence therefore occupies a central position in modern executive protection. It 
serves as the analytic bridge connecting threat assessment, operational planning, and protective 
deployment. 
 

3.2.3 ATAP, DHS, and multidisciplinary threat management 
Much of the modern threat-management framework has emerged from the work of organizations 
such as the Association of Threat Assessment Professionals (ATAP) and government initiatives led 
by the Department of Homeland Security and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.12 These eKorts 
emphasize a multidisciplinary approach to threat management that brings together security 
professionals, human resources specialists, legal counsel, behavioral threat assessment experts, 
and law enforcement partners. This collaborative model recognizes that threats against individuals 
often intersect with workplace conflict, mental health concerns, organizational grievances, and 
legal issues. 

 
9 J. Reid Meloy, Jens Ho@mann, Angela Guldimann, and David James, “The Role of Warning Behaviors in 
Threat Assessment: An Exploration and Suggested Typology,” Behavioral Sciences & the Law 30, no. 3 (2012): 
256–279, https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.999; James Silver, John Horgan, and Paul Gill, “Foreshadowing Targeted 
Violence: Assessing Leakage of Intent by Public Mass Murderers,” Aggression and Violent Behavior 38 (2018), 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.12.002.  
10 Robert A. Fein et al., Protective Intelligence and Threat Assessment Investigations: A Guide for State and 
Local Law Enforcement OMicials, National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, 1999, 
h"ps://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/nij/179981.pdf. 
11 See Fred Burton and Scott Stewart, The Protective Intelligence Advantage: Mitigating the Rising Threat to 
Prominent People (Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2025). 
12 An example: U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Threat Assessment and Management Teams: A Guide 
for Creating and Operating a Multidisciplinary Threat Assessment Team for Institutions of Higher Education, 
DHS O@ice for Targeted Violence and Terrorism Prevention, 2021, 
h"ps://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
12/Threat%20Assessment%20and%20Management%20Teams_0.pdf. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.999
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.12.002
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/nij/179981.pdf
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3.3 Travel risk management and duty of care 
Another important body of literature influencing executive protection comes from the field of travel 
risk management. Because many executives spend significant time traveling internationally, travel 
security frameworks have become closely intertwined with executive protection operations. 
 

3.3.1 ISO 31030 and executive travel 
The most significant development in this domain is ISO 31030, the international standard for travel 
risk management.13 ISO 31030 provides guidance for organizations seeking to protect employees 
traveling for business purposes, emphasizing risk assessment, traveler awareness, crisis response 
planning, and duty-of-care obligations. While ISO 31030 applies broadly to all corporate travelers, it 
has particular relevance for executives, who often travel to high-profile events, politically sensitive 
environments, or jurisdictions with elevated security risks. The standard encourages organizations 
to treat travel risk as part of enterprise risk management rather than as an administrative logistics 
problem. It also stresses the importance of preparation, intelligence gathering, and coordinated 
response procedures. 
 

3.3.2 Travel risk as the administrative wrapper for EP 
In practice, travel risk management often functions as the administrative wrapper for executive 
protection. Corporate travel approval systems, itinerary monitoring platforms, and travel security 
briefings frequently serve as the mechanisms through which executive movements are tracked and 
risk assessments are conducted. This arrangement reflects practical organizational realities. Travel 
programs typically possess established compliance systems, budget oversight, and 
communication channels that can support protective operations. As a result, many executive 
protection functions are embedded within or closely aligned with travel security frameworks. 
However, travel risk management alone cannot substitute for a full executive protection model. 
Travel frameworks address environmental risk and logistical coordination but do not necessarily 
provide guidance on issues such as protective intelligence, digital exposure, or threat management. 

3.4 Digital executive protection and online exposure 
One of the most significant recent developments in executive protection literature concerns digital 
exposure. Executives today face threats not only in physical environments but also in digital spaces 
where personal data, home addresses, family information, and travel patterns can be exposed. 
Digital executive protection literature highlights several recurring vulnerabilities in this space, such 
as doxxing and the public release of personal information, impersonation and deepfake-based 
fraud schemes, exposure of home networks and personal devices, and targeting of executive family 

 
13 International Organization for Standardization, ISO 31030:2021 — Travel Risk Management: Guidance for 
Organizations, ISO, 2021, h"ps://www.iso.org/standard/54204.html; 

https://www.iso.org/standard/54204.html
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members.14 These risks often originate from publicly available information, data broker services, 
social media platforms, and compromised online accounts. They can enable harassment 
campaigns, facilitate physical targeting, or expose executives to reputational manipulation. As a 
result, executive protection programs increasingly incorporate digital privacy reviews, data removal 
services, and monitoring of online threats into their operational framework. 
 
Despite its growing importance, the digital executive protection literature remains largely 
practitioner-driven and vendor-produced. Much of the available research originates from 
cybersecurity firms or digital privacy service providers rather than from independent academic 
study. While these sources provide valuable insight into emerging risks, they often emphasize 
specific products or services rather than oKering comprehensive frameworks for integrating digital 
protection with broader executive protection programs. This limitation highlights a recurring theme 
in the literature: important components of executive protection are being studied in isolation rather 
than as elements of a unified system. 

3.5 What the literature gets right 
Taken together, the literature reviewed above provides several important insights. First, it recognizes 
that executive protection must be risk-based rather than purely reactive. Threat assessment and 
protective intelligence literature demonstrate that preventing violence requires early identification 
and management of risk indicators. Second, it emphasizes the importance of multidisciplinary 
integration. Threat management research consistently shows that security professionals must 
collaborate with HR, legal, and investigative functions to manage complex threat cases. Third, the 
literature acknowledges the expanding threat surface facing executives. Digital exposure, insider 
grievances, activist targeting, and reputational threats have become increasingly prominent. 
Finally, many sources recognize that executive protection should be connected to enterprise risk 
management and governance structures, rather than treated as a purely operational security 
function. These insights represent valuable building blocks for a more complete model. 

3.6 What the literature misses 
Despite these strengths, the literature still leaves several major questions unresolved. Perhaps the 
most important gap is the absence of validated comparative models. Existing research does not 
provide systematic comparisons of diKerent executive protection program structures or evidence 
demonstrating which models perform best under particular conditions. The literature also oKers 
limited guidance on how to measure executive protection eKectiveness. Because many successful 
interventions prevent incidents before they occur, traditional metrics such as incident counts 
provide only partial insight into program performance. 
 

 
14 Ponemon Institute and BlackCloak, Digital Executive Protection: New Risks and Strategies for Protecting 
Executives and Their Families, BlackCloak, 2025, h"ps://blackcloak.io/wp-
content/uploads/2025/06/2025_BlackCloak_Ponemon_Digital_Execu8ve_Protec8on_Report.pdf. 

https://blackcloak.io/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/2025_BlackCloak_Ponemon_Digital_Executive_Protection_Report.pdf
https://blackcloak.io/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/2025_BlackCloak_Ponemon_Digital_Executive_Protection_Report.pdf
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Another major limitation involves scalability. Organizations vary widely in size, resources, 
geographic exposure, and leadership structures, but the literature oKers little guidance on how 
executive protection programs should scale across diKerent organizational contexts. Finally, the 
literature rarely explains how diKerent elements of executive protection should interact. Threat 
management, travel security, digital protection, and physical protective operations are often 
discussed separately, leaving practitioners to determine how these components should be 
integrated in practice. 

3.7 Implications for this monograph 
The literature therefore presents a paradox. Executive protection is supported by multiple well-
developed bodies of knowledge, yet none of these bodies of knowledge alone provides a complete 
operating architecture. 
 
Instead, the literature points toward five partial archetypes that organizations currently rely upon: 

1. standards-based protection frameworks 
2. threat assessment and threat management models 
3. travel risk and duty-of-care systems 
4. digital executive protection practices 
5. governance and enterprise risk perspectives 

 
Each archetype addresses an important dimension of executive risk. None of them alone provides a 
complete model of executive protection. The purpose of this monograph is therefore not to discard 
existing frameworks but to integrate them into a coherent architecture. By synthesizing insights 
from the literature with empirical findings from practitioner interviews, the study seeks to develop a 
model capable of explaining how executive protection programs should be designed, scaled, and 
evaluated within modern organizations. That task begins by examining the empirical findings from 
the interviews themselves, which provide direct insight into how executive protection is practiced 
across a range of organizational contexts. 

Chapter 4. Research Design, Data, and Analytic Method 

4.1 Research question and sub-questions 
This monograph is guided by a central research question: What organizational models of executive 
protection are most eKective at reducing executive risk while preserving business continuity and 
operational flexibility? This question arises from the central problem identified in earlier chapters 
where executive protection has expanded rapidly as a security practice, but the field still lacks a 
validated operating model that links organizational design decisions to measurable outcomes. 
Existing standards, frameworks, and practitioner literature describe components of executive 
protection, but they do not fully explain how those components should be assembled into a 
coherent program architecture. 
 



 

April 2026  Page | 27 

To address this broader research question, the study investigates several related sub-questions: 
• How do organizations currently structure executive protection programs? 
• What types of threats do executive protection professionals perceive as most significant? 
• How do executive protection programs integrate intelligence, travel security, digital 

exposure management, and physical protection? 
• What factors determine which executives receive protection and how resources are 

allocated? 
• How do practitioners define and evaluate the eKectiveness of executive protection 

programs? 
• Under what organizational conditions do particular protection models appear to perform 

well or poorly? 
 
These questions focus on the organizational logic underlying executive protection systems. The 
goal is to identify recurring structural patterns across programs and to determine which features 
appear most strongly associated with eKective protection. 

4.2 Why qualitative, interview-based research is appropriate 
Executive protection presents particular challenges for traditional quantitative research. Many 
protective activities occur in sensitive operational contexts and are rarely documented in publicly 
available datasets. Threat incidents involving executives are often confidential, and organizations 
may be reluctant to disclose details of protective programs or vulnerabilities. For these reasons, 
much of the most valuable knowledge in executive protection exists as tacit professional expertise 
rather than formalized datasets. Practitioners accumulate knowledge through experience, 
operational planning, and incident management, but that knowledge is rarely codified in systematic 
academic literature. 
 
Qualitative research is therefore particularly appropriate for studying executive protection. 
Interviews with experienced practitioners allow the researcher to capture decision-making 
processes used in real protection operations, implicit assumptions shaping protection models, 
perceived eKectiveness of diKerent approaches, and organizational constraints aKecting program 
design.15 This approach makes it possible to access forms of knowledge that would be diKicult to 
capture through surveys or purely quantitative methods.16 Qualitative interviews are especially 
valuable when the objective is model-building rather than hypothesis testing. By examining how 
practitioners conceptualize risk, allocate resources, and integrate diKerent protective functions, it 
becomes possible to identify patterns that can inform a broader theoretical framework for 
executive protection. 

 
15 David Collier, “Understanding Process Tracing,” PS: Political Science & Politics 44, no. 4 (2011): 823–830, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096511001429.  
16 S. Tenny, S. Brannan, and G. Brannan, “Qualitative Study,” in StatPearls (Treasure Island, FL: StatPearls 
Publishing, 2022), https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK470395/.  

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096511001429
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK470395/
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4.3 Semi-structured interviews and expert elicitation 
The primary data for this study consists of semi-structured interviews with executive protection 
professionals. Semi-structured interviews provide a balance between consistency and flexibility. A 
standard set of questions ensures that each participant addresses key topics relevant to the 
research questions, while open-ended responses allow participants to elaborate on operational 
experiences and organizational dynamics. 
 
The interview structure focused on several core themes: 

• organizational structure of executive protection programs 
• perceived threat environments facing executives 
• integration of intelligence, travel security, and digital protection 
• methods used to allocate protection resources 
• approaches to measuring eKectiveness 
• perceptions of how executive protection is evolving 

 
Participants were encouraged to discuss real operational experiences and organizational 
challenges where possible. This approach allowed the interviews to function not only as data 
collection exercises but also as expert elicitation, drawing upon the accumulated professional 
judgment of experienced practitioners. All interviews were anonymized to encourage candid 
discussion. Participants are referred to throughout the study as Participant 001, Participant 002, 
and so forth. 

4.4 Sampling design 
The study uses purposeful sampling to recruit participants with substantial experience in executive 
protection. Rather than seeking statistical representativeness, the goal was to capture perspectives 
from professionals occupying key roles within executive protection programs. Participants were 
drawn from three primary categories of professional roles: Chief Security OKicers, Executive 
protection directors, and executive protection practitioners (including vendors).  

4.5 Sectoral diversity and why it matters 
Executive protection programs vary significantly across industries. The threat environment facing a 
technology company executive may diKer substantially from that facing a retail executive, financial 
executive, or nonprofit leader. To capture this variation, the sample includes participants from 
multiple sectors. Sectoral diversity is important because it reveals how executive protection 
programs adapt to diKerent threat environments and organizational cultures. For example, 
consumer-facing companies may encounter higher volumes of customer-driven grievances, while 
financial firms may face activist targeting related to economic policy or investment decisions. By 
examining programs across multiple sectors, the study can identify patterns that persist across 
organizational contexts as well as features that are sector-specific. 
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4.6 In-house bias and service-provider bias 
Executive protection research often encounters two competing forms of bias. The first is in-house 
bias. Corporate security leaders may emphasize the advantages of internally managed protection 
programs and downplay the value of external providers. The second is service-provider bias. 
Security vendors and consulting firms may promote outsourced protection solutions or emphasize 
services aligned with their business models. To mitigate these biases, the study prioritized 
interviews with practitioners directly responsible for managing executive protection programs 
within organizations. At the same time, some participants from advisory or consulting roles were 
included in order to capture perspectives from professionals who observe multiple programs 
across industries. This balance helps prevent the study from reflecting the assumptions of any 
single organizational model. 

4.7 Coding strategy 
Interview transcripts were analyzed using a structured coding process designed to identify recurring 
themes and patterns across the dataset. 
 

4.7.1 Deductive codes from literature 
The first stage of coding applied deductive codes derived from the literature review. These codes 
reflected concepts already identified in existing research and professional standards, including: 
protective intelligence, threat management, travel risk management, digital exposure, governance 
and duty of care, and risk-based protection allocation. Applying these codes allowed the study to 
examine whether existing theoretical concepts were reflected in practitioner perspectives. 
 

4.7.2 Inductive themes from interviews 
The second stage of analysis used inductive coding, allowing new themes to emerge directly from 
interview data. Several recurring themes emerged through this process, including: 

• intelligence-led protection as a foundational principle 
• the importance of advance work and threat avoidance 
• integration with organizational functions such as HR, legal, and crisis management 
• the need for scalable protection models 
• executive trust and cooperation as key determinants of program success 

 
These themes provide empirical grounding for the model-building sections of the monograph. 

4.8 Comparative thematic analysis 
After coding was completed, the study employed comparative thematic analysis to examine how 
diKerent executive protection models function across varying contexts. Comparisons were 
conducted across several dimensions, including: organizational size and resource intensity, threat 
environments facing executives, degree of integration with intelligence and threat management 
functions, reliance on in-house teams versus external providers, and perceived eKectiveness of 
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protection strategies. This comparative approach allows the study to identify patterns across cases 
while also recognizing the contextual factors shaping executive protection programs. 

4.9 Limits of the data 
As with any qualitative study, the research design has limitations. First, the sample size is relatively 
small compared with large quantitative surveys. The study therefore does not claim statistical 
representativeness of the entire executive protection industry. Second, the findings rely on self-
reported professional experiences. Participants may interpret events through the lens of their own 
organizational culture or professional background. Third, the interviews primarily capture 
perspectives from practitioners operating within Western corporate environments. Executive 
protection practices in other cultural or political contexts may diKer. Despite these limitations, 
qualitative interviews provide a level of depth and contextual understanding that is diKicult to 
achieve through purely quantitative methods. 

4.10 Why this methodology is appropriate for model-building 
The methodology used in this study is particularly well suited to the goal of developing an executive 
protection model. Model-building requires identifying patterns that cut across individual cases 
while remaining sensitive to contextual diKerences. Semi-structured interviews allow practitioners 
to explain how their programs operate, why certain decisions are made, and what challenges they 
encounter. By combining literature-derived concepts with themes emerging directly from 
practitioner interviews, the research design makes it possible to synthesize existing knowledge with 
operational experience. This approach allows the study to move beyond descriptive accounts of 
executive protection and toward a more systematic understanding of how executive protection 
programs can be structured, scaled, and evaluated. 

4.11 Master Qualitative Coding Table (26 Participants) 
 

Participant Role / Title Sector / Context 
Participant 
001 

Chief Executive OKicer Private security services 

Participant 
002 

Chief Executive OKicer / Security 
Executive 

Private security consulting / 
telecommunications 

Participant 
003 

Global Head of Crisis Management Technology multinational 

Participant 
004 

President, Executive Protection 
Firm 

Private security services 

Participant 
005 

Senior Intelligence Executive Digital privacy / intelligence services 

Participant 
006 

Independent Security Consultant Independent / law enforcement training 
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Participant 
007 

Director of Global Risk Technology 

Participant 
008 

Executive Protection Program 
Leader 

Healthcare 

Participant 
009 

Chief Security OKicer Digital security firm 

Participant 
010 

Executive Protection Practitioner Corporate / private protection 
(unspecified) 

Participant 
011 

Director of Security Corporate security (mid-sized 
organization) 

Participant 
012 

Security / Intelligence Professional Corporate / hybrid security function 

Participant 
013 

Senior Protective Intelligence 
Advisor 

Security advisory / intelligence 

Participant 
014 

Security Professional Corporate security (unspecified) 

Participant 
015 

Director of Executive Protection Automotive multinational 

Participant 
016 

Executive Protection Manager Energy multinational 

Participant 
017 

Security Professional Corporate security (unspecified) 

Participant 
018 

Intelligence / Risk Analyst Corporate intelligence function 

Participant 
019 

Digital Executive Protection 
Specialist 

Digital protection / intelligence 

Participant 
020 

Global Protective Services Leader Large multinational corporation 

Participant 
021 

Security Leader / Program Builder Corporate security (unspecified) 

Participant 
022 

Director of Intelligence Private security / intelligence services 

Participant 
023 

Executive Protection Leader Corporate security 

Participant 
024 

Managing Partner Family oKice / private security 

Participant 
025 

Global Director of Security Financial services 

Participant 
026 

Director of Executive Protection Retail corporation 
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Methodological Note on Participant Citation 
In presenting the qualitative findings throughout this monograph, not all participants are cited in 
connection with every conclusion or theme. Citations are used selectively to highlight those 
participants who most clearly articulated, emphasized, or elaborated a given point, rather than to 
provide an exhaustive list of all respondents who expressed similar views. In many cases, themes 
identified in the analysis reflect broad convergence across the dataset, with a majority and often 
the entirety of participants expressing substantively similar perspectives during interviews. The 
citation approach therefore prioritizes analytical clarity and readability while preserving evidentiary 
grounding, with the understanding that referenced participants are representative of wider patterns 
observed across the full sample of 26 interviews. 
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Part III The Contemporary Executive Threat 
Environment 

Chapter 5. The New Executive Threat Environment 

5.1 Why the threat environment is now faster, noisier, and more volatile 
Executive protection professionals increasingly describe the contemporary threat environment as 
faster, noisier, and more volatile than in previous decades. These terms reflect several overlapping 
developments with the acceleration of information flows through digital communication platforms, 
the increased visibility of corporate leaders in political and cultural debates, and the growing 
unpredictability of individuals motivated by grievance or ideological hostility. The digital information 
ecosystem plays a central role in this transformation. Social media platforms, online forums, and 
real-time news cycles have dramatically reduced the time between an event, the emergence of 
public reaction, and the appearance of hostile rhetoric directed toward individuals. Executives can 
become focal points for anger or activism within minutes of a corporate announcement, public 
statement, or controversial business decision. 
 
This acceleration produces what many practitioners describe as a noisier threat environment. 
Security teams must monitor large volumes of online commentary, much of which is emotionally 
charged but not operationally credible. The challenge lies not only in detecting genuine threats but 
also in filtering enormous quantities of ambiguous signals. This signal-to-noise problem places 
increasing importance on analytical judgment and protective intelligence. Volatility is another 
defining feature of the modern threat landscape. Corporate leaders operate within a political and 
social environment characterized by rapid shifts in public sentiment, viral outrage cycles, and the 
possibility that previously obscure actors can quickly mobilize attention online. In such 
environments, grievances can escalate quickly, and the line between rhetorical hostility and 
credible threat behavior becomes more diKicult to discern. The interviews conducted for this study 
consistently reinforced this perception. Multiple participants emphasized that modern executive 
protection requires constant monitoring of information flows, public narratives, and digital 
conversations. Threats may not originate from organized adversaries but from individuals whose 
grievances emerge and evolve within rapidly shifting digital ecosystems.  

5.2 The convergence of symbolic targeting and business targeting 
Historically, threats against corporate executives often emerged from business-related conflicts, 
such as disgruntled employees, dissatisfied customers, labor disputes, or financial grievances. 
While these threats still exist, they increasingly intersect with symbolic targeting, in which 
executives become targets not primarily because of their specific actions but because of what they 
represent. Corporate leaders now frequently serve as symbolic proxies for broader political, 
cultural, or economic grievances. A decision involving pricing, supply chains, environmental policy, 
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labor practices, or social issues can quickly place an executive at the center of public controversy. 
In such situations, the executive becomes a visible embodiment of an institution that critics seek to 
pressure or punish. The Clarity Factory’s Annual Chief Security OMicer (CSO) Survey 2025 finds that 
46% of CSOs identify activism, protest, and civil unrest as high-impact or critical risks, placing 
them among the most significant threats facing organizations today.17 
 
Symbolic targeting alters the logic of executive protection in several ways. First, it expands the pool 
of potential threat actors. Instead of emerging primarily from individuals with direct personal 
grievances against the organization, hostility may originate from activists, political groups, or online 
communities with no prior connection to the company. Second, symbolic targeting increases the 
unpredictability of threats. When executives represent broader social or political narratives, attacks 
against them may be motivated by ideological symbolism rather than specific disputes. The 
targeting logic becomes narrative-driven rather than transactional. Third, symbolic targeting can 
amplify threat visibility. Activists and adversaries may intentionally focus on high-profile individuals 
to generate media attention or reputational pressure against the organization. In such cases, the 
executive becomes not merely a victim but a communication channel through which adversaries 
attempt to influence public perception. These dynamics were repeatedly identified by interview 
participants. Several described executives becoming focal points for public anger following 
corporate announcements, regulatory controversies, or media coverage. Even when hostility was 
directed primarily at the organization itself, the executive often became the most visible and 
therefore most vulnerable target. 

5.3 The collapse of the digital/physical divide 
One of the most important structural changes aKecting executive protection is the collapse of the 
traditional divide between digital and physical threats. In earlier decades, online hostility was often 
treated as a separate domain from physical security concerns. Digital threats were considered 
primarily reputational or psychological risks rather than precursors to violence. That distinction is 
increasingly untenable. Digital spaces function as arenas where grievances form, escalate, and 
sometimes mobilize into real-world actions. Online harassment campaigns can reveal personal 
information about executives, circulate addresses or travel details, or encourage followers to 
confront corporate leaders directly. Digital exposure can therefore become a pathway to physical 
vulnerability. The collapse of the digital–physical divide also aKects the tempo of threats. Online 
communities can amplify anger, coordinate actions, and spread narratives far more rapidly than 
traditional forms of communication. Individuals who encounter hostile rhetoric or conspiracy 
narratives online may be influenced in ways that accelerate the progression from grievance to 
action. 
 

 
17 The Clarity Factory, Annual CSO Survey 2025: How Corporate Security Teams Are Investing 
Budgets, Tackling Threats, and Driving Innovation, sponsored by Ontic, 2025, available at: 
https://ontic.co/resources/report/annual-cso-survey-2025/.  

https://ontic.co/resources/report/annual-cso-survey-2025/


 

April 2026  Page | 35 

In addition, the widespread availability of personal information online has dramatically expanded 
the attack surface surrounding executives and their families. Data broker services, public records, 
social media posts, and other digital traces can expose home addresses, personal contacts, travel 
routines, and family members. For example, the security company TorchStone’s analysis found that 
real-time digital visibility, particularly through livestreaming, increasingly creates physical security 
vulnerabilities by revealing location, routines, and environmental details that can be exploited by 
threat actors.18 Their analysis emphasized that threats typically develop over time through 
observable behaviors, and that live content accelerates the attack cycle by providing immediate, 
actionable intelligence to malicious individuals.  
 
The interviews highlighted this convergence repeatedly. Participants described how online 
harassment, data exposure, and reputational attacks frequently precede or accompany physical 
security concerns. Several practitioners emphasized that executive protection teams increasingly 
monitor digital environments not only to manage reputation but also to identify early warning 
signals of potential threats. The implication is that executive protection need to operate across both 
physical and digital domains simultaneously. Programs that treat these domains as separate 
security problems risk overlooking the ways in which online dynamics can translate into real-world 
risk. 

5.4 The contemporary executive as a narrative target 
Modern corporate leaders occupy a public role that diKers significantly from that of executives in 
earlier eras. In addition to managing companies, many executives serve as highly visible public 
figures whose statements and decisions contribute to broader social narratives. Executives 
frequently communicate directly with the public through social media, corporate communications, 
interviews, and public appearances. Corporate decisions can trigger public debate about 
economic policy, social justice, environmental sustainability, or geopolitical issues. As a result, 
executives often become narrative targets within public discourse. 
 
Being a narrative target means that the executive’s identity becomes intertwined with larger stories 
about power, inequality, corporate responsibility, or political ideology. Critics may frame executives 
as representatives of broader systems they oppose. Supporters may portray them as defenders of 
particular economic or political values. This narrative environment intensifies executive exposure. 
Individuals who seek to challenge institutions often find it easier to focus attention on identifiable 
individuals rather than abstract organizations. Executives provide visible faces and recognizable 
names through which public narratives can be personalized. 
 

 
18 TorchStone Global, “When Visibility Becomes Vulnerability: IRL Livestreaming and Real-Time 
Exposure Risk,” March 2, 2025, https://www.torchstoneglobal.com/when-visibility-becomes-
vulnerability/. 

https://www.torchstoneglobal.com/when-visibility-becomes-vulnerability/
https://www.torchstoneglobal.com/when-visibility-becomes-vulnerability/
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From a security perspective, narrative targeting creates unique risks. Hostility directed toward a 
symbolic individual can generate emotional intensity that exceeds the underlying policy dispute. 
Narratives circulating online may exaggerate or distort executive actions, sometimes portraying 
individuals as villains or enemies within broader ideological conflicts. Interview participants 
repeatedly emphasized the importance of understanding these narrative dynamics. Several 
described situations in which executives became targets of online campaigns driven by 
misinterpretations or exaggerations of corporate actions. In such cases, the threat environment 
was shaped less by direct grievances and more by the narratives circulating about the executive in 
digital communities. Understanding these narratives becomes an essential element of modern 
protective intelligence. 

5.5 Why executives are now pressure points against institutions 
The combined eKects of symbolic targeting, digital exposure, and narrative conflict have 
transformed executives into pressure points against institutions. For individuals or groups seeking 
to influence corporate behavior, targeting executives can appear to be a direct and visible method 
of applying pressure. Executives occupy positions where personal safety, institutional authority, 
and public visibility intersect. Harm directed toward an executive can create immediate operational 
disruption, attract media attention, and generate reputational consequences for the organization. 
 
For adversaries, this dynamic oKers strategic advantages. Rather than attempting to challenge a 
large corporation directly, individuals can focus on highly visible leaders whose actions are 
perceived as representative of the institution as a whole. Even nonviolent forms of pressure, such 
as harassment campaigns or protests at private residences, can disrupt executive decision-making 
and impose reputational costs. In fact, the 2025 Edelman Trust Barometer found that 
approximately 40% of respondents thought hostile activism online was a viable means to drive 
change in society.19 
 
These dynamics are not limited to politically motivated actors. Disgruntled employees, dissatisfied 
customers, activist investors, and conspiracy-driven individuals may all view executives as leverage 
points through which to express grievances against organizations. Interview participants frequently 
emphasized this shift. Several noted that corporate leaders increasingly operate in environments 
where their personal security is linked to the organization’s broader public posture. Decisions about 
corporate policy, public communication, or political engagement can have direct implications for 
executive risk. Understanding the modern executive threat environment provides the foundation for 
analyzing how executive protection programs should respond. If threats are increasingly shaped by 
digital dynamics, symbolic targeting, and rapid narrative escalation, then traditional protection 
models focused primarily on physical presence may no longer be suKicient. 
 
 

 
19 Edelman Trust Institute, 2025 Edelman Trust Barometer (Edelman, 2025), 
https://www.edelman.com/trust/2025/trust-barometer.  

https://www.edelman.com/trust/2025/trust-barometer
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Chapter 6. Threat Streams and Risk Drivers 

6.1 Disgruntled employees and insider risk 
Among the various threats facing corporate executives, insider risk consistently appears as one of 
the most persistent and credible sources of danger. Employees and former employees possess a 
level of familiarity with organizational structures, executive routines, and physical facilities that 
external actors rarely possess. This proximity can significantly lower the barriers to targeting 
executives or gaining access to protected spaces.20 Participants across multiple sectors 
emphasized that disgruntled employees represent a recurring concern within executive protection 
programs. Participant 002 described employee grievances as an inevitable feature of large 
organizations, noting that corporations employing thousands or tens of thousands of workers will 
inevitably encounter individuals experiencing conflict, frustration, or disciplinary action. In such 
environments, the potential for grievance-based targeting cannot be eliminated entirely. 
 
Insider threats often emerge from workplace disputes involving termination, demotion, disciplinary 
action, or perceived mistreatment. These situations may generate strong emotional responses that 
evolve into fixation on specific leaders perceived to be responsible for the grievance. Because 
executives represent the authority structure of the organization, they frequently become symbolic 
focal points for anger directed at the institution. From a protective standpoint, insider risk 
underscores the importance of coordination between executive protection, human resources, 
corporate investigations, and workplace threat assessment teams. Early detection of escalating 
grievances, behavioral warning signs, or threatening communications can allow organizations to 
intervene before situations progress toward violence. The insider threat also illustrates a broader 
principle that will recur throughout this monograph, which is that executive protection programs 
cannot function eKectively in isolation from organizational processes that manage conflict and 
employee relations. 

6.2 Employee activism and ideological leakage 
A related but distinct phenomenon involves employee activism, particularly in organizations 
operating within politically or socially contentious industries. Over the past decade, employees 
have increasingly used internal communication platforms and social media to advocate for 
corporate policy changes, challenge leadership decisions, or protest perceived ethical concerns. 
While most forms of employee activism remain nonviolent and protected within organizational 
discourse, they can create environments in which ideological conflict becomes personalized. In 
some cases, internal disputes may spill into public spaces where executives are criticized, 
targeted, or portrayed as responsible for controversial corporate actions. 
 

 
20 An example of this that helped lead to the modern executive protection industry was the kidnapping and 
murder of Sydney J. Reso. See Philip Jett, Taking Mr. Exxon: The Kidnapping of an Oil Giant’s President 
(London: Chronos Books, 2021). 
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Participant interviews indicated that ideological disputes within organizations can sometimes 
produce ideological leakage, where internal disagreements migrate into external activist networks 
or media narratives. Employees or former employees may provide information to journalists, 
advocacy groups, or online communities, amplifying criticism of specific executives. When these 
narratives gain traction, executives may become focal points for external criticism or harassment. 
Although such campaigns often remain reputational in nature, they can escalate into protests, 
harassment, or attempts to confront executives directly at public events. 
 
High-profile examples of this kind of behavior abounds. Employee activism within major technology 
firms has increasingly manifested in direct targeting of senior leadership, particularly at Microsoft 
and Google. At Microsoft, internal dissent escalated into repeated disruptions of executive 
communications, most notably when employees interrupted CEO Satya Nadella’s keynote address 
at the 2025 Build conference to protest the company’s perceived involvement in geopolitical 
conflicts.21 These actions were not isolated, as similar disruptions occurred during other high-
profile executive events, including the company’s 50th anniversary celebration, where leadership 
figures such as Nadella and Bill Gates were publicly confronted.22 In a further escalation, activists, 
including employees, physically occupied oKice space associated with Microsoft President Brad 
Smith, demonstrating a willingness to move beyond symbolic protest into direct intrusion into 
executive environments.23 At Google, employee activism has followed a comparable trajectory, with 
staK staging a sit-in inside the oKice of Google Cloud CEO Thomas Kurian to protest the company’s 
Project Nimbus contract, indicating a broader pattern of internal actors directly targeting executive 
leadership to influence corporate decision-making.24 

6.3 Disgruntled customers and public grievance 
In consumer-facing industries, executives may also face risks arising from customer grievances. 
Companies serving large populations inevitably encounter dissatisfied clients, product complaints, 
service failures, or disputes involving financial loss. While most customer dissatisfaction manifests 
as routine complaints, a small minority of individuals may develop intense grievances against 
corporate leadership. Several participants noted that in large retail or service organizations, 
executives can become symbolic representatives of the company responsible for resolving 

 
21 Jay Peters, “Microsoft Employee Interrupts Satya Nadella During Build Keynote Protest,” The Verge, May 20, 
2025, https://www.theverge.com/news/669362/microsoft-employee-protest-build-conference-satya-
nadella. 
22 Associated Press, “Microsoft Employees Disrupt 50th Anniversary Event, Protest Leadership Over Israel-
Gaza Conflict,” April 2025, https://apnews.com/article/microsoft-protest-employees-fired-israel-gaza-50th-
anniversary-c5b3715fa1800450b8d0f639b492495e. 
23 Todd Bishop, “Protesters Occupy Microsoft Executive O@ice, Company Fires Employees Involved,” 
GeekWire, 2025, https://www.geekwire.com/2025/protesters-deny-planting-listening-devices-inside-
microsoft-execs-o@ice-company-fires-four-workers/. 
24 Billy Perrigo, “Google Workers Stage Sit-In Over Project Nimbus Contract,” Time, April 2024, 
https://time.com/6964364/exclusive-no-tech-for-apartheid-google-workers-protest-project-nimbus-1-2-
billion-contract-with-israel/. 

https://www.theverge.com/news/669362/microsoft-employee-protest-build-conference-satya-nadella
https://www.theverge.com/news/669362/microsoft-employee-protest-build-conference-satya-nadella
https://apnews.com/article/microsoft-protest-employees-fired-israel-gaza-50th-anniversary-c5b3715fa1800450b8d0f639b492495e
https://apnews.com/article/microsoft-protest-employees-fired-israel-gaza-50th-anniversary-c5b3715fa1800450b8d0f639b492495e
https://www.geekwire.com/2025/protesters-deny-planting-listening-devices-inside-microsoft-execs-office-company-fires-four-workers/
https://www.geekwire.com/2025/protesters-deny-planting-listening-devices-inside-microsoft-execs-office-company-fires-four-workers/
https://time.com/6964364/exclusive-no-tech-for-apartheid-google-workers-protest-project-nimbus-1-2-billion-contract-with-israel/
https://time.com/6964364/exclusive-no-tech-for-apartheid-google-workers-protest-project-nimbus-1-2-billion-contract-with-israel/
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perceived injustices. Individuals who believe they have been mistreated may direct anger toward 
the most visible figures associated with the organization. 
 
Participant 003 described this phenomenon as a byproduct of scale. Companies interacting with 
millions of customers create millions of potential points of friction. Although the vast majority of 
these interactions remain routine, a small number may evolve into fixation on the company’s 
leadership. These situations are particularly challenging because the individuals involved often 
have no prior relationship with the executive or direct knowledge of corporate decision-making. 
Their grievances may instead arise from a perception that executives embody the authority 
responsible for the organization’s policies. From a security perspective, customer grievance threats 
often manifest through threatening communications, harassment, or attempts to confront 
executives during public appearances or corporate events. 

6.4 Activism, protest, and pop-up mobilization 
Corporate leaders increasingly operate within environments shaped by organized activism and 
rapidly mobilized protest movements. Activist groups targeting corporate policies may organize 
demonstrations, public campaigns, or direct action events aimed at influencing organizational 
behavior. Unlike traditional protest movements that require significant planning and coordination, 
modern activism can emerge rapidly through digital platforms. Social media enables activists to 
coordinate protests, share information about executive appearances, and mobilize participants 
within short timeframes. 
 
This phenomenon creates what some practitioners describe as pop-up mobilization. 
Demonstrations or confrontations may materialize with little warning in response to news coverage, 
viral social media posts, or activist messaging. Participant 001 emphasized that these dynamics 
require executive protection teams to monitor not only traditional threat indicators but also digital 
activism networks. Events that appear routine from a logistical standpoint can quickly become 
focal points for protest activity if activist groups identify them as opportunities to pressure 
corporate leadership. Although protests are often peaceful and legally protected, they can still 
create operational risks. Crowds, confrontations, and emotionally charged environments increase 
the possibility of physical incidents, particularly when individuals within demonstrations behave 
unpredictably. 

6.5 Fixated persons, harassment, and parasocial behavior 
Another recurring threat category involves fixated individuals, often referred to in the business as 
persons of interest. These individuals develop intense psychological fixation on a particular 
executive or organization, often accompanied by repeated attempts at communication, 
harassment, or unwanted contact. Fixated persons may send large volumes of emails or letters, 
appear repeatedly at corporate oKices or public events, or attempt to establish personal contact 
with executives. In some cases, fixation evolves into threatening behavior or attempts to approach 
executives in person. The digital environment has expanded the opportunities for such behavior. 
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Social media platforms allow individuals to follow executives closely, monitor their activities, and 
communicate directly or indirectly with them. 
 
In addition to fixation based on grievance, some cases involve parasocial behavior, in which 
individuals develop imagined personal relationships with public figures. Executives who appear 
frequently in media or maintain strong online presences may inadvertently attract individuals who 
perceive themselves as personally connected to them. Participants reported that these cases 
require careful management because the behavior may initially appear benign but can escalate 
unpredictably. Protective intelligence and behavioral threat assessment play critical roles in 
distinguishing between harmless communication and concerning patterns of fixation. 

6.6 Opportunistic violence versus targeted violence 
Executive protection programs must also consider the distinction between targeted violence and 
opportunistic violence. Targeted violence involves individuals who intentionally seek to harm a 
specific executive. These incidents typically follow recognizable behavioral pathways and may 
include warning signs such as threats, fixation, or escalating grievance. Opportunistic violence, by 
contrast, occurs when executives encounter violence not directed specifically at them. Examples 
include public shootings, violent crime in urban environments, or spontaneous confrontations 
occurring near executive movements. 
 
Participant 004 noted that in many operational contexts, opportunistic violence may represent a 
more immediate concern than deliberate targeting. Executives frequently travel through public 
environments such as airports, hotels, restaurants, and conference venues where unpredictable 
incidents may occur. The distinction between these threat types has significant implications for 
executive protection strategy. Targeted violence emphasizes threat assessment and intelligence 
analysis, while opportunistic violence emphasizes situational awareness, advance planning, and 
environmental risk mitigation. EKective protection programs have a need to address both forms of 
risk simultaneously. 

6.7 Travel and environmental risk 
Travel represents one of the most consistent sources of executive exposure. Corporate leaders 
routinely travel domestically and internationally for meetings, conferences, site visits, and public 
appearances. Each travel event introduces new environmental risks, logistical complexities, and 
jurisdictional challenges. Participants consistently emphasized the importance of advance work 
and location-specific intelligence when managing executive travel. Environmental risks may 
include crime, political instability, civil unrest, transportation disruptions, or health emergencies. In 
some cases, travel locations may present elevated risks due to political sensitivities, regulatory 
disputes, or activist attention. Even routine travel can expose executives to unfamiliar environments 
where protective teams must rely on local partners, law enforcement coordination, or contracted 
security providers. 
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6.8 Cross-border and organized criminal risk 
While many executive protection threats arise from grievance-driven individuals, some 
environments also present risks associated with organized criminal activity or cross-border security 
challenges. Executives traveling internationally may encounter risks including kidnapping, 
extortion, organized theft, or politically motivated violence. These risks vary significantly by region 
and require careful assessment prior to travel. In some jurisdictions, criminal groups specifically 
target wealthy individuals or foreign business leaders for financial gain. Executives associated with 
high-profile corporations may therefore attract attention from opportunistic criminals seeking 
ransom or publicity. Participants noted that managing these risks often requires coordination with 
local security partners, law enforcement agencies, and regional intelligence providers. Advance 
planning, secure transportation arrangements, and situational awareness are particularly 
important in higher-risk environments. 

6.9 Family and household exposure 
Executive protection concerns increasingly extend beyond the executive alone to include family 
members and household environments. Because executives often maintain public visibility, 
information about their families can become accessible through social media, public records, or 
data broker services. Family members may face harassment, unwanted contact, or attempts at 
intimidation directed toward the executive indirectly. In some cases, adversaries may view family 
members as more accessible targets than executives themselves. Participant interviews 
highlighted that modern executive protection programs frequently incorporate measures designed 
to protect residential environments and family privacy. These measures may include privacy audits, 
data removal eKorts, home security assessments, and personal safety guidance for family 
members. Family exposure illustrates another dimension of the collapse between personal and 
professional security boundaries. Corporate leaders do not leave their public roles behind when 
they return home, and threats against them may extend into private life. 

6.10 Reputational targeting as a precursor to physical exposure 
One of the most significant themes emerging from both the literature and the interviews is the 
relationship between reputational targeting and physical exposure. Hostility directed toward 
executives often begins as reputational attacks rather than direct physical threats. Online 
harassment campaigns, media criticism, activist messaging, or conspiracy narratives can create 
environments in which executives are portrayed as responsible for perceived injustices or 
controversies. These narratives may attract attention from individuals predisposed toward 
confrontation or violence. For executive protection programs, reputational targeting therefore 
functions as an important early warning indicator. Monitoring digital narratives, media coverage, 
and activist messaging can help identify situations where hostility toward an executive is 
intensifying. This observation reinforces the central argument emerging throughout this monograph 
that modern executive protection must integrate protective intelligence, digital monitoring, and 
operational security into a unified framework capable of detecting risks before they translate into 
physical threats. 
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Chapter 7. Case Anchors in the Threat Environment 

7.1 The Brian Thompson assassination and its implications 
In executive protection, certain incidents act as catalysts that alter corporate perceptions of 
executive vulnerability.. One such event referenced by all practitioners in this study was the 
assassination of Brian Thompson, Chief Executive OKicer of UnitedHealthcare.25 Although 
corporate leaders have historically faced threats ranging from kidnapping to politically motivated 
violence, the killing of a sitting CEO of one of the largest healthcare companies in the United States 
crystallized a series of concerns that had been gradually building across industries. The incident 
demonstrated that senior corporate leaders could become direct targets in ways that bypass 
traditional institutional protections. 
 
Participants in this research repeatedly cited the event as an example of how modern executives 
occupy increasingly exposed positions within public life. In many organizations, the case prompted 
renewed internal discussions about executive risk, personal security measures, and the resilience 
of corporate leadership structures. Several participants described the incident as a wake-up 
moment for boards and senior leadership teams. Executives who had previously viewed executive 
protection primarily as a logistical or prestige-related service began to reconsider it as a 
fundamental element of organizational risk management. 
 
The case also highlighted how rapidly reputational controversy, public grievance, and personal 
targeting can converge around corporate leaders. In the contemporary information environment, 
executives often serve as highly visible representatives of corporate policies that aKect millions of 
people. When controversy emerges, the personal exposure of executives increases accordingly. The 
event served as a vivid reminder that corporate leadership itself can become a focal point of 
confrontation within broader social and political conflicts. 

7.2 Why UnitedHealthcare changed the conversation 
The UnitedHealthcare case altered the conversation surrounding executive protection in several 
important ways. To start, the scale and visibility of the organization involved drew widespread 
attention. UnitedHealthcare is not only a major corporation but also a central actor within the 
American healthcare system. As a result, the killing of its chief executive carried symbolic 
significance beyond the organization itself. The event showed how corporate leaders associated 
with large, influential institutions may become targets within broader public debates about policy, 
economics, and social systems. In addition, the incident exposed the vulnerability created by the 
public visibility of modern corporate leadership. Executives today frequently appear at 
conferences, investor events, industry forums, and public-facing corporate functions. While these 

 
25 Reuters, “UnitedHealthcare Executive Killed in Manhattan in Targeted Attack,” December 4, 2024, 
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/unitedhealthcare-ceo-fatally-shot-ny-post-reports-2024-12-04/. 
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activities serve important business purposes, they also increase exposure to individuals outside 
the organization. 
 
Importantly, the case emphasized the connection between corporate leadership risk and business 
continuity. The sudden loss of a chief executive can create immediate uncertainty for markets, 
employees, and partners. Leadership transitions triggered by violence or unexpected tragedy can 
disrupt corporate strategy and investor confidence. Participant 009 specifically called out the 
shareholder lawsuit that alleged that UnitedHealth misled investors about its corporate strategy 
following the murder of Thompson, particularly by failing to disclose how public backlash and 
scrutiny would force changes to its claims-denial practices and financial outlook.26 The complaint 
argued that these omissions led to inflated earnings expectations and subsequent shareholder 
losses when the company later revised its projections downward amid mounting criticism and 
regulatory pressure.  
 
Participants noted that boards and senior leadership teams increasingly recognize this connection. 
Executive protection in this environment serves as a mechanism for ensuring leadership continuity 
and institutional stability. Finally, the event demonstrated how quickly public narratives surrounding 
corporations can translate into risks for individual leaders. Even when hostility is directed primarily 
at corporate policies or industries, executives may become focal points for that hostility. In this 
sense, the UnitedHealthcare case reinforced the central theme of the previous chapters that 
executives have become symbolic pressure points against institutions. 

7.3 The changing psychology of executive vulnerability 
The psychological dimension of executive risk has also evolved. Historically, many corporate 
leaders viewed personal security measures with skepticism. Visible protection details were 
sometimes perceived as excessive, unnecessary, or incompatible with corporate culture 
emphasizing accessibility and openness. However, incidents involving violence against executives 
can significantly alter these perceptions. Participants in this study noted that high-profile cases 
often produce a shift in how executives and boards think about vulnerability. 
 
Executives increasingly recognize that their personal security is tied to the stability of the 
organizations they lead. Harm directed at an executive can have consequences far beyond the 
individual, aKecting corporate operations, shareholder value, and employee confidence. This 
recognition often produces greater willingness among executives to adopt security measures that 
might previously have been resisted. Examples mentioned were formal executive protection 
programs, digital privacy reviews, residential security assessments, structured travel security 
planning, and protective intelligence monitoring. The psychological shift is particularly important 

 
26 Jakob Emerson, “UnitedHealth Shareholder Sues Over Corporate Strategy Following CEO 
Murder,” Becker’s Payer Issues, May 7, 2025, https://www.beckerspayer.com/payer/unitedhealth-
shareholder-sues-over-corporate-strategy-following-ceo-murder/.  
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because executive cooperation is essential for eKective protection. Even the most sophisticated 
protection systems cannot function properly if executives decline to follow basic security practices 
or refuse to accept protective resources. Catalytic incidents therefore play an important role in 
aligning executive perceptions with the realities of modern threat environments. 

7.4 Other catalytic incidents and near misses 
Although the UnitedHealthcare case occupies a prominent position in contemporary discussions 
of executive risk, it is not the only event shaping corporate attitudes toward executive protection. 
Participants referenced a range of incidents that have contributed to evolving perceptions of 
executive vulnerability, including targeted violence against corporate leaders in international 
contexts, kidnapping attempts against High and Ultra High Net Worth individuals (HNW/UHNW), 
harassment campaigns directed at technology executives, activist protests targeting executives at 
public events or private residences, and violent incidents occurring near corporate venues or 
executive travel locations. In many cases, these events did not result in the death or injury of 
executives but nonetheless exposed significant gaps in corporate security practices, as near 
misses (situations in which an executive narrowly avoided harm) often generate lessons that 
materially influence subsequent security planning. 
 
For example, executives attending public conferences or industry gatherings may encounter protest 
activity, disruptive individuals, or hostile crowds. Although these incidents may not involve direct 
threats, they can expose weaknesses in event security planning or advance coordination. Similarly, 
digital harassment campaigns targeting corporate leaders can reveal how easily personal 
information becomes accessible online. Once exposed, this information can facilitate attempts to 
locate executives or confront them outside controlled environments. Collectively, these incidents 
illustrate that executive protection challenges rarely emerge from a single type of threat. Instead, 
they arise from a combination of grievance-driven behavior, public activism, opportunistic crime, 
and digital exposure. 

7.5 How major incidents reshape budgets, posture, and board expectations 
One of the most consistent findings across the interviews was that major security incidents often 
reshape corporate security priorities. When high-profile events demonstrate the vulnerability of 
corporate leaders, organizations frequently reassess the adequacy of their existing protection 
programs. This reassessment typically manifests in several ways as security budgets may increase. 
Boards and senior executives may become more willing to allocate resources for executive 
protection personnel, protective intelligence capabilities, or digital privacy services. 
 
Organizations may adopt a more proactive security posture. Instead of responding only to specific 
threats, companies may implement structured protection programs that include advance planning, 
risk assessments, and regular monitoring of executive exposure. Expectations from boards and 
governance bodies often evolve. Directors responsible for overseeing corporate risk management 
may begin asking more detailed questions about executive protection capabilities, contingency 
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planning, and crisis response procedures. Participants described this process as part of a broader 
pattern in corporate risk management. Security investments often increase following major 
incidents that reveal previously underestimated risks. Once organizations recognize the potential 
consequences of executive vulnerability, protective measures become easier to justify. In this 
sense, catalytic events function as organizational learning mechanisms. They transform abstract 
risks into tangible scenarios that leadership teams can no longer ignore. 

Chapter 8. Political Risk, Lower Thresholds for Violence, and AI-
Enhanced Threats 

8.1 Increased political risk and corporate politicization 
One of the most significant structural changes aKecting executive protection is the growing 
politicization of corporate leadership.27 In earlier decades, corporations often attempted to 
maintain relatively neutral public profiles, focusing primarily on commercial activities. Today, 
however, corporations frequently operate at the intersection of political debate, regulatory conflict, 
and social controversy. Several forces contribute to this shift. Governments increasingly regulate 
corporate behavior in areas such as environmental policy, labor practices, data privacy, and 
financial governance. Activist investors and advocacy groups routinely pressure companies to 
adopt specific positions on social and political issues. At the same time, executives themselves 
often engage publicly on matters ranging from public health to geopolitical conflict. 
 
As a result, corporate leaders are more likely to become associated with political narratives and 
ideological debates. In some cases, corporate decisions are interpreted through partisan lenses 
even when they originate from operational or regulatory considerations. This politicization expands 
the potential threat landscape for executives by exposing them to hostility from individuals or 
groups motivated by ideological grievances. Participants in this study consistently noted that 
political polarization has increased the intensity of public reactions to corporate actions. Decisions 
involving layoKs, pricing strategies, environmental commitments, or regulatory compliance can 
quickly become the subject of political criticism. In such contexts, executives may be portrayed not 
simply as business leaders but as representatives of broader political positions. 

8.2 The lower threshold for violence 
Alongside the politicization of corporate leadership, many practitioners perceive a lower threshold 
for violence in contemporary society. This does not necessarily mean that attacks on executives 
have become widespread, but rather that the social and psychological constraints that once 

 
27 Jill E. Fisch and Je@ Schwartz, “How Did Corporations Get Stuck in Politics and Can They Escape?” 
University of Chicago Business Law Review 3, no. 2 (2024), https://businesslawreview.uchicago.edu/print-
archive/how-did-corporations-get-stuck-politics-and-can-they-escape; Emily Lang, “Rethinking Strategy in a 
Hyperpolitical World,” Harvard Business Review, February 26, 2026, https://hbr.org/2026/02/rethinking-
strategy-in-a-hyperpolitical-world. 
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discouraged escalation appear weaker in certain contexts. Several factors contribute to this shift. 
Online environments often reward extreme rhetoric, with social media amplifying emotionally 
charged language and fostering communities that reinforce grievances and legitimize hostility 
toward institutions and authority figures. At the same time, many contemporary grievance 
narratives frame institutions as fundamentally illegitimate or corrupt, leading some individuals to 
view confrontation with their representatives, including corporate executives, as morally justified. 
Survey data reinforces this concern, with nearly one in four Americans indicating that political 
violence may be justified to “save” the country.28 Within this environment, participants consistently 
observed that individuals are more willing to escalate confrontational behavior than in the past, 
with what might once have remained rhetorical hostility now manifesting in attempts to confront 
executives in person, disrupt events, or issue threats of violence. 

8.3 The acceleration of grievance into action 
A closely related phenomenon involves the acceleration of grievance development. In traditional 
threat models, the progression from grievance to violence often occurred over extended periods. 
Individuals experiencing conflict with organizations or leaders might gradually escalate their 
behavior through threatening communications or persistent harassment before attempting 
physical action. In the contemporary environment, that progression can unfold much more rapidly. 
Digital communication platforms allow grievances to form and intensify quickly. Individuals who 
encounter controversial news stories, online narratives, or conspiracy theories may experience 
immediate emotional reactions. Online communities can reinforce these reactions by providing 
validation, encouragement, or shared ideological framing. The result is a compressed timeline 
between grievance formation and potential action. Instead of evolving slowly through months or 
years of escalating hostility, some threats may emerge within days or even hours of triggering 
events. Participants in this research emphasized the operational implications of this acceleration. 
Executive protection teams must monitor emerging narratives and signals continuously because 
threats may develop faster than traditional intelligence cycles anticipate. 

8.4 AI as force multiplier for novice threat actors 
Technological change is introducing another important variable into the threat environment. 
Artificial intelligence tools, particularly publicly accessible generative AI systems, can significantly 
expand the capabilities of individuals who previously lacked technical expertise. Although AI 
technologies oKer enormous benefits across many domains, they also function as force multipliers 
for novice actors seeking to gather information, impersonate individuals, or plan activities directed 
toward targets. Not only did a majority of participants reference this threat, outside research 
validates this as well. The company 360 Privacy issued a report that argues that advances in data 
brokerage and AI have eliminated the “practical obscurity” that once protected individuals, making 

 
28 Public Religion Research Institute (PRRI), Threats to American Democracy Ahead of an Unprecedented 
Presidential Election: Findings from the 2023 American Values Survey, October 25, 2023, 
https://prri.org/research/threats-to-american-democracy-ahead-of-an-unprecedented-presidential-
election/. 
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it possible to rapidly assemble detailed personal profiles using only publicly available information.29 
As a result, the barriers between digital exposure and physical targeting have largely collapsed, 
meaning that discoverability itself has become a primary driver of vulnerability and must now be 
actively managed rather than assumed. 
 
AI systems can assist users in organizing large volumes of that publicly available information. 
Open-source data about corporate leaders, including media interviews, conference appearances, 
social media posts, and public records, can be aggregated and analyzed more eKiciently using 
automated tools. Individuals seeking to identify patterns in executive travel, public appearances, or 
personal interests may therefore be able to assemble detailed profiles using relatively modest 
technical resources. While most of this information is already publicly available, AI tools reduce the 
time and expertise required to compile and analyze it. Also, AI systems can assist users in 
conducting basic research about locations, travel logistics, or event environments. Individuals 
seeking to identify vulnerabilities in public venues, transportation systems, or corporate facilities 
may use AI tools to generate summaries or suggestions based on publicly available information. 
While such assistance does not replace operational expertise, it can reduce the barriers faced by 
inexperienced actors attempting to plan disruptive actions. 
 
 

 
29 Chris Wingfield, “The Discoverability Problem: How AI Collapsed Practical Obscurity,” 360 
Privacy, 2025, https://360privacy.io/reports-guides/the-discoverability-problem/.  
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Part IV. What Executive Protection Is Actually For 

Chapter 9. The Point of Executive Protection 

9.1 Beyond bodyguarding 
One of the most consistent themes emerging from the interviews is that executive protection 
cannot be understood simply as bodyguarding. While physical protection remains an important 
component, participants across roles and sectors assessed that modern executive protection is a 
multi-layered risk-management function incorporating intelligence, planning, digital exposure 
mitigation, and operational coordination. This view was expressed across corporate, vendor, and 
intelligence roles. Participants 002, 003, 005, 007, 009, 013, 016, 020, and 021 all identified 
executive protection as extending far beyond the traditional image of a close protection agent 
accompanying a principal. In many corporate environments, the public perception of executive 
protection remains shaped by visible security details associated with political leaders or 
celebrities. In practice, however, the majority of executive protection activity occurs before 
exposure ever materializes. 
 
Participants working in intelligence and program leadership roles assessed that advance planning, 
threat monitoring, and logistical coordination frequently determine whether a risk is encountered at 
all (Participants 003, 007, 016, 018, 020). Similarly, operational practitioners assessed that the 
visible component of protection is often the least analytically significant part of the system 
(Participants 009, 019, 025). Participant 002 defined executive protection explicitly as a risk-
management discipline, not a reactive security function. Participant 013 reinforced this view from a 
protective intelligence perspective, explaining that the most important interventions often occur 
upstream in threat identification and behavioral assessment. Participant 006 captured the 
operational reality succinctly: the most eKective protection is often invisible. When programs 
function properly, executives complete activities without ever encountering the risks that have been 
mitigated in advance. 

9.2 Threat avoidance over threat confrontation 
The emphasis on prevention leads directly to a second core principle, which is threat avoidance is 
more important than threat confrontation. Participants with operational experience consistently 
assessed that confrontation represents a failure of earlier layers rather than a desired outcome. 
Participants 009, 010, 019, and 025 identified advance work as the most critical element of 
executive protection. This includes venue assessment, route planning, environmental analysis, and 
coordination with external stakeholders. Participants from intelligence and program leadership 
roles reinforced this perspective. Participant 003 stated that the most eKective protective action 
often involves modifying conditions rather than preparing for confrontation. Participant 007 
assessed that risk can frequently be reduced through adjustments to travel, timing, or exposure, 
rather than by increasing personnel or visible security. Participant 016 identified that intelligence-
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driven adjustments, such as altering itineraries based on emerging information, often eliminate 
exposure entirely. Participant 018 assessed that many threats never reach operational stages 
precisely because they are identified and managed early. Across the dataset, participants aligned 
on a consistent conclusion that executive protection succeeds when threats are interrupted, 
displaced, or avoided, not when they are confronted. The goal is not to respond eKectively to 
danger, but to ensure that danger does not materialize in operational space. 

9.3 Protecting people, business continuity, and governance 
Participants consistently framed executive protection as a mechanism for protecting organizational 
continuity, not merely individual safety. Corporate executives represent critical nodes within 
organizational decision-making structures. Participants 005, 011, 016, 020, 025, and 026 assessed 
that harm to senior leadership can produce cascading eKects across strategy, operations, investor 
confidence, and organizational stability. Participant 001 defined executive protection explicitly as a 
business continuity function, a view reinforced by Participant 020, who stated that global 
protection programs must be aligned with broader enterprise resilience planning. Participant 025 
identified that executive disruption can directly aKect operational tempo and decision velocity in 
financial environments. Participants also identified the governance dimension of executive 
protection. Participant 003 stated that executive safety should be understood as a board-level 
concern, particularly in environments where leadership concentration is high. Participant 011 
assessed that executive protection decisions increasingly intersect with governance, risk, and 
compliance frameworks. Participants 005 and 016 further assessed that executives are not only 
operational leaders but also symbolic and reputational assets, meaning that threats to executives 
often carry institutional consequences beyond physical harm. These findings reinforce a central 
conclusion that executive protection functions as a continuity and governance mechanism, not 
simply a personal security service. 

9.4 EP as risk reduction, not risk elimination 
Another consistent theme across the interviews is that executive protection is fundamentally about 
risk reduction, not risk elimination. Participants across corporate and private-sector environments 
assessed that executives must remain accessible and operationally active. Participants 004, 011, 
015, 016, and 025 reported that unlike government leaders, corporate executives cannot operate 
within fully controlled environments. Participant 002 explained that protection programs therefore 
focus on identifying and reducing the most significant vulnerabilities rather than attempting to 
eliminate all possible threats. Participant 015 assessed that over-securitization can be 
counterproductive, limiting executive eKectiveness and organizational agility. Participant 021 
identified that scalability constraints further reinforce this reality. Resources must be allocated 
proportionally, which requires prioritization rather than absolute coverage. Participant 026 
assessed that protection programs must balance cost, risk, and operational necessity. This risk-
based approach aligns executive protection with broader enterprise risk management principles. 
The objective is to reduce the probability and impact of adverse events to acceptable levels while 
enabling the organization to function eKectively. 



 

April 2026  Page | 50 

9.5 EP as executive enablement 
Participants also consistently framed executive protection as a form of executive enablement. 
Rather than constraining executive activity, protection programs allow leaders to operate 
confidently in complex and sometimes high-risk environments. Participants 001, 003, 007, 015, 
020, and 025 assessed that without appropriate protective planning, executives may avoid travel, 
public engagement, or strategic interactions. Participant 016 reported that eKective protection 
programs allow executives to maintain demanding travel schedules while minimizing exposure. 
Participant 024, working in the high-net-worth context, assessed that protection enables clients to 
operate globally without constant concern about personal risk. Participants also identified the role 
of trust in enabling executive behavior. Participant 010 reported that executives are more willing to 
follow protective guidance when it is integrated seamlessly into operations. Participant 015 
assessed that executive cooperation is directly tied to how well protection aligns with business 
needs. Participant 003 observed that when trust exists, executives are more likely to engage in 
activities that support business growth, public communication, and stakeholder engagement. In 
this sense, executive protection serves as an enabling infrastructure, supporting both security and 
organizational performance. 

9.6 EP as trust, continuity, and business eMiciency 
The eKectiveness of executive protection programs depends heavily on trust, integration, and 
operational eKiciency. Participants across roles reported that protection programs fail when 
executives do not trust the system. Participants 002, 010, 015, and 024 identified that executive 
resistance often stems from poorly communicated or overly intrusive security measures. 
Participant 004 emphasized that trust must be built through consistent performance and 
demonstrated competence. Participant 013 explained that intelligence credibility plays a central 
role in this process—recommendations must be clearly tied to evidence and context. Participants 
also identified eKiciency gains associated with mature protection programs. Participant 007 
observed that intelligence-led planning reduces uncertainty and improves coordination. Participant 
020 stated that integrated programs reduce duplication and improve response speed. Operational 
practitioners reinforced this point. Participants 009, 019, and 025 reported how advance planning 
reduces last-minute disruptions and allows executives to move eKiciently through complex 
environments. The result is a system in which protection enhances—not hinders—operational 
eKiciency. 

9.7 Why EP is not personal privilege 
A final theme emerging from the interviews is the persistent misconception that executive 
protection is a personal privilege rather than a risk-management function. Participants across 
sectors rejected this framing. Participants 003, 005, 011, 020, 025, and 026 assessed that executive 
protection should be understood as a corporate safeguard, not an individual benefit. Participant 
001 compared executive protection to other risk controls such as cybersecurity and insurance. 
Participant 005 identified that executives are often targeted because of their organizational role, not 
their personal identity. Participant 016 assessed that in many cases, executives become proxies for 
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broader grievances against institutions. Participant 020 highlighted that boards increasingly 
recognize executive protection as part of enterprise risk oversight. Participant 011 assessed that 
the consequences of executive harm extend far beyond the individual. Participant 002 reinforced 
this point by explaining that executive disruption can create immediate operational and 
reputational consequences, particularly in organizations with concentrated leadership structures. 
These findings support the conclusion that executive protection is not a discretionary service. It is a 
structured risk-control mechanism designed to protect institutional continuity, leadership function, 
and organizational stability. 
 
--- 
 
Across all sections, the interviews converge on a unified understanding of executive protection. It is 
not defined by proximity, visibility, or confrontation. It is defined by anticipation, prevention, 
integration, and continuity. The point of executive protection is to ensure that the executive can 
operate and that the organization can endure despite an increasingly hostile threat environment. 

Chapter 10. Typology of Existing Executive Protection Models 
The preceding chapters established both the evolving threat environment facing corporate leaders 
and the conceptual shift in executive protection from a narrow physical-security function to a 
broader enterprise risk and continuity capability. Having defined the problem space, the next step is 
to examine how executive protection programs are actually structured in practice. Across the 
interviews, participants consistently assessed that there is no single dominant or standardized 
model of executive protection. Instead, programs tend to emerge organically, shaped by 
organizational culture, leadership expectations, threat exposure, regulatory environment, and 
available resources. Participants 003, 007, 015, 020, and 025 all reported that executive protection 
programs are often the product of incremental development rather than deliberate design. 
 
Despite this variability, recurring structural patterns appear across organizations. These patterns 
can be understood as archetypal models, each anchored in a particular organizing logic whether 
risk prioritization, intelligence, threat management, travel infrastructure, or digital exposure. 
Participants across sectors, including corporate security leaders (Participants 015, 020, 025, 026), 
intelligence professionals (Participants 003, 007, 013, 018), private-sector providers (Participants 
001, 002, 004, 024), and operational practitioners (Participants 009, 010, 019), consistently 
assessed these models as partial systems rather than complete architectures. Understanding 
these archetypes provides the analytical foundation for the integrated model developed later in the 
monograph. 

10.1 A tiered risk allocation model 
The most widely observed structure across the interviews is the tiered risk allocation model, in 
which protection resources are distributed according to executive rank, role, and perceived 
exposure. Participants 002, 003, 011, 015, 016, 020, 025, and 026 all reported some form of tiering 
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as the default organizational approach. In most cases, the CEO receives the highest level of 
protection, often including dedicated personnel and structured travel support, while other 
executives receive variable coverage based on risk conditions. Participant 002 explained this model 
as a practical necessity, given limited resources and expanding executive populations. Participant 
025 assessed that financial and staKing constraints require prioritization across leadership teams. 
 
Participant 003 reported that many organizations begin with the assumption that the CEO 
represents the most critical node in terms of decision-making and visibility. Participant 016 
reinforced this from an operational perspective, highlighting that board members and senior 
executives may receive protection dynamically based on exposure. However, participants across 
multiple roles identified clear limitations. Participants 005, 007, 015, 020, and 022 assessed that 
risk does not map cleanly to hierarchy. Executives involved in controversial decisions, regulatory 
disputes, or public-facing roles may face higher exposure than more senior but less visible leaders. 
Participant 007 observed that reputational narratives can rapidly elevate the risk profile of non-CEO 
executives. Participant 020 identified that organizations increasingly encounter distributed 
exposure across leadership teams, particularly in large multinational environments. As a result, 
while the tiered model provides administrative clarity, participants consistently assessed it as 
insuKicient on its own. It must be supplemented by dynamic risk assessment to account for 
changing exposure conditions. 

10.2 Protective-intelligence-led model 
A second major archetype is the protective-intelligence-led model, in which intelligence functions 
as the central organizing principle of executive protection. Participants 003, 007, 013, 016, 018, and 
020 assessed that modern protection programs increasingly rely on intelligence to identify, assess, 
and prioritize threats. Participant 002 defined protective intelligence as the analytical engine of 
contemporary executive protection. Participants working in intelligence roles outlined the range of 
inputs involved. These include online monitoring, behavioral analysis, reputational tracking, 
internal reporting, and coordination with investigations functions (Participants 007, 013, 018). 
Participant 016 emphasized the importance of integrating intelligence into executive-level decision-
making. Participant 005 identified that digital narratives and online hostility often provide early 
indicators of emerging threats. Participant 018 assessed that intelligence functions must filter large 
volumes of data to identify actionable signals. Participants 003 and 020 both assessed that 
intelligence must be integrated with operations, not treated as a standalone function. Intelligence 
insights must inform advance planning, travel decisions, and executive engagement strategies. At 
the same time, participants identified limitations. Participant 009 observed that intelligence cannot 
fully address opportunistic or environmental risks. Participant 019 assessed that not all threats 
originate from identifiable actors; some emerge from situational exposure. The intelligence-led 
model therefore provides a powerful analytical foundation, but participants consistently stressed 
that it must be paired with operational capabilities. 
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10.3 Threat-management-centric model 
Closely related to the intelligence-led approach is the threat-management-centric model, which 
focuses on identifying and managing individuals who exhibit concerning behaviors. Participants 
003, 005, 013, 018, and 022 identified threat management as a core capability for addressing 
targeted violence risk. Participant 013 emphasized the importance of behavioral assessment in 
identifying escalation patterns. Participant 001 described threat management as inherently 
multidisciplinary, involving coordination with HR, legal, investigations, and external partners. 
Participant 022 reinforced this, noting that intelligence and investigations functions often converge 
in threat management cases. Participants 005 and 018 assessed that many threats originate from 
individuals driven by grievance rather than organized adversaries. Early identification of fixation, 
communication patterns, or escalation behaviors can allow for intervention before physical risk 
develops. However, participants also assessed that threat management is not suKicient as a 
standalone model. Participant 002 identified that even robust threat assessment programs cannot 
address risks arising from travel, environmental exposure, or spontaneous encounters. Participant 
016 assessed that threat management focuses on known or emerging actors but does not fully 
address broader operational exposure. As a result, participants consistently assessed threat 
management as a critical but incomplete component of executive protection. 

10.4 Travel risk wrapper model 
A fourth archetype identified across the interviews is the travel risk wrapper model, in which 
executive protection is embedded within travel risk management systems. Participants 003, 004, 
007, 015, 020, 021, and 025 all reported that travel represents one of the most consistent sources 
of executive exposure. As a result, many organizations develop protection capabilities through 
travel infrastructure. Participant 003 explained that travel programs often provide the initial 
governance framework for executive protection, including approval processes, risk assessments, 
and communication systems. Participant 021 emphasized that travel systems oKer scalability 
across geographies. Participant 015 reported that travel creates continuous exposure due to 
movement across environments with varying risk profiles. Participant 020 emphasized the 
importance of integrating GSOC capabilities to monitor executive movements globally. Operational 
practitioners reinforced the centrality of travel. Participants 009, 010, and 019 reported that 
advance work, route planning, and local coordination are most consistently applied in travel 
contexts. However, participants also identified limitations. Participant 005 reported that digital and 
reputational risks often emerge outside travel contexts. Participant 007 assessed that internal 
organizational risks, such as employee grievances, may not be captured by travel systems. 
Participant 025 identified that travel-centric models may create blind spots in static environments, 
such as headquarters or residential locations. Thus, while travel risk provides a strong operational 
backbone, participants consistently assessed it as insuKicient as a standalone model. 

10.5 Digital executive protection integration model 
A fifth and increasingly important archetype is the digital executive protection integration model, 
reflecting the growing importance of online exposure and cyber-enabled risk. Participants 005, 007, 
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016, 018, and 019 assessed that digital exposure now plays a central role in executive vulnerability. 
Participant 005 reported that personal data, reputational narratives, and online targeting often 
precede physical risk. Participant 019 described digital protection as focused on interrupting 
surveillance and targeting pathways, including data aggregation, pattern-of-life exposure, and 
open-source research. Participants 007 and 018 emphasized that digital monitoring provides early 
indicators of grievance escalation, harassment campaigns, or coordinated targeting. Participant 
016 highlighted the need to integrate digital insights into operational planning. Participant 002 
reported that individuals seeking to target executives often begin with publicly available 
information. Participant 013 assessed that digital signals must be interpreted within behavioral 
context to be actionable. Despite its importance, participants consistently assessed digital 
protection as unevenly integrated. Participant 020 reported that responsibilities are often split 
between cybersecurity, vendors, and security teams. Participant 021 identified that many 
organizations lack clear ownership of digital exposure. Participant 024, working with high-net-worth 
clients, observed that digital exposure is often one of the primary drivers of risk in private-sector 
environments. As a result, digital executive protection represents a rapidly evolving but still 
incomplete model. 

10.6 Why these are archetypes, not complete solutions 
The five models described above—tiered allocation, intelligence-led protection, threat 
management, travel integration, and digital protection—capture the dominant approaches 
currently observed in executive protection programs. However, participants across the dataset 
consistently assessed that no organization operates exclusively within a single model. Participants 
003, 007, 015, 020, and 025 all reported programs that combine elements from multiple 
archetypes. Participant 003 reported that programs often evolve incrementally, layering capabilities 
over time rather than following a formal design. Participant 004 characterised executive protection 
as an assemblage of capabilities, a characterization reinforced by Participants 021 and 026, who 
assessed the lack of unified architecture in many organizations. 
 
Participants 002 and 013 identified that diKerent components often operate with weak integration 
logic, limiting overall eKectiveness. Participant 020 reported that integration challenges are 
particularly pronounced in large multinational environments. Participant 016 emphasized that even 
mature programs often lack clear decision frameworks linking intelligence, operations, and 
resource allocation. Across the interviews, a consistent conclusion emerges: the field possesses 
valuable components but lacks a coherent system. These archetypes should therefore be 
understood as analytical building blocks, not complete solutions. Each addresses a specific 
dimension of executive risk, but none integrates those dimensions into a unified operational 
architecture. This insight reinforces the central problem facing executive protection is not a lack of 
tools, capabilities, or experience. It is a lack of integration, structure, and formalized decision logic. 
The following chapters build on this foundation by developing a model capable of integrating these 
components into a coherent, scalable, and intelligence-driven system. 
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Chapter 11. Most EWective Models and Why They Work 
The preceding chapter identified several archetypal structures currently used in executive 
protection programs. However, identifying structural patterns alone does not explain which 
approaches actually produce eKective protection outcomes. To address this question, the 
interviews examined how practitioners evaluate diKerent operational models based on their real-
world experience managing executive risk. Across the dataset, a clear consensus emerged around 
several interlocking principles. The most eKective executive protection programs tend to be 
intelligence-led, risk-informed, integrated across organizational functions, and built around strong 
internal capabilities supplemented by external resources when necessary. Participants from 
corporate security leadership, operational executive protection, intelligence, digital protection, and 
private-sector advisory roles repeatedly identified these features as the diKerence between mature 
programs and superficial ones (Participants 001, 002, 003, 005, 007, 008, 013, 015, 016, 018, 020, 
021, 025, 026). 
 
Participants consistently contrasted these approaches with less eKective models that rely primarily 
on title, static coverage, ad hoc deployment, or visible security presence divorced from intelligence 
and planning. The strongest programs, by contrast, combine multiple layers of intelligence, 
advance work, flexible deployment, and organizational integration into systems designed to 
anticipate and mitigate risk before it becomes operationally disruptive (Participants 003, 005, 009, 
010, 019, 020, 025). 

11.1 Intelligence-led and risk-informed protection 
Among all themes identified in the interviews, the most consistent was the importance of 
intelligence-led protection planning. Participants repeatedly assessed that executive protection 
decisions should be driven by analysis of the threat environment rather than by fixed protocols, 
habit, or executive title alone. This theme appeared across intelligence, operational, and 
governance-oriented roles. Participants 003, 007, 008, 013, 016, 018, and 020 all stressed that 
protective intelligence provides the analytical foundation for determining whether additional 
protection is needed, where exposure is increasing, and how resources should be allocated. 
Participant 002 defined protective intelligence as the foundation of modern executive protection, 
while Participant 013 emphasized that protective intelligence and behavioral interpretation are 
what distinguish a serious program from a merely reactive one. 
 
Participants 007, 016, and 018, all of whom identified digital and intelligence dimensions, observed 
that monitoring online narratives, reputational controversies, harassment patterns, and suspicious 
inquiries often provides the earliest indications of escalating executive risk. Participant 003 
assessed that intelligence-led protection allows organizations to allocate resources more 
eKiciently by matching posture to actual exposure rather than defaulting to static coverage. 
Participants also identified that intelligence-led models improve proportionality. Participant 020 
reported that in large organizations not every executive or event warrants the same level of 
protection, and that intelligence provides the basis for justified prioritization. Participant 005 
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reinforced that protection should follow exposure and consequence, not merely hierarchy or 
convention. This intelligence-led approach reflects a broader shift from static security models 
toward adaptive risk management systems. Protection measures expand or contract based on 
emerging information, enabling organizations to preserve security while avoiding unnecessary 
operational friction. 

11.2 Hybrid models with a strong in-house core 
Another strong theme across the interviews was the eKectiveness of hybrid protection models 
combining internal teams with external support resources. Participants 001, 002, 004, 006, 015, 
021, 025, and 026 all reported some version of the hybrid structure as either the dominant 
architecture in practice or the most sustainable architecture in mature programs. Participant 001 
emphasized the importance of maintaining an internal protective core that understands executive 
routines, institutional priorities, and organizational culture. Participants 015, 025, and 026 
reinforced this point from large corporate environments, reporting that internal personnel provide 
continuity, familiarity, and accountability that outside vendors cannot fully replicate. 
 
At the same time, participants were equally clear that few organizations can maintain large 
standing internal teams capable of covering all travel, event, and surge demands. Participant 002 
described hybrid models as the most practical solution because they allow internal teams to retain 
strategic control while relying on external providers for additional personnel, local expertise, and 
specialized support. Participant 021 assessed that hybrid models are often the only realistic way to 
balance capability with cost and operational tempo. Participants 004 and 026 identified scalability 
as a key reason hybrid models work. Instead of maintaining large permanent teams that may be 
underutilized during normal periods, organizations can expand coverage during elevated-risk 
events, public controversies, or international operations and contract when the environment is 
quieter. Participant 006 observed that hybrid structures are especially useful in environments 
involving licensing constraints, regional variation, or inconsistent operational demand. Across the 
interviews, participants aligned on the conclusion that the most eKective model is rarely fully 
internal or fully outsourced. It is a hybrid structure with a strong internal core, clear leadership, and 
disciplined use of external support. 

11.3 Advance-driven and avoidance-focused approaches 
Participants also consistently identified the importance of advance planning and threat avoidance 
as central components of eKective executive protection programs. This was one of the strongest 
cross-case themes in the dataset. Participants 009, 010, 019, 025, and 026 all identified advance 
work as one of the most important protective activities performed by executive protection teams. 
Before executives attend events, travel to new locations, or meet external stakeholders, protection 
personnel evaluate venues, transportation routes, surroundings, timing, access points, and local 
conditions in order to identify vulnerabilities. 
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Participants repeatedly assessed that the purpose of this planning is not merely logistical 
coordination but preventive environmental control. Participant 009 stressed that many 
vulnerabilities can be eliminated through route changes, venue adjustments, and controlled 
movement. Participant 025 reinforced that much of eKective executive protection consists of 
avoiding unnecessary exposure rather than preparing for confrontation. Participant 026 assessed 
that planning, movement adaptation, and operational flexibility are central to keeping executives 
out of danger. Participants from leadership and intelligence roles aligned with this operational logic. 
Participant 003 reported that many executives never see the majority of protective work performed 
on their behalf because successful planning prevents incidents from emerging visibly. Participant 
002 emphasized that executives often underestimate these preventive measures precisely because 
they occur behind the scenes. 
 
Across the dataset, participants repeatedly stressed that the most successful programs focus on 
preventing dangerous situations rather than responding after the fact. This emphasis on avoidance 
rather than confrontation is one of the clearest markers of mature executive protection. 

11.4 Low-profile protection as a mature discipline 
Another theme emerging from the interviews involves the eKectiveness of low-profile protection 
strategies. In many corporate environments, overt security measures may conflict with 
organizational culture, executive preference, or operational necessity. Participants 003, 015, 023, 
024, and 026 all reported some form of low-profile protection as preferable in many corporate 
contexts. Participant 003 reported that corporate leaders often operate in environments where 
accessibility, approachability, and ease of engagement are important. Participant 015 assessed 
that highly visible details can create friction in large corporate cultures that value openness and 
executive mobility. 
 
Participant 023 characterised low-profile protection not as diminished protection but as a more 
refined form of discipline. Participant 024, working in an environment where clients may resist 
highly visible security, assessed that discreet methods are often more sustainable and more 
acceptable. Participant 026 reported that organizational culture can make overt protection 
impractical even when meaningful protective support is still necessary. Participants also identified 
that low-profile protection requires skill. It depends on the ability to maintain situational 
awareness, proximity, and response capability without dominating the executive’s operating 
environment. For that reason, several interviewees assessed low-profile protection as a sign of 
professional maturity, not merely stylistic preference. The interviews therefore suggest that discreet 
protection does not mean reduced capability. Rather, it reflects a sophisticated eKort to reconcile 
risk reduction with the practical realities of corporate leadership. 

11.5 Integrated programs versus isolated teams 
Another key finding from the interviews is the importance of integration between executive 
protection and other organizational functions. Participants 003, 005, 008, 012, 020, and 025 all 
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stressed that executive protection teams cannot operate eKectively in isolation. Threat information 
often originates in other parts of the organization, including HR, investigations, intelligence, cyber, 
facilities, or communications. Participant 003 emphasized the value of integrating executive 
protection with crisis management, travel safety, and investigations. Participant 005 highlighted the 
need to connect executive protection to governance and enterprise risk. Participant 020 described 
executive protection as inseparable from broader protective services and monitoring structures. 
 
Participants 008 and 012, whose perspectives emphasized threat management and behavioral 
assessment, also assessed that workplace conflict, grievance indicators, or concerning behavior 
may first surface through reporting channels outside executive protection. Participant 025 
reinforced the importance of integration with broader security operations when evaluating emerging 
executive risks. Programs that operate as isolated teams risk overlooking information, duplicating 
eKort, or reacting too late. By contrast, integrated programs can combine insights from multiple 
functions to create a more complete understanding of executive risk and respond more eKectively. 

11.6 Why multidisciplinary integration matters 
Closely related to organizational integration is the importance of multidisciplinary collaboration. 
Participants repeatedly emphasized that executive protection intersects with multiple professional 
domains. EKective programs often involve collaboration with corporate investigations, human 
resources, legal, cybersecurity, travel security, crisis management, and communications functions 
(Participants 003, 005, 008, 012, 018, 020). Participant 001 described executive protection as a 
coordinating function that brings diKerent capabilities together when executive safety is at stake. 
Participant 012 emphasized the importance of structured threat assessment and multidisciplinary 
case handling when concerning behavior emerges. Participant 018 reported that digital indicators 
and behavioral indicators often require interpretation across multiple specialties, not just security 
operations. 
 
Participants also assessed that multidisciplinary collaboration improves both prevention and 
intervention. Behavioral expertise can help distinguish rhetoric from escalation. Legal guidance can 
shape response options. Cyber teams can detect digital exposure or harassment. Communications 
teams can help manage narratives that may intensify targeting. Crisis management teams can 
coordinate response if disruption occurs. The interviews therefore reinforce the broader literature 
on multidisciplinary threat management as executive protection programs that incorporate 
multiple professional perspectives are better equipped to detect, interpret, and manage complex 
risks than those that rely on a narrow operational lens. 

11.7 When covert, overt, and remote models work best 
Participants also discussed the importance of selecting diKerent protection postures depending on 
context, rather than assuming that one mode of protection is universally optimal. Covert or low-
profile protection methods were frequently reported as preferable in routine corporate 
environments where executives require flexibility and minimal disruption (Participants 003, 015, 
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023, 024, 026). In these environments, discreet personnel can monitor conditions without drawing 
attention or interfering with ordinary interactions. Overt protection was assessed as more 
appropriate when executives face elevated risk, attend highly visible events, travel to unfamiliar or 
unstable environments, or require visible reassurance for deterrence purposes. Participants 002, 
017, 021, and 026 all identified that visible posture can be useful in selected circumstances, 
especially when threat levels, public visibility, or venue dynamics justify it. 
 
A third model—remote monitoring or overwatch support—was also repeatedly identified as an 
important force multiplier. Participants 003, 020, 022, and 026 all reported GSOC, monitoring, or 
reach-back capabilities that allow organizations to maintain situational awareness even when 
executives are dispersed across locations. Remote support allows intelligence and operational 
teams to remain connected, monitor movement, and respond rapidly to emerging changes. The 
most eKective executive protection programs therefore maintain flexibility across covert, overt, and 
remote support models, adjusting operational visibility and support according to risk, environment, 
and mission. 
 
--- 
 
The findings presented in this chapter reveal a strong convergence among practitioners regarding 
the characteristics of eKective executive protection programs. Intelligence-led planning, hybrid 
staKing structures, advance-driven prevention, multidisciplinary integration, and flexible posture 
management consistently emerged as the strongest markers of eKectiveness. What works best is 
not a single tactic or staKing formula. It is a system that reads risk accurately, allocates resources 
proportionally, prevents exposure early, integrates with the broader organization, and adjusts 
posture without losing continuity. 
That consensus is especially important because it provides the empirical basis for the model 
developed later in the monograph. These are not recurring features that practitioners across 
sectors, roles, and organizational contexts described as most eKective in real-world executive 
protection. 

Chapter 12. Least EWective Models and Why They Fail 
While the previous chapter examined the characteristics of eKective executive protection 
programs, the interviews also revealed a consistent set of structural weaknesses and ineKective 
protection models. These failure modes were not isolated observations but recurring patterns 
identified across participants from corporate security leadership, executive protection operations, 
intelligence functions, and private-sector providers (Participants 001, 002, 003, 004, 005, 007, 009, 
010, 013, 015, 016, 018, 019, 020, 021, 025, 026). Across the dataset, ineKective programs were 
consistently characterised as reactive rather than proactive, coverage-focused rather than 
intelligence-driven, and poorly integrated with the broader organizational risk environment. 
Participants assessed that these weaknesses rarely stem from individual incompetence. Instead, 
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they are typically the result of structural issues, including under-resourcing, unclear governance, 
cultural misalignment, or legacy assumptions about what executive protection is supposed to do. 
 
Participants 005, 015, 020, and 025 in particular assessed that many ineKective programs reflect a 
fundamental misunderstanding of executive protection as a visible service rather than an invisible 
risk-management function. Others, including Participants 003, 007, 013, and 018, identified the 
absence of intelligence integration as a primary driver of failure. Understanding these failure modes 
is essential for model development. They represent predictable outcomes of flawed program 
design. By identifying why these approaches consistently perform poorly, it becomes possible to 
design systems that avoid these structural weaknesses. 

12.1 One-person or one-body programs 
One of the most consistently cited weaknesses across the interviews is the single-agent or “one-
body” executive protection program. Participants 004, 009, 010, 019, 021, and 024 all reported 
encountering this model, particularly in smaller organizations or early-stage programs. In these 
cases, a single individual is expected to manage all aspects of executive protection, including 
advance work, intelligence monitoring, logistics, travel coordination, and direct protective 
coverage. Participants were unanimous in their assessment that this structure is inherently fragile. 
Executive protection requires continuous situational awareness, parallel tasking, and redundancy, 
none of which can be sustained by a single individual. Participant 009 emphasized that even basic 
advance requirements often require more than one person to execute safely. Participant 010 
assessed that movement, observation, and contingency response cannot be eKectively managed 
alone. 
 
Participants 002, 015, and 021 identified additional systemic risks. A single point of failure means 
that illness, scheduling conflict, or operational overload can leave the executive entirely 
unprotected. Participant 015 assessed that in larger organizations, this model is particularly 
problematic because it creates a false sense of coverage without real capability. Burnout was also 
a recurring theme. Participants 003, 019, and 024 assessed one-person programs as unsustainable 
over time, especially for executives with high travel tempo or public exposure. One-person 
programs may exist as transitional arrangements, but they are not viable as durable executive 
protection architectures. 

12.2 Coverage-led programs with weak intelligence 
Another major failure mode identified across participants is the coverage-led model, in which 
organizations prioritize physical proximity to executives without suKicient intelligence capability. 
Participants 001, 002, 003, 005, 007, 013, 018, and 020 all criticised this approach. Participant 001 
described it as a model where organizations equate protection with visible presence, rather than 
with informed risk management. Participant 020 emphasized that this approach persists in 
organizations that have not fully internalized the shift toward intelligence-driven protection. 
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Participants from intelligence backgrounds were particularly direct in their critique. Participants 
007, 013, and 018 all assessed that without intelligence inputs, protection teams lack the ability to 
identify emerging threats, assess escalation patterns, or prioritize resources eKectively. Participant 
005 reported that digital narratives and reputational drivers often precede physical risk, meaning 
that programs without intelligence are operating downstream of the threat lifecycle. Operational 
participants reinforced this perspective too. Participants 009 and 019 observed that physical 
coverage without intelligence does little to prevent exposure if the underlying threat environment is 
not understood. Participant 010 emphasized that coverage alone does not address environmental 
vulnerabilities or planning gaps. Participants also consistently characterised coverage-led 
programs as reactive. Participant 003 reported that such programs respond to visible problems only 
after they emerge, rather than identifying and mitigating risk earlier. 

12.3 Tech-heavy programs without operational integration 
A third failure mode identified across participants is the emergence of technology-heavy programs 
that lack operational integration. Participants 002, 003, 005, 007, 018, 020, and 025 all reported 
organizations that had invested in monitoring platforms, dashboards, or tracking systems without 
eKectively integrating those tools into decision-making processes. Participant 002 reported that 
organizations often deploy sophisticated tools but fail to establish clear workflows for how 
information translates into action. Participant 003 emphasized that technology platforms 
frequently generate large volumes of alerts, many of which are irrelevant or require contextual 
interpretation. 
 
Participants 007 and 018, both focused on intelligence functions, stressed that data without 
analysis is noise. Without trained personnel capable of filtering, interpreting, and prioritizing 
information, organizations risk missing meaningful signals while being overwhelmed by low-value 
data. Participant 005 identified a related issue that technology can create a false sense of security, 
particularly when organizations assume that monitoring equates to mitigation. Participant 020 
reinforced that technology must be embedded within an operational framework, not treated as a 
standalone solution. Operational participants reinforced this concern. Participants 009 and 019 
emphasized that tools must support advance planning, movement decisions, and real-time 
operations, not exist as separate analytical layers disconnected from field activity. Technology is an 
enabler, not a substitute for judgment, planning, or integration. 

12.4 Concierge drift and lifestyle-service capture 
Another frequently cited weakness involves what participants described as concierge drift, in which 
executive protection personnel become absorbed into non-security roles. Participants 004, 006, 
009, 015, 024, and 026 all reported encountering this dynamic. In these cases, protection 
personnel are gradually tasked with responsibilities such as travel coordination, scheduling, 
personal errands, or general executive support. Participants assessed that while some logistical 
coordination is inherent to executive protection, excessive expansion into concierge functions 
undermines the program’s core purpose. Participant 006 reported that this shift often occurs subtly, 
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driven by executive convenience rather than deliberate design. Participant 002 emphasized that 
when protection personnel are diverted into non-security tasks, they lose time and attention for 
advance planning, threat monitoring, and situational awareness. Participant 009 reinforced that 
operational focus degrades when personnel are pulled into competing responsibilities. Participants 
015 and 026 identified an additional consequence that concierge drift can alter how executives 
perceive the protection function. When protection personnel are treated as assistants rather than 
professionals, their recommendations may carry less authority. Participant 024, working in client-
facing environments, emphasized that maintaining professional boundaries is essential to 
preserving both eKectiveness and credibility. Concierge drift was consistently characterised as a 
structural degradation of the protection function, not a benign operational adjustment. 

12.5 Rigid law-enforcement or military templates in corporate environments 
Several participants also warned against the direct application of law-enforcement or military 
protection models within corporate environments. Participants 001, 003, 004, 015, 020, and 026 all 
assessed that government protection models operate under fundamentally diKerent conditions, 
including legal authority, resource availability, and environmental control. Participant 001 reported 
that corporate executives operate in environments that require accessibility, interaction, and 
flexibility, which limits the applicability of highly controlled security postures. Participant 015 
reinforced that corporate culture often prioritizes openness and mobility, making rigid security 
measures impractical. Participant 003 emphasized that attempts to replicate government-style 
protection can create friction with stakeholders and disrupt business operations. Participant 020 
assessed that corporate environments demand adaptability rather than uniformity. Participants 
with operational backgrounds, including Participants 009, 010, and 026, assessed that while 
lessons from law enforcement or military experience are valuable, they must be translated rather 
than transplanted. Across the dataset, participants consistently warned that rigid models fail 
because they do not account for the operational realities of corporate leadership. 

12.6 Programs that ignore culture, executive preference, or governance 
Another recurring failure mode involves programs that fail to account for organizational culture, 
executive behavior, and governance structures. Participants 002, 003, 015, 020, 023, and 026 all 
assessed that executive protection cannot function eKectively without executive trust and 
organizational alignment. Participant 002 reported that programs often fail when executives 
perceive protective measures as intrusive or unnecessary. Participant 023 emphasized that 
executive preference is not a peripheral consideration but an operational constraint that must be 
managed. Participant 026 assessed that cultural misalignment can undermine even technically 
sound protection measures. Participants 015 and 020 identified the importance of aligning 
protection posture with corporate culture. In organizations that prioritize openness, highly visible 
security may be rejected or bypassed. Participant 003 emphasized that protection strategies must 
be adapted to the way executives actually operate. Governance also emerged as a key factor. 
Participants 001 and 025 emphasized that programs lacking clear reporting structures, executive 
sponsorship, or board-level support often struggle to secure resources and enforce standards. 
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Executive protection requires alignment across culture, leadership expectations, and governance 
frameworks. 

12.7 Programs that cannot scale 
Finally, participants consistently identified lack of scalability as a major structural weakness. 
Participants 002, 004, 015, 020, 021, 025, and 026 all reported programs that were initially designed 
for a single executive or limited scope but failed to adapt as organizational complexity increased. 
Participant 004 reported that programs built around a single executive often lack the structure to 
expand to additional leaders, regions, or risk scenarios. Participant 021 emphasized that scaling 
requires not just additional personnel but clear prioritization frameworks, governance, and 
resource allocation models. Participant 020 highlighted that large organizations face distributed 
exposure across multiple executives and geographies, requiring scalable systems rather than ad 
hoc expansion. Participant 025 reinforced that scalability depends on hybrid staKing, intelligence 
prioritization, and flexible deployment models. 
 
Operational participants also identified practical challenges. Participants 009 and 019 observed 
that increased travel, event activity, and geographic dispersion quickly overwhelm programs that 
lack surge capacity or structured processes. Participants consistently assessed that executive 
protection programs must be designed with future growth and changing exposure in mind, not just 
current conditions. 
 
--- 
 
The failure modes identified in this chapter are recurring structural patterns observed across 
organizations of diKerent sizes, sectors, and maturity levels. Programs fail when they are under-
resourced, poorly integrated, misaligned with organizational realities, or built on outdated 
assumptions about what protection entails. They fail when visibility is mistaken for eKectiveness, 
when technology substitutes for judgment, and when structure does not support scale. Just as the 
previous chapter identified the characteristics of eKective models, this chapter clarifies the 
inverse: the conditions under which executive protection systems degrade, fragment, or fail. 
Together, these findings establish the empirical boundaries within which a viable executive 
protection model must operate. 

Chapter 13. Typical Structure and Scaling in Real-World Programs 
Besides the examined conceptual models and operational eKectiveness, the interviews conducted 
for this study also revealed important insights into how executive protection programs are 
structured in real organizational environments. In practice, most programs are not designed from 
first principles. Instead, they evolve incrementally in response to organizational growth, shifting 
threat environments, and executive expectations. The most agreed upon point identified by 
participants was that executive protection programs should be hybrid systems combining internal 
capability with external support. This structure allows organizations to maintain continuity, 
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institutional knowledge, and strategic control while adapting to fluctuating operational demand. At 
the same time, participants were equally consistent in identifying scalability as one of the least 
solved problems in executive protection. As organizations expand geographically, increase their 
protectee population, and operate in more complex environments, protection systems often 
struggle to adapt at the same pace (Participants 002, 003, 015, 020, 021, 025, 026). Participants 
005, 007, and 018 further assessed that scaling challenges are not purely operational but also 
analytical. As exposure expands, the ability to prioritize risk and allocate resources becomes more 
complex, reinforcing the need for integrated and intelligence-driven systems. Understanding how 
these structures function and where they begin to break down is therefore essential for designing a 
sustainable executive protection model. 

13.1 The prevalence of hybrid structures 
One of the most consistent findings across the interviews is the prevalence of hybrid executive 
protection structures. Participants 001, 002, 003, 004, 006, 015, 020, 021, 025, and 026 all reported 
hybridization as either the dominant model in practice or the most viable long-term structure. 
Participant 002 explained that hybrid models allow organizations to balance continuity and 
flexibility, while Participant 015 emphasized that internal teams provide institutional knowledge 
that external providers cannot replicate. Participant 003 reported that hybrid structures are often 
driven by cost realities, as maintaining a large full-time protection team is not feasible for most 
organizations. Participant 025 reinforced this point, identifying that resource constraints 
necessitate selective use of internal and external capabilities. Participants 020 and 021, operating 
in large and geographically distributed environments, emphasized that hybrid models are essential 
for managing global operations. Internal teams provide centralized oversight, while external 
partners enable regional execution. Operational participants (Participants 009, 010, 019) also 
reinforced this structure, reporting that hybrid models allow for eKective field operations without 
requiring constant full-time staKing. Across the dataset, hybrid structures were consistently 
characterised not as a compromise, but as the default architecture of modern executive protection. 

13.2 Small in-house core plus vendor surge capacity 
Within hybrid systems, a common structural pattern involves a small internal core supplemented 
by vendor surge capacity. Participants 002, 004, 006, 015, 021, 025, and 026 all reported this model 
explicitly. Internal teams are typically responsible for protective intelligence, planning, executive 
coordination, and program governance, while external providers are used to scale operations 
during periods of increased demand. Participant 004 described this structure as typical in 
corporate environments where eKiciency is required. Participant 021 emphasized that surge 
capacity is particularly important for international operations and large-scale events. Participant 
026 reported that vendor support is often necessary due to licensing constraints and regional 
expertise requirements. 
Participants also emphasized that internal leadership is critical to making this model work. 
Participant 001 described the internal team as the strategic center of gravity, responsible for 
ensuring consistency, quality, and alignment with organizational risk frameworks. Participant 020 
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emphasized that without strong internal coordination, hybrid systems can become fragmented. 
Participants 006 and 025 identified that vendor performance can vary significantly, making 
oversight and standardization essential. Without clear direction, external personnel may lack 
familiarity with executive preferences, operational protocols, or organizational culture. Hybrid 
models are eKective only when internal teams retain control over strategy, standards, and 
integration. 

13.3 Dedicated detail versus event-based coverage 
Executive protection programs also vary in how they deploy personnel, particularly between 
dedicated protective details and event-based coverage models. Participants 002, 003, 015, 020, 
025, and 026 all reported variations of these approaches. Dedicated details are most commonly 
assigned to CEOs or highly visible executives. Participant 003 emphasized that this model allows 
protection personnel to develop deep familiarity with executive routines, preferences, and risk 
patterns. Participant 015 reported that this continuity improves both operational eKiciency and risk 
anticipation. Participant 026 reinforced that familiarity enhances decision-making in dynamic 
environments. 
 
However, participants consistently assessed that dedicated details are resource-intensive and not 
scalable across large executive populations. Participant 020 reported that organizations with 
multiple exposed leaders must rely on more flexible deployment models. Event-based coverage 
provides this flexibility. Participants 002, 004, 021, and 025 described models in which protection 
personnel are deployed for specific activities such as travel, public appearances, or high-risk 
engagements. Participant 021 emphasized that this approach aligns protection with exposure 
rather than status. Operational participants (Participants 009 and 019) reinforced that event-based 
coverage is particularly eKective when paired with strong advance work and intelligence support. 
Essentially, participants consistently assessed blended approaches as most eKective, combining 
dedicated coverage for high-risk executives with event-based deployment for others. 

13.4 Covert, overt, and remote overwatch options 
Participants also reported the use of multiple operational visibility layers, including covert, overt, 
and remote overwatch capabilities. Participants 003, 015, 023, 024, and 026 emphasized that 
covert or low-profile protection is often preferred in corporate environments. Participant 015 
reported that visible protection can create friction in organizational cultures that prioritize 
accessibility. Participant 023 described low-profile protection as a more refined operational 
approach rather than a reduced one. 
 
Overt protection was described as appropriate in higher-risk or high-visibility contexts. Participants 
002, 017, 021, and 026 reported that visible security can provide deterrence and reassurance 
during major events or elevated threat periods. A third layer of remote overwatch was consistently 
identified as a critical force multiplier. Participants 003, 020, 022, and 026 described the role of 
GSOCs and monitoring teams in maintaining situational awareness, tracking executive movement, 
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and identifying emerging risks. Participant 020 emphasized that remote monitoring is particularly 
valuable in global organizations where executives operate across multiple regions simultaneously. 
Participant 022 reported that centralized monitoring improves coordination across distributed 
teams. EKective programs maintain flexibility across visibility levels, adjusting posture based on 
risk, environment, and executive needs. 

13.5 Regional variation and vendor dependency 
Another major factor shaping executive protection structures is regional variation, particularly in 
international operations. Participants 001, 002, 003, 004, 015, 020, 021, and 025 all emphasized 
the importance of local context. Participant 001 reported that international operations often require 
coordination with local law enforcement, venue security, and regional providers. Participant 021 
identified that licensing requirements frequently necessitate the use of local vendors. Participant 
004 emphasized that threat environments vary significantly across regions, requiring tailored 
protection strategies. Participant 015 reported that crime rates, political conditions, and 
infrastructure all influence operational design. Participants 002 and 025 identified a key challenge: 
vendor inconsistency. Capabilities, professionalism, and reliability can vary widely across regions, 
making standardization diKicult. Participant 020 emphasized that managing global vendor 
networks requires strong internal governance and clear performance expectations. Participant 003 
reported that without consistent oversight, organizations risk uneven protection quality across 
locations. All that means is vendor dependency is both necessary and challenging, particularly in 
global operations. 

13.6 Scalability stress points 
While hybrid structures allow executive protection programs to adapt, participants consistently 
identified several stress points where systems struggle to scale eKectively. 
 

13.6.1 Geography 
Participants 003, 015, 020, and 021 emphasized that geographic expansion increases complexity in 
logistics, coordination, and compliance. Participant 020 reported that global operations require 
continuous coordination across time zones and jurisdictions. 
 

13.6.2 Protectee population 
Participants 002, 015, 020, and 025 identified that programs often begin focused on a single 
executive but struggle to expand as additional leaders require protection. Participant 025 
emphasized that exposure is increasingly distributed across leadership teams. 
 

13.6.3 Event surges 
Participants 004, 021, 025, and 026 reported large events as major stressors. These events require 
coordination with multiple stakeholders and rapid scaling of personnel and planning. 
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13.6.4 Family protection 
Participants 001, 005, 015, and 024 emphasized that executive families introduce additional 
complexity. Residential security, school considerations, and public exposure require diKerent 
planning frameworks than corporate activities. 
 

13.6.5 International licensing and compliance 
Participants 003, 021, and 026 identified regulatory constraints as a major limitation. Internal 
teams often cannot operate freely across borders, requiring reliance on local partners. 
 

13.7 What breaks as programs scale 
Participants consistently emphasized that executive protection programs often encounter 
structural breakdowns when scaling beyond their original design. Participants 002, 003, 004, 015, 
020, 021, 025, and 026 all reported programs that struggled to adapt as complexity increased. 
Participant 002 reported that programs built around a single executive often lack the frameworks 
needed to support multiple protectees. Participant 004 emphasized communication breakdowns 
as a common failure point, particularly when coordinating across vendors and regions. Participant 
021 reinforced that scaling requires robust information-sharing systems. Participant 003 identified 
governance as a critical issue. Without clear authority and accountability, coordination becomes 
inconsistent. Participant 020 reported that large organizations often struggle to align protection 
eKorts across business units and regions. Participants 005, 007, and 018 assessed that scaling 
challenges are compounded when intelligence functions do not scale alongside operations, 
leading to poor prioritization and resource misallocation. Programs that scale successfully do so 
because they are designed to scale, not because they accumulate resources over time. 
--- 
 
The findings in this chapter reinforce that executive protection programs in practice are almost 
always hybrid, adaptive, and incrementally developed. However, this organic evolution creates 
structural vulnerabilities when organizations expand. Hybrid structures provide flexibility, but they 
require strong internal leadership. Vendor dependency enables global operations, but it introduces 
inconsistency. Scaling increases capability demands, but it also exposes weaknesses in 
governance, communication, and prioritization. Programs that succeed are those that move 
beyond incremental growth toward intentional design, aligning structure, intelligence, operations, 
and governance into a coherent system capable of adapting to complexity. 

Chapter 14. Measures of Success and the Problem of Evaluation 
One of the most consistent findings emerging from both the literature review and the interview data 
is that executive protection lacks well-developed methods for evaluating program eKectiveness. 
While most organizations invest significant resources in protective personnel, intelligence 
monitoring, travel planning, and operational coordination, far fewer have developed systematic 
frameworks for determining whether those investments actually produce measurable security 
outcomes. 
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In many cases, executive protection programs are assessed as successful simply because no 
incident has occurred. However, participants in this study repeatedly emphasized that this 
standard is analytically inadequate. The absence of an attack does not necessarily indicate 
eKective protection as it could reflect low baseline risk, favorable circumstances, or simple luck. 
As several practitioners reported, relying on the absence of negative outcomes as the primary 
metric for success makes it diKicult to distinguish between well-designed programs and poorly 
structured ones that have not yet been tested by serious threats. 
 
For these reasons, participants consistently argued that executive protection programs require 
more rigorous evaluation frameworks capable of measuring preventive success, operational 
eKiciency, and organizational value. This chapter therefore examines the problem of measuring 
eKectiveness in executive protection and proposes a set of evaluation dimensions derived from 
both practitioner experience and comparative risk management frameworks. 

14.1 Why absence of incident is insuMicient 
Across the interviews, participants consistently emphasized that the most common metric used to 
evaluate executive protection programs—the absence of attacks or security incidents—is 
fundamentally inadequate. Participants explained that most executive protection programs operate 
in environments where serious attacks are statistically rare. As a result, measuring success solely 
through incident occurrence fails to capture the value of preventive measures. Several interviewees 
reported that protection programs may perform significant preventive work that remains invisible 
precisely because it prevents incidents from occurring. Intelligence monitoring may identify 
concerning individuals before they approach an executive. Advance planning may redirect travel 
routes away from potential hazards. Digital monitoring may identify online threats before they 
escalate into physical encounters. 
 
Participants involved in protective intelligence and threat monitoring emphasized that these 
preventive actions often represent the most important contributions of executive protection 
programs (Participants 003, 007, 008, 016, 018). However, these activities rarely appear in 
conventional performance evaluations. Security leaders also identified that reliance on incident 
absence as a metric creates incentives that discourage transparency. If programs are judged solely 
on whether incidents occur, security teams may hesitate to report near misses or vulnerabilities for 
fear that doing so will be interpreted as failure (Participants 005, 011, 020). For these reasons, 
participants widely agreed that executive protection programs require more nuanced evaluation 
frameworks capable of measuring preventive eKectiveness rather than merely incident occurrence. 

14.2 Near misses, avoided exposures, and deterrence 
A more meaningful approach to evaluation involves examining near misses, avoided exposures, 
and deterrence eKects. Several participants described how protection teams regularly identify 
potential risks and adjust plans before executives are exposed to them. Advance teams frequently 
modify travel routes, adjust meeting locations, or alter event logistics based on environmental risk 
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assessments. These adjustments may prevent executives from encountering potentially dangerous 
situations without the executives themselves ever becoming aware of the risk. 
 
Participants involved in advance planning emphasized that these preventive interventions 
represent a large portion of executive protection work (Participants 009, 010, 019, 025). However, 
because the incidents never occur, they rarely appear in formal program metrics. Some 
interviewees also described deterrence as an important but diKicult-to-measure eKect of visible 
protection. In some environments, the presence of trained protection personnel may discourage 
potential attackers from approaching executives. While deterrence eKects are diKicult to quantify 
directly, several participants suggested that organizations should track incidents in which 
individuals were deterred from approaching executives after recognizing security personnel 
(Participants 010, 017, 023). Collecting and analyzing these near-miss events can provide valuable 
insight into how protection programs influence real-world risk exposure. 

14.3 Executive trust and program utilization 
Another dimension of executive protection eKectiveness concerns executive trust and program 
utilization. Even the most sophisticated protection systems cannot function eKectively if executives 
choose to ignore security guidance. Participants consistently reported that executive trust 
represents one of the most important indicators of program eKectiveness. When executives trust 
their protection teams, they are more likely to follow security recommendations, share travel 
information early, and coordinate closely with protection personnel. 
 
Participants with operational protection experience emphasized that this trust develops through 
professional competence, discretion, and the ability to support executive objectives without 
unnecessary disruption (Participants 002, 010, 015, 024). Several interviewees reported that 
executives often judge protection programs based on whether security measures enable or hinder 
their work. Programs that create excessive logistical friction may encourage executives to bypass 
security processes entirely. For this reason, participants suggested that organizations should track 
indicators such as advance notice of executive travel, participation in security briefings, and 
voluntary engagement with protective services as indirect measures of program eKectiveness. High 
levels of executive engagement often indicate that protection programs have successfully 
integrated into organizational decision-making processes. 

14.4 Business continuity and mission completion 
Another key measure of executive protection eKectiveness concerns the ability of executives to 
complete their operational objectives safely and eKiciently. Participants frequently emphasized 
that executive protection exists primarily to support business continuity. Protection programs 
should enable executives to conduct meetings, travel internationally, and engage with stakeholders 
without experiencing significant security-related disruptions. Security leaders interviewed for this 
study described executive protection as a critical component of corporate resilience, particularly in 
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organizations where executive visibility is closely tied to business operations (Participants 005, 011, 
020). 
 
From this perspective, the eKectiveness of protection programs can be evaluated partly through the 
successful completion of executive missions, including international travel, investor engagements, 
public appearances, and internal corporate events. Participants also reported that successful 
mission completion often requires careful coordination between protection teams and other 
corporate functions, including travel management, communications teams, and event organizers 
(Participants 003, 009, 017). Evaluating how eKectively protection programs support these 
operational objectives provides a more realistic assessment of their value to the organization. 

14.5 Intelligence-to-operations loop quality 
Several participants emphasized that one of the most important indicators of executive protection 
eKectiveness is the quality of the intelligence-to-operations loop. In eKective programs, threat 
intelligence informs operational planning in a continuous feedback cycle. Intelligence teams 
monitor emerging threats, analyze potential risks, and share relevant information with operational 
protection teams. Operational teams then adjust protection plans accordingly and report 
observations back to the intelligence function. 
 
Participants involved in protective intelligence emphasized that when this loop functions well, 
organizations can identify potential threats early and adapt protection strategies proactively 
(Participants 003, 007, 008, 016, 018). Conversely, several interviewees described situations in 
which intelligence monitoring existed separately from operational protection teams. In these cases, 
information sharing was inconsistent, and operational decisions were often made without 
incorporating available intelligence insights (Participants 013, 021). Participants therefore 
suggested that organizations evaluate how eKectively intelligence outputs are incorporated into 
operational planning. Indicators might include the number of operational decisions influenced by 
intelligence assessments or the frequency of intelligence briefings supporting executive travel and 
events. 

14.6 Logistical eMiciency and friction reduction 
Participants also emphasized that protection programs should be evaluated in terms of logistical 
eKiciency and operational friction. Executive protection involves significant coordination across 
multiple stakeholders, including travel coordinators, corporate communications teams, event 
organizers, and external security providers. IneKicient coordination can create delays, confusion, 
and unnecessary stress for executives and staK. Participants with experience managing protection 
programs reported that eKicient logistics represent a key indicator of operational maturity 
(Participants 002, 004, 013, 026). Well-run programs coordinate advance planning, transportation 
arrangements, venue security coordination, and contingency planning in ways that minimize 
disruption. 
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Several interviewees also emphasized that friction reduction plays a critical role in maintaining 
executive trust. When protection programs streamline logistical processes, executives are more 
likely to view security as a helpful support function rather than an obstacle. Tracking operational 
indicators such as planning timelines, coordination eKiciency, and successful execution of 
complex travel or event operations can therefore provide useful insights into program performance. 

14.7 After-action reviews, quarterly reviews, and dynamic reassessment 
Participants also highlighted the importance of structured program review processes. Many 
protection teams conduct after-action reviews following major travel operations, executive events, 
or security incidents. These reviews allow teams to identify operational lessons, improve 
coordination processes, and refine protection strategies. Participants emphasized that eKective 
review processes encourage candid discussion of both successes and failures (Participants 004, 
017, 026). In addition to event-specific reviews, some organizations conduct periodic program 
evaluations such as quarterly business reviews or annual risk reassessments. These evaluations 
examine broader program performance, emerging threat trends, and resource allocation. 
Participants reported that such reviews are particularly important in rapidly changing threat 
environments. As digital exposure, political risk, and public visibility increase, protection programs 
must continually adapt to new forms of risk (Participants 003, 007, 018). Structured review 
processes therefore represent an important mechanism for maintaining program eKectiveness over 
time. 

14.8 Toward objective metrics for executive protection eMectiveness 
The interviews conducted for this study suggest that executive protection programs require more 
systematic performance metrics that capture preventive eKectiveness, operational eKiciency, and 
organizational value. Based on the findings of this research, several potential categories of 
evaluation metrics emerge: 

• Preventive indicators may include the identification and mitigation of threats before 
executive exposure occurs. These indicators reflect the eKectiveness of intelligence 
monitoring and threat management processes. 

• Operational indicators may include the successful completion of executive travel and 
public engagements without security disruptions. These indicators capture the operational 
reliability of protection teams. 

• Organizational indicators may include executive trust, program utilization, and coordination 
with other corporate functions. These measures reflect the degree to which protection 
programs are integrated into broader organizational processes. 

• Participants widely agreed that combining these indicators into a structured evaluation 
framework would significantly improve the ability of organizations to assess and refine their 
executive protection programs (Participants 002, 003, 005, 008, 011, 020, 026). 

 
Developing such evaluation frameworks represents one of the most important opportunities for 
advancing executive protection as a professional discipline. 
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Part VI. The Role of Intelligence 

Chapter 15. The Role of Intelligence in Executive Protection 
Executive protection has historically been associated with physical security measures such as 
protective details, transportation coordination, and access control. However, the interviews 
conducted for this study demonstrate that modern executive protection programs increasingly rely 
on intelligence functions as the foundation of eKective protection strategies. Intelligence allows 
protection teams to identify emerging threats, anticipate risk conditions, and adjust operational 
posture before executives are exposed to danger. Participants repeatedly emphasized that eKective 
executive protection programs are intelligence-driven rather than coverage-driven. Protection 
teams that rely primarily on physical presence or reactive security measures may respond 
eKectively once a threat becomes visible, but they are less capable of preventing exposure in the 
first place. By contrast, intelligence-led programs prioritize early detection, contextual analysis, 
and proactive risk mitigation. 
 
Concurrently, the interviews revealed that intelligence support in executive protection remains 
uneven across organizations. While some programs maintain sophisticated protective intelligence 
capabilities integrated into operational planning, others rely on generic threat feeds, vendor 
dashboards, or travel alerts that lack suKicient context to support decision-making. Participants 
therefore emphasized both the importance of intelligence and the challenges associated with 
integrating it eKectively into executive protection programs. This chapter examines the role of 
intelligence in executive protection by exploring how practitioners collect, analyze, and 
operationalize information about potential threats. It also examines common failure modes in 
intelligence support and considers how intelligence capabilities are likely to evolve as executive 
threat environments continue to change. 

15.1 Why intelligence is foundational 
Across the interview dataset, participants regularly described intelligence as the foundation of 
modern executive protection programs. Rather than relying solely on visible security presence, 
intelligence-led programs focus on identifying threats before they reach the executive’s physical 
environment. Participants with responsibility for corporate intelligence functions emphasized that 
most executive threats emerge gradually through observable indicators. Online grievance 
narratives, hostile communications, fixation behavior, or suspicious information gathering often 
appear long before a physical encounter occurs (Participants 003, 007, 008, 016, 018). 
 
By monitoring these signals, intelligence teams can alert protection personnel to emerging risks 
and support proactive mitigation strategies. Participants reported that such interventions may 
involve adjusting travel itineraries, modifying event logistics, coordinating with venue security 
teams, or engaging threat management processes. Several security leaders interviewed for this 
study described intelligence as the mechanism that allows executive protection to move from 
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reactive response toward anticipatory risk management (Participants 005, 011, 020). Without 
intelligence support, protection teams may lack the situational awareness necessary to identify 
emerging threats in time to prevent exposure. Participants also emphasized that intelligence 
functions play an important role in prioritizing protection resources. In organizations where multiple 
executives may require protection support, intelligence assessments help determine which 
individuals or events present the highest levels of risk. 

15.2 Protective intelligence versus generic threat feeds 
While participants broadly agreed on the importance of intelligence, they also distinguished 
between protective intelligence and more generic forms of threat information. Generic threat feeds, 
such as travel alerts, geopolitical updates, or general crime statistics, can provide useful situational 
awareness. However, participants emphasized that these sources rarely provide the individualized 
insights necessary to support executive protection decisions. Protective intelligence focuses 
specifically on threats directed toward identifiable individuals or organizations. This discipline 
combines threat monitoring, behavioral analysis, and contextual investigation to determine 
whether individuals or groups pose credible risks to specific executives. 
 
Participants working in protective intelligence roles reported that generic security dashboards often 
generate large volumes of data but provide limited analytical insight (Participants 007, 016, 018). 
Without careful filtering and contextual interpretation, such information may overwhelm protection 
teams without improving decision-making. Several interviewees emphasized that eKective 
protective intelligence requires analysts who understand both the behavioral dynamics of targeted 
violence and the operational realities of executive protection (Participants 003, 008, 012). 
Intelligence products must therefore be tailored to the specific needs of protection teams rather 
than relying on generalized risk indicators. 

15.3 Reach-back and the field-to-analyst loop 
Participants also emphasized the importance of maintaining a continuous information exchange 
between intelligence analysts and operational protection teams. In many organizations, protective 
intelligence analysts operate within centralized security or intelligence units, while executive 
protection personnel work in the field supporting executives during travel or events. Maintaining 
eKective communication between these groups is essential for ensuring that intelligence insights 
inform operational decisions. Participants described this relationship as a “reach-back” capability, 
in which field personnel can quickly consult analysts when encountering unfamiliar individuals, 
suspicious behavior, or emerging online narratives (Participants 003, 008, 018). 
 
Conversely, operational teams often generate valuable observations that can inform intelligence 
analysis. Field personnel may notice patterns in executive travel environments, recurring 
individuals at events, or emerging concerns raised by employees or stakeholders. Participants 
emphasized that eKective executive protection programs maintain bidirectional information flows 
between analysts and operational teams. When intelligence functions operate separately from 
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protection teams, important information may fail to influence operational planning (Participants 
013, 021). 

15.4 OSINT, HUMINT, behavior, and context 
Participants described executive protection intelligence as a multidisciplinary activity drawing on 
several information sources. Open-source intelligence (OSINT) plays a particularly important role in 
monitoring online narratives, social media discussions, and digital indicators of hostility toward 
executives or their organizations. Several interviewees reported that online environments often 
reveal early indicators of grievance or fixation behavior directed toward corporate leaders 
(Participants 007, 016, 018). Monitoring these spaces can provide valuable warning signals that 
allow protection teams to respond before threats escalate. Simultaneously, participants 
emphasized that digital monitoring alone is insuKicient. Intelligence analysis must incorporate 
contextual information about individuals, organizations, and social environments. 
 
Human intelligence (HUMINT) sources, including internal corporate reporting, venue security 
contacts, and law enforcement partnerships, often provide critical insights into emerging risks that 
may not appear in digital monitoring systems (Participants 003, 012). Participants also highlighted 
the importance of behavioral analysis in interpreting threat information. Individuals who express 
anger or hostility online do not necessarily represent credible threats. Intelligence teams must 
therefore distinguish between rhetorical hostility and indicators of potential violence. This 
analytical process requires careful assessment of behavioral patterns, access to contextual 
information, and coordination with threat management professionals. 

15.5 Behavioral threat assessment and threat management 
Participants frequently linked protective intelligence with behavioral threat assessment and threat 
management programs. These multidisciplinary processes are designed to identify individuals 
exhibiting concerning behaviors and intervene before violence occurs. Threat management teams 
often include representatives from security, human resources, legal departments, and corporate 
investigations. When intelligence monitoring identifies concerning individuals, these teams 
evaluate behavioral indicators and determine appropriate interventions. Participants involved in 
threat management emphasized that early intervention can often prevent escalation into violence 
(Participants 008, 012, 018). Responses may include internal disciplinary actions, legal 
interventions, or coordination with law enforcement agencies. Several interviewees reported that 
integrating executive protection with threat management programs allows organizations to address 
risks more systematically. Rather than responding to threats only after they reach executives, 
organizations can identify concerning behavior earlier in the escalation process. 

15.6 Intelligence failure modes 
While intelligence functions oKer significant benefits for executive protection programs, 
participants also described several common failure modes that limit their eKectiveness. 
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15.6.1 Too much data 
One of the most common challenges identified by participants involves the sheer volume of 
information generated by modern monitoring systems. Social media monitoring platforms, threat 
intelligence dashboards, and global news feeds can produce large quantities of data that analysts 
must interpret. Participants working with digital monitoring systems reported that excessive data 
can overwhelm analysts and obscure the most relevant signals (Participants 007, 016, 018). 
Without eKective filtering mechanisms, analysts may spend significant time reviewing low-risk 
information. 
 

15.6.2 Poor filtering 
Closely related to data overload is the problem of inadequate filtering. Several participants 
emphasized that generic monitoring systems often lack the contextual filters necessary to identify 
information relevant to specific executives or organizations. Participants reported that eKective 
intelligence programs rely on carefully designed keyword lists, behavioral indicators, and 
contextual criteria to focus monitoring eKorts on relevant threats (Participants 003, 008). 
 

15.6.3 No integration with operations 
Another major failure mode occurs when intelligence functions operate independently from 
protection teams. In such cases, analysts may produce reports that are not eKectively integrated 
into operational planning. Participants described situations in which intelligence reports were 
distributed widely but not translated into specific operational actions (Participants 013, 021). 
Without clear mechanisms linking intelligence insights to protection planning, valuable information 
may have limited practical impact. 
 

15.6.4 Low-tech blind spots 
Finally, several participants warned against overreliance on digital monitoring systems. While 
online platforms provide valuable insights into emerging threats, some individuals may express 
grievances or plan actions in oKline environments. Participants emphasized that intelligence 
programs must also incorporate human reporting channels, physical security observations, and 
interpersonal networks to avoid blind spots (Participants 003, 012). 

15.7 The future of intelligence support in executive protection 
Participants generally agreed that intelligence capabilities will play an increasingly central role in 
executive protection as threat environments continue to evolve. Several trends are likely to shape 
the future of intelligence support in this field. First, digital exposure will likely remain a significant 
driver of executive risk. As executives become more visible online and corporate controversies 
generate widespread attention, intelligence teams will need to monitor complex digital narratives 
and identify emerging threats within large information environments. 
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Second, participants suggested that intelligence analysis will increasingly rely on technological 
tools capable of processing large volumes of information. However, they emphasized that such 
tools must be paired with skilled analysts capable of interpreting behavioral indicators and 
contextual information. Finally, several participants emphasized that eKective intelligence support 
depends on organizational integration rather than technological sophistication alone (Participants 
003, 005, 020). Intelligence teams must work closely with protection personnel, corporate 
leadership, and other security functions to ensure that information leads to meaningful operational 
decisions. The interviews conducted for this study therefore suggest that the future of executive 
protection will depend heavily on organizations’ ability to develop intelligence capabilities that 
combine digital monitoring, behavioral analysis, and operational integration. 

Chapter 16. Digital Exposure, Information Security, and the New 
Protective Surface 
One of the most significant shifts in the modern executive threat environment is the expansion of 
the protective surface beyond physical environments into digital space. Historically, executive 
protection focused primarily on physical security measures such as travel planning, access 
control, and protective details. However, the interviews conducted for this study consistently 
demonstrate that digital exposure now plays a critical role in shaping executive risk. Participants 
repeatedly reported situations in which executives’ personal information, such as home addresses, 
family details, travel schedules, and personal routines, could be discovered through publicly 
accessible digital sources. In some cases, adversaries exploited this information to harass 
executives online, stage protests at their residences, or attempt physical approaches. 
 
As a result, many practitioners now assess digital exposure management as a core component of 
executive protection programs rather than a separate cybersecurity concern. Digital vulnerabilities 
frequently translate directly into physical security risks, particularly when adversaries use online 
information to identify executive locations or personal networks. This chapter examines the ways in 
which digital information environments have expanded the protective surface surrounding 
corporate executives. It also explores the emerging field of digital executive protection, which 
integrates privacy protection, online monitoring, and exposure reduction into broader executive 
security strategies. 

16.1 Digital footprint as physical vulnerability 
Participants consistently emphasized that executives’ digital footprints can create direct physical 
vulnerabilities. Public records databases, data brokerage websites, and social media platforms 
often contain extensive personal information about corporate leaders. Several participants 
reported how adversaries can use these sources to locate executive residences, identify family 
members, or reconstruct executive travel patterns (Participants 007, 016, 018). In many cases, this 
information is available through simple online searches requiring minimal technical expertise. 
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Security practitioners identified that these digital exposures can significantly increase the risk of 
harassment or unwanted approaches. Individuals seeking to confront executives may use online 
information to identify home addresses, locate family members, or determine when executives are 
likely to be present at specific locations. Participants also emphasized that adversaries do not 
always require sophisticated investigative skills to gather this information. The widespread 
availability of commercial data aggregation services means that sensitive personal details may 
already be publicly accessible without the executive’s knowledge. Accordingly, digital exposure 
management has become an essential component of modern executive protection strategies. 

16.2 PII removal and exposure reduction 
One of the most common mitigation strategies identified by participants involves reducing the 
amount of personally identifiable information (PII) available online. Data brokerage platforms 
routinely collect and publish personal information about individuals, including home addresses, 
phone numbers, family relationships, and property records. While these services often operate 
within legal frameworks governing public records, they can inadvertently expose executives to 
unnecessary risk. Participants reported that executive protection programs increasingly conduct 
systematic eKorts to remove or suppress this information from data aggregation platforms 
(Participants 007, 016). These eKorts may involve submitting removal requests to data brokers, 
monitoring the reappearance of sensitive information, and working with privacy service providers. 
Several interviewees emphasized that PII removal requires continuous monitoring. Information 
removed from one database may reappear on another platform, particularly when data brokers 
share information across networks. Participants therefore described PII reduction as an ongoing 
exposure management process rather than a one-time mitigation activity. 

16.3 Social media, family exposure, and pattern-of-life leakage 
Social media platforms represent another major source of digital exposure for executives and their 
families. While corporate leaders often maintain professional online profiles for public 
engagement, these platforms may inadvertently reveal personal information that adversaries can 
exploit. Participants reported that photographs, location tags, and event announcements can 
reveal details about executive travel schedules, residential locations, or family routines 
(Participants 007, 016). In some cases, adversaries may analyze social media content to 
reconstruct patterns of life, identifying predictable travel routes or recurring events. Family 
members may also contribute to this exposure. Children or spouses who share personal 
information online may inadvertently reveal details about executive residences or travel plans. 
Participants therefore emphasized the importance of family security awareness programs. 
Educating family members about digital privacy risks can significantly reduce the amount of 
sensitive information available online. Participants also recommended implementing privacy 
settings, limiting location tagging, and avoiding real-time posting of travel activities. 
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16.4 Dark web monitoring and privacy services 
Several participants reported the use of dark web monitoring and specialized privacy services to 
identify potential digital exposures aKecting executives. Dark web monitoring platforms search 
online marketplaces and forums where personal information may be traded or shared. While such 
platforms are commonly associated with cybersecurity programs, they can also provide valuable 
insights for executive protection teams. Participants noted that compromised credentials, leaked 
personal data, or online discussions involving executives may appear in these environments before 
they become widely visible (Participants 007, 018). In addition to monitoring services, some 
organizations employ privacy management firms that specialize in protecting executive digital 
identities. These firms conduct exposure audits, remove personal information from online 
databases, and monitor new data exposures. Participants emphasized that such services can 
significantly reduce the availability of sensitive information, particularly when integrated with 
broader protection programs. 

16.5 Digital executive protection as part of the total program 
Participants consistently emphasized that digital exposure management should not operate as a 
separate or isolated activity. Instead, digital security measures must be integrated into broader 
executive protection strategies. Protection teams often rely on digital intelligence to support travel 
planning, event security coordination, and threat monitoring. For example, analysts may identify 
hostile online narratives directed toward executives and alert protection personnel to potential 
protest activity during public appearances. Participants involved in protective intelligence functions 
emphasized that integrating digital monitoring with operational planning significantly improves 
situational awareness (Participants 003, 007, 018). Similarly, digital exposure assessments can 
inform residential security planning. Identifying which personal details are publicly accessible can 
help security teams determine whether additional protective measures are necessary. Participants 
consequently described digital executive protection as one component of an integrated protection 
architecture, working alongside intelligence analysis, operational planning, and threat 
management. 

16.6 Where cyber ends and executive protection begins 
Despite the growing importance of digital exposure management, participants reported that 
organizations often struggle to define the boundary between cybersecurity functions and executive 
protection responsibilities. Cybersecurity teams traditionally focus on protecting corporate 
networks, information systems, and intellectual property. Executive protection teams, by contrast, 
focus on protecting individuals from physical harm. However, the digital information environment 
increasingly blurs these boundaries. Online harassment campaigns, doxxing incidents, and digital 
reconnaissance activities may originate in online spaces but create physical security risks. 
Participants emphasized that eKective protection programs require coordination between 
cybersecurity teams and executive protection personnel (Participants 003, 005, 020). Cybersecurity 
analysts may identify suspicious digital activity targeting executives, while protection teams may 
provide contextual insight into potential physical implications. Establishing clear communication 
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channels between these functions allows organizations to address digital and physical threats 
more eKectively. 

16.7 Why digital mitigation is now a preventive control 
Participants consistently argued that digital exposure mitigation should be viewed as a preventive 
security control rather than an optional enhancement. In earlier decades, digital privacy measures 
might have been considered supplementary to traditional physical security. Today, however, the 
widespread availability of personal data online means that adversaries can gather extensive 
information about executives without leaving their homes. Participants emphasized that reducing 
digital exposure can significantly limit the ability of adversaries to identify executive locations, 
family members, or travel patterns (Participants 007, 016, 018). By controlling the availability of 
sensitive information, organizations can reduce the likelihood that adversaries will identify viable 
opportunities for confrontation. 
 
In this sense, digital mitigation operates in much the same way as physical advance planning. Both 
activities seek to reduce opportunities for adversaries to exploit vulnerabilities before an executive 
becomes physically exposed. The interviews conducted for this study therefore suggest that digital 
exposure management should be treated as a core preventive component of executive protection 
programs rather than an optional add-on. The expansion of the protective surface into digital 
environments represents one of the most important developments in modern executive protection. 
As this chapter has shown, digital information environments now play a significant role in shaping 
executive risk exposure. 
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Part VII. How Executive Protection Has Changed 
and Will Likely Change 

Chapter 17. How Executive Protection Has Changed 
Executive protection has undergone a significant transformation over the past two decades. In 
general, executive protection programs were often modeled on government protective services, 
emphasizing visible deterrence, static security measures, and the physical presence of protective 
personnel. While these approaches remain relevant in certain contexts, participants in this study 
consistently emphasized that the operational realities of corporate executive protection have 
evolved substantially. Several structural shifts have reshaped the field. Changes in the threat 
environment, the growth of digital exposure, and the expanding public visibility of corporate leaders 
have altered the types of risks executives face. Simultaneously, corporate organizations 
increasingly expect security functions to support operational continuity and business objectives 
rather than operate solely as protective services. 
Participants across the interview dataset characterised executive protection as moving toward a 
more analytical, integrated, and risk-driven discipline. Protection programs increasingly rely more 
heavily on intelligence analysis, dynamic risk assessment, and coordination with other corporate 
functions. This evolution reflects a broader shift in how organizations conceptualize executive 
protection not simply as a physical security service but as part of enterprise risk management. This 
chapter examines several key ways in which executive protection has changed in practice, drawing 
on the experiences of practitioners working across corporate security, protective intelligence, and 
operational protection roles. 

17.1 From static deterrence to dynamic risk management 
Traditional executive protection models often emphasized visible deterrence through the presence 
of protective personnel. In many environments, the primary objective was to discourage potential 
attackers through the visible display of security resources. Participants reported that this model 
remains appropriate in certain high-risk environments. However, most corporate protection 
programs now operate in contexts where threats are less predictable and more diKuse. Rather than 
focusing exclusively on deterrence, organizations increasingly adopt dynamic risk management 
approaches that adapt protection posture based on changing conditions. 
 
Participants involved in intelligence and risk analysis functions emphasized that protection 
strategies must now adjust continuously in response to evolving threat information, travel 
environments, and executive activities (Participants 003, 007, 008, 018). Protection teams may 
adjust security measures depending on factors such as political climate, public visibility, or 
emerging online narratives. Participants also reported that dynamic risk management allows 
organizations to allocate protection resources more eKiciently. Rather than maintaining constant 
high-level coverage, programs can scale security measures according to current threat conditions. 
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17.2 From protectee status to exposure-based allocation 
Traditionally, executive protection programs often allocated security resources according to 
organizational hierarchy. Senior executives automatically received protection services based on 
their position within the company. Participants reported that many organizations now allocate 
protection resources based on risk exposure rather than organizational status. In this model, 
executives whose roles create higher public visibility or reputational controversy may receive 
additional protection even if they do not hold the highest formal rank. Several participants reported 
situations in which leaders responsible for controversial business decisions or public-facing roles 
became targets of activism or public criticism (Participants 005, 011, 020). In these cases, 
protection allocation was determined by the level of external attention rather than formal corporate 
hierarchy. Participants also emphasized that exposure-based allocation allows organizations to 
respond more eKectively to temporary spikes in risk. For example, executives involved in major 
product launches, regulatory disputes, or public controversies may require additional security 
support during those periods. This shift reflects a broader transition toward risk-based resource 
allocation within executive protection programs. 

17.3 From visible detail to low-profile enablement 
Participants also reported a shift in operational style from highly visible protective details toward 
low-profile protection approaches designed to support executive mobility without attracting 
attention. In corporate environments, executives often need to engage with employees, customers, 
investors, and partners in relatively informal settings. Highly visible security details can create 
barriers to these interactions or signal unnecessary alarm. Participants with operational protection 
experience emphasized the importance of maintaining situational awareness while minimizing 
disruption to executive activities (Participants 010, 019, 023). Protection personnel may operate 
discreetly within environments, blending into corporate settings while monitoring potential risks. 
Low-profile protection approaches also allow executives to maintain a sense of normalcy in their 
daily routines. Several participants reported that executives are more likely to cooperate with 
security measures when those measures do not interfere significantly with their work or public 
interactions (Participants 015, 024). These approaches require significant professional skill. 
Protection personnel must remain attentive to potential threats while operating in environments 
where overt security measures may be inappropriate. 

17.4 From standalone teams to integrated programs 
Another major shift involves the integration of executive protection into broader corporate security 
and risk management structures. Protection teams sometimes operated as relatively independent 
units focused primarily on physical security tasks, but that changed. Participants reported that 
modern protection programs increasingly collaborate with other corporate functions, including 
intelligence teams, cybersecurity departments, legal oKices, human resources units, and 
communications teams. This integration allows protection teams to access information and 
resources that support more comprehensive risk management strategies. For example, threat 
management programs may involve coordination between security personnel, human resources 
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representatives, and legal advisors when addressing concerning behavior by employees or external 
individuals. Participants working in integrated security environments emphasized that such 
collaboration improves situational awareness and enables more eKective responses to emerging 
risks (Participants 003, 005, 012, 020). Integrated programs also allow organizations to address 
complex threats that span multiple domains, such as digital harassment campaigns that may 
escalate into physical confrontations. 

17.5 From physical emphasis to digital-physical convergence 
Participants consistently emphasized the growing importance of digital exposure in shaping 
executive security risks (discussed in more detail in previous chapter). Information that once 
required significant investigative eKort is now often readily available through online sources. 
Executives’ personal data, travel schedules, and family details may be exposed through social 
media platforms, data brokerage websites, or other digital sources. Adversaries can use this 
information to locate executives, monitor their activities, or coordinate harassment campaigns. 
Participants involved in protective intelligence functions emphasized that digital monitoring now 
represents a core component of executive protection programs (Participants 007, 016, 018). Online 
grievance narratives, threatening communications, and coordinated harassment campaigns may 
provide early indicators of emerging risks. This convergence between digital and physical 
environments has expanded the scope of executive protection programs. Protection teams must 
now consider how online information environments influence physical risk exposure. 

17.6 From bodyguarding to governance function 
Perhaps the most important shift described by participants involves the reframing of executive 
protection as a governance and enterprise risk management function. While operational protection 
activities remain essential, participants emphasized that executive protection now plays a broader 
role in safeguarding organizational leadership continuity. Harm to senior executives can disrupt 
corporate operations, damage investor confidence, and create reputational crises. Security leaders 
interviewed for this study described executive protection as an essential component of 
organizational resilience (Participants 005, 011, 020). By reducing risks to senior leadership, 
protection programs help ensure that organizations can continue operating eKectively during 
periods of heightened external pressure. Participants also reported that boards of directors 
increasingly expect organizations to manage risks aKecting senior leadership proactively. In this 
context, executive protection becomes part of broader governance responsibilities rather than 
simply a personal service for executives. This transformation reflects the maturation of executive 
protection as a professional discipline. Rather than focusing solely on physical protection tasks, 
modern programs increasingly address the full spectrum of risks aKecting executive leadership. 
 
--- 
 
The evolution described in this chapter highlights the increasing complexity of modern executive 
protection programs. As the field has shifted toward intelligence-driven risk management, 
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integrated security programs, and digital exposure mitigation, traditional protection models have 
become insuKicient to address the full range of threats confronting corporate leaders. 

Chapter 18. How Executive Protection Will Likely Change 
The previous chapter examined how executive protection has evolved over the past two decades in 
response to changes in the threat environment, corporate governance expectations, and 
technological developments. However, participants in this study also provided extensive insights 
into how the field is likely to evolve in the coming years. Across the interviews, practitioners 
consistently characterised executive protection as entering a period of structural transformation 
driven by technological change, organizational integration, and increased scrutiny of program 
eKectiveness. Several participants noted that executive protection is experiencing pressures 
similar to those aKecting other security disciplines as organizations are demanding greater 
eKiciency, clearer performance metrics, and stronger integration with broader enterprise risk 
management systems. 
 
Participants also emphasized that the rapid development of artificial intelligence, digital monitoring 
tools, and data analytics will reshape how protection programs collect and interpret information. At 
the same time, these technological capabilities are unlikely to replace human judgment in 
executive protection operations. Instead, practitioners anticipated the emergence of hybrid 
human–machine protection systems in which technology accelerates analysis while experienced 
professionals retain responsibility for contextual interpretation and operational decision-making. 
This chapter examines several trends likely to influence the future development of executive 
protection programs. While precise outcomes remain uncertain, the interviews conducted for this 
study indicate a strong consensus regarding the general direction of change. 

18.1 Greater integration with enterprise risk management 
One of the most widely anticipated changes involves deeper integration between executive 
protection and enterprise risk management frameworks. Participants reported that corporate 
boards and senior leadership increasingly expect security functions to align with broader risk 
governance structures. Several security leaders emphasized that executive protection programs 
are likely to become more closely connected with corporate risk committees, compliance oKices, 
and strategic planning functions (Participants 005, 011, 020). As organizations recognize the 
potential operational and reputational consequences of threats against senior leadership, 
protection programs may play a more visible role in enterprise risk discussions. Participants also 
suggested that this integration may lead to greater standardization in how executive risks are 
assessed and prioritized. Rather than relying on informal judgments or historical precedent, 
organizations may increasingly incorporate executive risk assessments into formal enterprise risk 
management processes. Such integration could also improve resource allocation by allowing 
organizations to evaluate executive protection investments alongside other forms of operational 
risk mitigation. 
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18.2 AI-enabled analysis and administrative compression 
Participants widely anticipated that advances in artificial intelligence will significantly influence 
executive protection operations, particularly in areas related to information analysis and 
administrative tasks. Several interviewees reported that intelligence analysts currently spend 
considerable time reviewing large volumes of open-source data, monitoring online narratives, and 
compiling routine situational awareness reports. Artificial intelligence tools capable of processing 
large information streams could accelerate these processes dramatically (Participants 003, 007, 
018). 
 
Participants suggested that AI systems may assist analysts by summarizing news reports, 
identifying relevant social media content, or flagging potentially concerning communications. 
These tools could allow protection teams to monitor larger information environments without 
significantly increasing personnel requirements. At the same time, participants emphasized that AI 
systems must be used carefully within executive protection programs. Automated analysis may 
generate false positives or misinterpret context, particularly when evaluating emotionally charged 
online discussions. For this reason, participants generally characterised artificial intelligence as a 
support tool rather than a replacement for human analysis. 

18.3 Fewer analysts, more validation and synthesis roles 
As information processing tools become more sophisticated, participants anticipated changes in 
the role of intelligence analysts within executive protection programs. Rather than spending most of 
their time collecting or filtering information, analysts may increasingly focus on validating 
automated outputs and synthesizing complex information into actionable insights. Participants 
working in intelligence and risk analysis roles suggested that analysts will become more 
responsible for interpreting patterns across multiple information sources, identifying emerging 
threat narratives, and translating technical information into operational guidance for protection 
teams (Participants 003, 008, 016). This shift may reduce the number of analysts required to 
perform routine monitoring tasks while increasing the importance of analytical expertise and 
contextual understanding. Participants therefore predicted that future intelligence roles in 
executive protection will emphasize analytical judgment, behavioral interpretation, and strategic 
synthesis. 

18.4 Greater demand for technologists inside executive protection 
ecosystems 
Participants also anticipated a growing demand for technological expertise within executive 
protection programs. As digital monitoring tools, privacy management platforms, and data 
analytics systems become more common, protection teams will require personnel capable of 
managing these technologies eKectively. Several interviewees reported that traditional executive 
protection teams often consist primarily of practitioners with law enforcement or military 
backgrounds. While these professionals possess valuable operational experience, they may not 
always have extensive training in data analysis or digital security technologies. Participants 
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suggested that future protection programs will increasingly incorporate professionals with 
backgrounds in cybersecurity, data science, and information analysis (Participants 007, 016, 018). 
Integrating these skill sets may allow organizations to build more sophisticated protective 
intelligence capabilities and improve their ability to manage digital exposure risks. 

18.5 Pressure for standards, certification, and benchmarking 
Another trend identified by participants involves increasing pressure for professional standards and 
benchmarking mechanisms within the executive protection field. While several industry standards 
and training programs currently exist, participants reported that the field still lacks widely accepted 
frameworks for evaluating program maturity or operational eKectiveness. Security leaders 
interviewed for this study suggested that organizations may increasingly seek standardized 
certification programs, benchmarking studies, and industry-wide guidelines for executive 
protection practices (Participants 004, 013, 021, 026). Such frameworks could help organizations 
compare their protection programs against industry norms and identify areas for improvement. 
They may also support professionalization within the executive protection discipline by establishing 
clearer expectations for training, operational competence, and program management. Participants 
emphasized that the development of standardized metrics and benchmarks could also support 
greater accountability within executive protection programs. 

18.6 Tighter budgets and stronger demands for objective metrics 
Participants also predicted that executive protection programs will face increasing pressure to 
demonstrate measurable value within constrained budgets. As organizations confront economic 
uncertainty and competing operational priorities, security functions may need to justify protection 
investments more rigorously. Several participants reported that executive protection programs 
historically operated with relatively informal evaluation processes, relying heavily on professional 
judgment rather than quantitative metrics. However, participants suggested that corporate 
leadership will increasingly expect protection programs to provide objective indicators of 
eKectiveness (Participants 005, 011, 020, 026). This trend reinforces the importance of developing 
evaluation frameworks such as those discussed in Chapter 14. By measuring factors such as 
preventive interventions, operational eKiciency, and executive trust, protection programs may be 
better positioned to demonstrate their contributions to organizational resilience. Participants also 
emphasized that programs capable of providing clear performance metrics may be better able to 
secure long-term institutional support. 

18.7 The likely persistence of hybrid human–machine models 
Despite the rapid development of technological tools, participants overwhelmingly rejected the 
idea that executive protection could become fully automated. Protection work requires nuanced 
judgment[RH11.1], situational awareness, and interpersonal communication that remain diKicult 
to replicate through automated systems. Instead, participants predicted the continued emergence 
of hybrid human–machine protection systems. In these systems, technology assists with data 
collection, monitoring, and logistical coordination, while human professionals remain responsible 
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for interpreting information and making operational decisions. Participants working in intelligence 
roles emphasized that technology can significantly expand the scope of monitoring activities but 
cannot fully replace human understanding of behavioral cues or contextual dynamics (Participants 
003, 007, 018). Similarly, operational protection personnel reported that real-world environments 
often require rapid judgment calls that cannot be fully anticipated through automated planning 
tools. As a result, the future of executive protection will likely involve technological augmentation 
rather than technological replacement. Programs that successfully integrate technological tools 
with experienced human personnel may achieve the greatest improvements in eKiciency and 
situational awareness. 
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Part VIII. Building the Model 

Chapter 19. Design Principles for a Contemporary Executive 
Protection Model 
The preceding chapters examined the modern executive threat environment, the operational 
realities of executive protection programs, and the structural strengths and weaknesses of existing 
protection models. Through analysis of practitioner interviews, existing literature, and 
contemporary case studies, several recurring patterns emerged regarding how eKective executive 
protection programs operate in practice. Participants consistently emphasized that executive 
protection cannot be understood simply as a collection of tactical practices. Instead, successful 
programs are built upon underlying design principles that shape how protection systems are 
structured, prioritized, and integrated within organizations. These principles determine how 
protection teams allocate resources, interpret threat information, and support executive 
operations. 
 
Across the interviews, practitioners repeatedly articulated a set of operational assumptions that 
guide eKective protection programs. These assumptions reflect the accumulated experience of 
practitioners working across corporate security, protective intelligence, and operational protection 
roles. While the specific implementation of protection programs varies across organizations, these 
principles appear consistently in programs identified by participants as eKective. This chapter 
synthesizes those insights into a set of design principles for a contemporary executive protection 
model. These principles do not represent operational procedures; rather, they provide the 
conceptual foundation for designing protection systems capable of addressing the complex and 
evolving risks examined throughout this study. 

19.1 Risk precedes protection 
One of the most consistent themes across the interviews is that risk assessment must precede 
protection planning. Protection measures that are not grounded in a clear understanding of threat 
conditions and executive exposure often lead to ineKicient or misaligned security practices. 
Participants repeatedly emphasized that protection resources should be allocated based on risk 
exposure rather than organizational hierarchy or historical precedent (Participants 005, 011, 020, 
021). Executives whose roles involve public controversy, regulatory scrutiny, or intense media 
attention may face higher risk levels than other senior leaders within the same organization. 
 
Participants also observed that risk conditions are dynamic rather than static. Political 
developments, corporate decisions, and public narratives can rapidly alter the threat environment 
surrounding executives. EKective protection programs therefore begin with continuous risk 
assessment, incorporating intelligence monitoring, contextual analysis, and environmental 
awareness. Protection strategies must adapt as risk conditions evolve rather than relying on fixed 
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protection arrangements. This principle reflects a broader shift toward risk-driven executive 
protection architectures. 

19.2 Intelligence drives operations 
Participants consistently emphasized that intelligence functions should serve as the primary driver 
of protection planning and operational decisions. Intelligence monitoring allows organizations to 
identify emerging threats, understand hostile narratives, and anticipate potential disruptions before 
executives are exposed to risk. Practitioners involved in protective intelligence roles described how 
online grievance narratives, hostile communications, and suspicious information gathering often 
appear before physical approaches occur (Participants 003, 007, 008, 016, 018). By analyzing these 
signals, intelligence teams can inform decisions about travel planning, event security posture, and 
resource allocation. Several participants reported that when intelligence insights are integrated 
eKectively into operational planning, protection teams can mitigate risks long before they escalate 
into physical incidents. Conversely, participants warned that protection programs relying solely on 
physical coverage without intelligence support often remain reactive and less eKective at 
preventing exposure. For this reason, intelligence-led protection represents one of the core design 
principles underlying modern executive protection programs. 

19.3 Advance prevents exposure 
Another principle repeatedly emphasized by participants is the importance of advance work as the 
primary mechanism for preventing executive exposure to risk. Operational protection personnel 
consistently described advance planning as the most important activity performed by protection 
teams (Participants 009, 010, 019, 025). Advance teams evaluate venues, coordinate with local 
security personnel, identify safe transportation routes, and assess environmental risks before 
executives arrive at a location. Through careful preparation, protection teams can often eliminate 
potential vulnerabilities without requiring visible security interventions during the executive’s 
presence. Participants noted that many successful protection operations appear uneventful 
precisely because potential risks were mitigated during advance planning. When executed 
eKectively, advance work reduces the likelihood that executives will encounter threatening 
situations in the first place. This principle reinforces the broader emphasis on preventive security 
practices rather than reactive responses. 

19.4 Scalability must be dynamic and proportional 
Participants also emphasized that executive protection programs must be designed with scalability 
in mind. Protection requirements rarely remain constant over time. Organizations may experience 
periods of increased public visibility, international expansion, or operational activity that require 
temporary increases in security resources. Participants frequently described hybrid protection 
structures combining internal teams with external vendor support as the most eKective approach 
for managing fluctuating protection demands (Participants 001, 002, 004, 006, 021, 026). Hybrid 
structures allow organizations to maintain a core group of experienced personnel while accessing 
additional resources during high-risk periods such as major public events or international travel. 
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Participants emphasized that scalability should be proportional to risk conditions rather than 
permanently fixed. Programs that maintain excessive security measures during low-risk periods 
may waste resources, while programs unable to scale during high-risk periods may expose 
executives to unnecessary danger. Designing protection architectures capable of expanding and 
contracting in response to operational demands represents a key requirement for contemporary 
executive protection programs. 

19.5 Protection sustains business continuity 
Another principle identified in the interviews involves the relationship between executive protection 
and organizational continuity. Participants consistently emphasized that executive protection 
programs exist primarily to ensure that corporate leaders can continue performing their roles safely 
and eKectively. Security leaders interviewed for this study described executive protection as a 
mechanism for safeguarding organizational leadership during periods of uncertainty or crisis 
(Participants 005, 011, 020). When senior executives are threatened, injured, or unable to perform 
their responsibilities, organizations may experience operational disruption, reputational damage, 
and investor uncertainty. Participants therefore emphasized that protection programs should be 
designed not only to prevent harm but also to enable executives to conduct business operations 
without unnecessary interruption. This perspective reinforces the broader framing of executive 
protection as an enterprise risk management function rather than merely a personal security 
service. 

19.6 Culture and executive preference are operational realities 
While protection programs are designed to mitigate risk, participants also emphasized that 
organizational culture and executive preferences significantly influence how protection measures 
are implemented. Corporate environments often prioritize accessibility, collaboration, and informal 
interaction between executives and employees. Highly visible security measures may conflict with 
these cultural expectations. Participants reported that protection teams must therefore balance 
security considerations with the operational realities of executive work environments (Participants 
015, 024). Executives who perceive security measures as overly restrictive may bypass protection 
processes or avoid engaging with protection teams altogether. Equally, programs that respect 
executive preferences while maintaining appropriate safeguards are more likely to achieve long-
term cooperation. Participants emphasized that eKective protection personnel must therefore 
possess strong interpersonal skills and cultural awareness in addition to technical security 
expertise. 

19.7 Integration is a design requirement, not an enhancement 
The final design principle identified in the interviews involves the integration of executive protection 
with other organizational functions. Participants consistently described protection programs as 
most eKective when they operate within broader corporate security ecosystems. These ecosystems 
may include protective intelligence teams, cybersecurity departments, threat management 
programs, travel security functions, and corporate risk management oKices. Participants working 
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within integrated security environments reported that collaboration across these functions 
improves situational awareness and enables more comprehensive responses to emerging risks 
(Participants 003, 005, 012, 020). On the other hand, protection teams operating in isolation may 
lack access to critical information about digital threats, internal grievances, or external 
controversies aKecting executives. Participants therefore emphasized that integration should be 
viewed as a design requirement rather than an optional enhancement. Executive protection 
programs must be structured in ways that facilitate information sharing and coordination across 
the broader security ecosystem. 
--- 
 
The design principles outlined in this chapter provide the conceptual foundation for constructing a 
contemporary executive protection model. These principles reflect the collective experience of 
practitioners operating in modern corporate security environments and highlight the structural 
features necessary for eKective protection programs. The following chapter builds upon these 
principles by presenting a formal integrated executive protection model that translates these design 
concepts into a practical operational architecture for organizations seeking to implement scalable, 
intelligence-driven protection programs. 

Chapter 20. The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection 
Model 
The preceding chapters of this monograph have examined the evolution of executive protection, the 
contemporary threat environment facing corporate leaders, and the operational realities of 
protection programs reported by practitioners across the field. The interview dataset revealed 
consistent patterns in how eKective programs are structured, how they respond to emerging 
threats, and where existing approaches tend to fail. Taken together, these findings suggest that 
executive protection lacks a formalized operating architecture capable of integrating intelligence 
analysis, operational planning, and organizational governance into a coherent system. Existing 
approaches, while often eKective in specific contexts, tend to operate as partial frameworks rather 
than comprehensive models. Some programs emphasize physical protection details, while others 
prioritize intelligence monitoring, travel security, or threat management processes. Few integrate 
these elements into a unified structure capable of scaling across complex organizational 
environments. 
 
Participants repeatedly emphasized the need for integrated, intelligence-driven protection systems 
capable of adapting dynamically to changing threat conditions (Participants 003, 005, 008, 020, 
021). Practitioners also highlighted the importance of hybrid operational structures, preventive 
advance planning, and cross-functional collaboration within corporate security ecosystems 
(Participants 001, 002, 004, 006, 013, 026). In response to these findings, this chapter presents the 
Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model, a conceptual framework designed to 
synthesize the operational principles identified throughout this study. The model is intended to 
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provide organizations with a structured architecture for building scalable executive protection 
programs capable of addressing both current threats and emerging risks. Rather than prescribing 
rigid procedures, the model defines core functional layers and decision processes that can be 
adapted to organizations of varying size, sector, and risk profile. 

20.1 Why a new model is needed 
Participants across the interview dataset consistently reported that executive protection programs 
often evolve organically rather than through deliberate architectural design. Many programs 
originate as small protective details supporting a single executive and gradually expand as 
organizational needs change. While this incremental approach can produce eKective protection 
capabilities in the short term, participants emphasized that it often results in fragmented security 
systems lacking clear operational logic (Participants 004, 013, 021, 026). Existing protection 
frameworks typically address individual components of executive security, such as protective 
intelligence, travel risk management, or digital exposure monitoring, but rarely define how these 
functions should interact within a unified operational structure. 
 
Participants also observed that organizations increasingly expect protection programs to operate 
within broader risk management frameworks. Executives face threats that span physical 
environments, digital platforms, reputational narratives, and geopolitical contexts. Addressing 
these threats requires protection systems capable of integrating multiple forms of intelligence and 
operational response. The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model seeks to address 
these challenges by providing a coherent architecture linking risk assessment, intelligence 
analysis, operational planning, and organizational integration. 

20.2 Formal definition of the model 
Formal Definition: The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model (IRIEPM) 
The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model (IRIEPM) is a structured, intelligence-
driven executive protection architecture in which protective posture, resource allocation, and 
operational decisions are derived from a continuous, risk-based assessment process rather than 
from status, title, or fixed coverage norms. The model is built on four interlocking components: (1) 
foundational risk assessment, (2) protective intelligence with reach-back capability, (3) advance-
driven operational prevention, and (4) hybrid scalability through integrated in-house and vendor 
capacity. 
 
First, the model begins with a formalized risk assessment that evaluates exposure variables 
including executive visibility, organizational posture, political and social narratives, travel cadence, 
business criticality, and threat history. This assessment establishes a dynamic threat profile that is 
periodically reviewed and updated. Protection levels are therefore calibrated to risk conditions 
rather than institutional hierarchy, and escalation or de-escalation decisions are guided by defined 
thresholds rather than ad hoc reactions. 
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Second, the model centers on protective intelligence as the primary decision engine. Dedicated 
intelligence capability conducts persistent monitoring of open-source, digital, behavioral, and 
contextual indicators before, during, and after executive movements. Intelligence operates 
continuously through a structured reach-back function that supports field personnel in real time. 
This bidirectional flow of field observations informing analysis and analysis informing field action 
creates a closed-loop system in which operational posture is constantly refined. 
 
Third, the model prioritizes advance work as the principal preventive mechanism. Executive 
protection agents conduct systematic advance operations to identify environmental, logistical, and 
behavioral risk factors prior to exposure. The objective is threat avoidance rather than threat 
confrontation. Venue design, route selection, ingress/egress planning, crowd dynamics, and 
coordination with host security are treated as primary risk controls. Physical presence is therefore 
only one element within a broader preventive architecture. 
 
Fourth, the model incorporates a hybrid structural design that combines a core in-house team 
responsible for intelligence integration, program governance, and executive continuity with vetted 
vendor partners that provide surge capacity, regional coverage, transportation, and specialized 
capabilities. This hybrid approach enables scalability during high-threat periods, international 
travel, major events, or organizational transitions without permanently expanding fixed personnel 
costs. Vendor integration is governed by standardized expectations, accountability mechanisms, 
and operational oversight by the in-house core. 
 
Operationally, the IRIEPM is adaptive rather than static. Protection is titrated upward or downward 
based on defined threat matrices, exposure changes, business events, and intelligence triggers. 
The model assumes that risk cannot be eliminated but can be reduced through proportional, 
integrated, and anticipatory controls. EKectiveness is measured not solely by incident absence, but 
by the coherence of intelligence-to-operations integration, cross-functional coordination, logistical 
eKiciency, and the sustainability of protective posture over time. In sum, the Integrated Risk–
Intelligence Executive Protection Model conceptualizes executive protection as a continuous, risk-
informed enterprise function that integrates intelligence, prevention, and scalable operations 
within organizational governance structures. 

20.3 Core decision engine 
At the center of the model lies a decision engine responsible for evaluating executive risk 
conditions and determining appropriate protection measures. This engine integrates risk 
assessment processes with intelligence monitoring systems to guide operational decisions. 
Participants emphasized that eKective protection programs maintain continuous awareness of 
both threat activity and executive exposure patterns (Participants 003, 007, 018). The decision 
engine consists of two primary analytical components: foundational risk assessment and dynamic 
threat profiling. 
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20.3.1 Foundational risk assessment 
Foundational risk assessments establish baseline protection requirements for each executive or 
organizational role. These assessments evaluate factors such as public visibility, operational 
responsibilities, geographic exposure, digital exposure, and the potential consequences of 
disruption to executive leadership. Participants noted that these baseline assessments allow 
organizations to prioritize protection resources according to structural risk conditions (Participants 
005, 011, 020). Foundational assessments also define the minimum level of monitoring and 
planning required to support executive operations. 
 

20.3.2 Dynamic threat profile 
While foundational risk assessments provide structural guidance, threat environments often evolve 
rapidly. The second component of the decision engine therefore involves dynamic threat profiling. 
This process incorporates real-time intelligence monitoring, behavioral threat indicators, and 
contextual analysis to identify emerging risks aKecting executives. Protective intelligence analysts 
monitor online narratives, suspicious communications, and environmental conditions that may 
signal increased risk (Participants 007, 016, 018). When threat indicators rise above baseline 
conditions, the decision engine triggers adjustments in operational protection posture. 

20.4 Protective intelligence and reach-back loop 
A second major component of the model involves protective intelligence functions and the 
operational reach-back loop connecting analysts with field personnel. Participants repeatedly 
emphasized the importance of maintaining strong communication between intelligence teams and 
operational protection personnel (Participants 003, 008, 018). Intelligence analysts collect and 
interpret information about potential threats, while field personnel provide contextual observations 
from executive environments. This two-way information flow allows organizations to refine threat 
assessments continuously. The reach-back loop ensures that intelligence insights inform 
operational planning and that operational observations feed back into analytical processes. 

20.5 Advance-driven prevention layer 
Another central component of the model involves the advance-driven prevention layer, which 
translates intelligence insights into operational risk mitigation. Participants consistently described 
advance planning as the most eKective mechanism for preventing executive exposure to risk 
(Participants 009, 010, 019, 025). Advance teams conduct site surveys, coordinate with local 
security partners, evaluate transportation routes, and assess environmental conditions before 
executives arrive at a location. By addressing vulnerabilities during advance planning, protection 
teams can often eliminate risks without requiring visible security interventions. This preventive 
layer represents the operational mechanism through which intelligence insights are transformed 
into practical security measures. 
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20.6 Hybrid scalable deployment layer 
Operational protection resources must remain adaptable to changing risk conditions. Participants 
consistently described hybrid deployment models combining internal protection teams with 
external vendor support as the most practical approach for achieving scalability (Participants 001, 
002, 004, 006, 021, 026). Internal personnel provide institutional knowledge, executive familiarity, 
and strategic oversight. External partners provide surge capacity during periods of increased 
operational demand. The hybrid deployment layer allows organizations to scale protection 
resources dynamically according to risk conditions, executive travel schedules, and major public 
events. Participants emphasized that internal teams must retain leadership responsibility to ensure 
consistent operational standards across vendor partnerships. 

20.7 Cross-cutting stabilizers 
Executive protection programs do not operate in isolation from broader organizational systems. 
Participants consistently emphasized that protection programs depend on collaboration with 
several other corporate functions. These cross-cutting functions serve as stabilizers that reinforce 
protection programs and support coordinated responses to emerging risks. 
 

20.7.1 Human resources 
Human resources departments play a key role in addressing internal grievances, employee 
conflicts, and disciplinary processes that may generate security concerns (Participants 008, 012). 
 

20.7.2 Legal 
Legal teams provide guidance on privacy issues, regulatory compliance, and legal responses to 
threatening behavior. 
 

20.7.3 IT and cybersecurity 
Cybersecurity teams monitor digital threats, data exposures, and malicious online activity targeting 
executives (Participants 003, 005, 020). 
 

20.7.4 Crisis management 
Crisis management teams coordinate organizational responses during major incidents or 
reputational crises. 
 

20.7.5 Communications 
Corporate communications teams help manage public narratives and coordinate responses to 
activist campaigns or public controversies aKecting executives. 
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20.7.6 Training and after-action review 
Training programs and after-action reviews allow protection teams to refine operational practices 
and incorporate lessons from previous operations (Participants 004, 017, 026). 
 

20.7.7 Budget and culture alignment 
Participants also emphasized that protection programs must align with organizational culture and 
financial constraints to remain sustainable (Participants 015, 024). 

20.8 Decision rules for escalation and de-escalation 
A defining feature of the Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model is its emphasis on 
dynamic escalation and de-escalation of protection posture. Rather than maintaining fixed 
protection arrangements, the model relies on predefined decision rules that adjust operational 
posture according to risk conditions. Indicators such as threatening communications, hostile 
online narratives, suspicious surveillance activity, or political volatility may trigger escalation 
measures. However, declining threat indicators allow organizations to reduce protective 
deployment without compromising safety. Participants emphasized that dynamic escalation 
mechanisms allow protection programs to allocate resources more eKiciently while maintaining 
responsiveness to emerging threats (Participants 003, 007, 018). 

20.9 Why this model improves on existing archetypes 
The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model addresses several limitations identified 
in earlier protection frameworks. Traditional protection models often emphasize either physical 
coverage or intelligence monitoring without fully integrating the two. The proposed model links 
intelligence analysis directly to operational decision-making through a continuous feedback loop. 
Existing frameworks also tend to assume static protection structures tied to executive rank. By 
contrast, the proposed model emphasizes risk-driven resource allocation and scalable operational 
deployment. Finally, many existing protection approaches treat executive protection as a 
standalone security function. The Integrated Risk–Intelligence model embeds protection programs 
within broader corporate security ecosystems, recognizing the importance of collaboration across 
intelligence, cybersecurity, legal, and communications functions. By integrating these components 
into a coherent architecture, the model provides organizations with a structured framework for 
building adaptive, intelligence-driven executive protection programs capable of addressing the 
complex threat environments examined throughout this monograph. 

Chapter 21. Building the Model in Practice 
The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model presented in the previous chapter 
provides a conceptual architecture for designing contemporary executive protection programs. 
However, organizations rarely have the opportunity to build protection systems from scratch. In 
practice, executive protection capabilities often develop gradually as organizations respond to 
emerging threats, leadership concerns, or operational demands. Participants across the interview 
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dataset repeatedly emphasized that successful protection programs are typically built 
incrementally rather than through large-scale institutional redesign. Many organizations begin with 
limited protection capabilities often focused on travel security or protective details and expand 
those capabilities as executives become more visible or as threat conditions evolve. 
 
In addition, practitioners cautioned that attempting to implement a comprehensive protection 
architecture all at once can overwhelm organizational resources and create operational confusion 
(Participants 004, 013, 021, 026). Instead, participants recommended developing protection 
programs through sequenced capability-building phases, allowing organizations to establish 
foundational structures before expanding into more complex operational domains. This chapter 
translates the Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model into a practical 
implementation pathway, outlining a phased approach that organizations can use to build or 
modernize executive protection programs. While specific timelines and priorities will vary 
depending on organizational needs, the sequencing described here reflects the operational 
experiences of practitioners who have successfully developed executive protection programs 
across multiple sectors. 

21.1 Phase I: baseline assessment and governance mapping 
The first step in building an eKective executive protection program involves conducting a baseline 
assessment of executive risk exposure and organizational governance structures. Participants 
emphasized that protection programs must begin with a clear understanding of how executive roles 
intersect with organizational risk environments (Participants 005, 011, 020). This assessment 
typically includes evaluating executive visibility, public engagement patterns, geographic travel 
exposure, and the potential consequences of leadership disruption. 
 
Baseline assessments should also examine how executive protection responsibilities align with 
existing corporate governance structures. Security leaders noted that protection programs must 
operate within broader organizational frameworks that include enterprise risk management 
systems, crisis management teams, and corporate security departments. Participants 
recommended mapping relationships between protection functions and other corporate units such 
as legal, human resources, cybersecurity, and corporate communications (Participants 003, 005, 
012). Establishing these relationships early in the development process helps ensure that 
protection programs can access relevant information and coordinate eKectively during security 
incidents. Phase I therefore establishes the institutional foundation for the protection program, 
defining responsibilities, decision authority, and risk priorities. 

21.2 Phase II: protective intelligence and threat management foundation 
Once governance structures and risk priorities are established, the next phase involves developing 
a protective intelligence capability capable of monitoring threats directed toward executives. 
Participants consistently emphasized that intelligence functions represent the analytical core of 
eKective protection programs (Participants 003, 007, 008, 016, 018). Without reliable intelligence 
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monitoring, organizations may struggle to identify emerging risks or prioritize protection resources 
eKectively. Protective intelligence capabilities typically include open-source monitoring of online 
narratives, analysis of threatening communications, and coordination with internal reporting 
channels that identify concerning behavior. Participants also highlighted the importance of 
integrating intelligence monitoring with threat management processes. When intelligence teams 
identify individuals exhibiting concerning behavior, organizations must have structured procedures 
for evaluating those risks and determining appropriate responses (Participants 008, 012, 018). 
Establishing protective intelligence capabilities early in program development allows organizations 
to identify emerging threats and inform subsequent operational planning. 

21.3 Phase III: travel, advance, and movement controls 
Once intelligence capabilities are established, organizations can begin building operational 
protection practices focused on executive travel and movement security. Participants consistently 
described travel environments as one of the most significant sources of executive exposure 
(Participants 009, 017, 022). Executives frequently travel to unfamiliar environments where security 
conditions may vary significantly. Travel security programs typically include destination risk 
assessments, coordination with local security partners, and advance planning for executive 
movements. Advance teams evaluate venues, transportation routes, and environmental conditions 
before executive arrival. Operational practitioners emphasized that advance planning represents 
one of the most eKective mechanisms for preventing executive exposure to risk (Participants 009, 
010, 019, 025). By identifying vulnerabilities early, protection teams can modify travel plans or event 
logistics before executives encounter potential threats. Movement control protocols, such as 
secure transportation arrangements, route planning, and communication procedures, also form 
part of this operational phase. 

21.4 Phase IV: digital executive protection integration 
As executive visibility increasingly expands into digital environments, protection programs must 
incorporate digital exposure management into their operational architecture. Participants 
consistently noted that personal information about executives is often available through public 
records databases, data broker platforms, and social media sources (Participants 007, 016, 018). 
Adversaries may use these digital footprints to identify executive residences, family members, or 
travel patterns. Digital executive protection programs typically involve identifying and removing 
personally identifiable information from data aggregation platforms, monitoring online discussions 
involving executives, and educating executives and family members about digital privacy practices. 
Participants also emphasized the importance of coordinating digital monitoring with protective 
intelligence functions. Online grievance narratives or harassment campaigns may provide early 
indicators of potential threats. Integrating digital exposure mitigation into executive protection 
programs significantly reduces the ability of adversaries to gather information about executive 
locations and personal networks. 
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21.5 Phase V: surge planning, vendors, and scalability 
As protection programs mature, organizations must develop mechanisms for scaling protection 
capabilities during periods of increased operational demand. Participants consistently described 
hybrid protection structures combining internal personnel with external vendor support as the most 
eKective approach for achieving scalability (Participants 001, 002, 004, 006, 021, 026). Internal 
protection teams typically provide strategic oversight, institutional knowledge, and executive 
familiarity. External partners can supply additional personnel for major public events, international 
travel, or temporary increases in risk exposure. Participants emphasized that organizations should 
establish vendor partnerships before they are urgently needed. Preexisting relationships allow 
protection teams to scale operations quickly without scrambling to identify qualified personnel 
during crises. Surge planning may also involve developing contingency procedures for major 
corporate events, public protests, or crisis situations that require additional security coordination. 

21.6 Phase VI: review, metrics, and refinement 
The final phase of program development involves establishing continuous evaluation and 
refinement processes. Participants repeatedly emphasized that executive protection programs 
must adapt to changing threat conditions and organizational priorities (Participants 004, 017, 026). 
Structured review processes allow protection teams to evaluate operational eKectiveness and 
identify areas for improvement. After-action reviews conducted following major travel operations or 
executive events provide valuable insights into operational strengths and weaknesses. Quarterly or 
annual program reviews can evaluate broader trends in threat activity and resource allocation. 
Participants also emphasized the importance of developing objective metrics for evaluating 
protection program performance (Participants 005, 011, 020, 026). Metrics such as preventive 
threat interventions, executive program utilization, and operational eKiciency can help 
organizations assess the eKectiveness of protection programs. These evaluation processes ensure 
that executive protection programs remain responsive to evolving risks and organizational needs. 

21.7 Building the program incrementally 
Participants regularly advised organizations to build executive protection programs incrementally 
rather than attempting comprehensive implementation from the outset. Security leaders noted that 
protection programs often begin with limited resources and gradually expand as organizational 
awareness of executive risk increases. Attempting to implement complex protection architectures 
without suKicient operational experience can create confusion and ineKiciencies. Incremental 
development allows organizations to test operational procedures, refine coordination processes, 
and build executive trust before introducing additional security measures. Participants also noted 
that incremental growth allows protection programs to adapt to evolving threat conditions. As 
organizations gain experience managing executive risk, they can refine protection strategies based 
on practical insights. 
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21.8 Why most organizations should not build everything at once 
Finally, participants emphasized that attempting to build a fully comprehensive executive 
protection program immediately can create significant operational challenges. Protection systems 
involve coordination across multiple organizational functions. Establishing these relationships 
requires time and organizational adaptation. Participants described situations in which 
organizations attempted to implement complex protection programs rapidly following high-profile 
security incidents or executive concerns (Participants 004, 013, 021). In some cases, these eKorts 
produced overlapping responsibilities, unclear decision authority, and ineKicient operational 
structures. By contrast, organizations that developed protection capabilities gradually were often 
better able to integrate security practices into existing corporate processes. Participants therefore 
recommended approaching executive protection development as a progressive capability-building 
process rather than a single large-scale implementation eKort. 
 
--- 
 
This chapter has outlined a practical implementation pathway for organizations seeking to build 
executive protection programs based on the Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection 
Model. By developing capabilities in sequential phases, organizations can establish strong 
analytical foundations, operational practices, and governance structures before expanding into 
more complex protection activities. 
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Part IX. Stress-Testing the Model Across Contexts 

Chapter 22. Applying the Model Across Organizational Types 
The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model described in the previous chapters 
provides a conceptual framework for designing contemporary executive protection programs. Yet 
organizations diKer significantly in size, resources, public visibility, and operational environments. 
As a result, the implementation of executive protection programs must be adapted to the 
organizational context in which the program operates. 
 
Participants interviewed for this study emphasized that eKective protection programs are rarely 
identical across organizations. A Fortune 50 multinational corporation with global operations faces 
a diKerent set of risks than a mid-sized regional company, a high-net-worth family oKice, or a 
mission-driven non-governmental organization. Political exposure, regulatory environments, public 
visibility, and operational scale all influence the types of threats executives may encounter. In 
addition, participants emphasized that the core principles of eKective executive protection remain 
consistent across organizational contexts (Participants 003, 005, 020, 021). Risk assessment must 
precede protective deployment, intelligence functions must inform operational decisions, and 
protection systems must integrate with broader organizational processes. 
 
This chapter examines how the Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model can be 
adapted across several common organizational environments. While operational details may vary, 
the underlying architecture of intelligence-driven protection remains applicable across these 
contexts. 

22.1 Fortune 50 multinational 
Large multinational corporations represent one of the most complex environments for executive 
protection. These organizations typically operate across multiple geographic regions, maintain 
extensive public visibility, and engage regularly with governments, investors, and global media. 
Participants with experience supporting large corporations noted that multinational executives 
often face diverse threat environments, including political activism, regulatory conflicts, 
reputational controversies, and international security risks (Participants 005, 011, 020). 
 
Protection programs in these organizations typically require significant coordination across 
multiple security functions, including protective intelligence teams, travel security programs, 
cybersecurity units, and regional security oKices. Executives may travel internationally frequently, 
requiring protection teams to navigate varying legal frameworks, local security partnerships, and 
geopolitical risks. Participants emphasized that hybrid protection structures are particularly 
common in large multinational environments (Participants 001, 002, 004, 006). Internal protection 
teams provide strategic oversight and executive familiarity, while regional security vendors supply 
local expertise and surge capacity during travel or public events. In these organizations, executive 
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protection programs often operate as part of broader enterprise risk management frameworks, 
ensuring that risks to senior leadership are considered alongside other strategic risks. 

22.2 Mid-sized corporation 
Mid-sized corporations typically operate with more limited security resources than large 
multinational firms. However, participants emphasized that these organizations may still face 
significant executive security risks, particularly when operating in high-profile industries or 
politically sensitive markets. Participants noted that mid-sized organizations often rely heavily on 
hybrid protection models, combining a small internal security team with external vendors providing 
specialized services (Participants 002, 013, 021). In many cases, the internal team focuses on 
protective intelligence monitoring, travel risk assessments, and coordination with executive 
leadership. External providers may supply operational personnel during executive travel, major 
corporate events, or periods of increased risk exposure. Participants also emphasized that mid-
sized organizations often benefit from prioritizing intelligence capabilities early in program 
development. Intelligence monitoring allows organizations with limited resources to identify 
emerging threats and allocate protection resources more eKiciently. Rather than maintaining 
permanent protective details, mid-sized corporations often deploy protection personnel selectively 
during high-risk travel or public engagements. 

22.3 High-net-worth family oMice 
High-net-worth family oKices represent a distinct operational environment for executive protection 
programs. Unlike corporate executives, high-net-worth individuals often operate within private 
personal networks rather than formal corporate governance structures. Participants with 
experience supporting family oKices noted that protection programs in these environments 
frequently address a broader range of personal risks, including residential security, family 
protection, and privacy management (Participants 010, 019, 023). High-net-worth individuals may 
face threats related to wealth visibility, personal disputes, or unwanted attention from individuals 
seeking financial opportunities. Social media exposure and data brokerage platforms may reveal 
sensitive information about residences, travel plans, and family members. 
 
Participants emphasized that digital exposure mitigation plays a particularly important role in family 
oKice environments. Programs often include privacy services designed to remove personal 
information from public databases and monitor online discussions involving family members. 
Operational protection structures in these environments may vary significantly depending on the 
individual’s lifestyle. Some high-net-worth individuals maintain dedicated protective details, while 
others rely on flexible protection arrangements activated during travel or public appearances. 
Despite these variations, participants emphasized that the core principles of intelligence-driven 
risk assessment and advance planning remain essential in family oKice environments. 
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22.4 NGO and mission-driven organization 
Mission-driven organizations and non-governmental organizations operate in environments shaped 
by political advocacy, public visibility, and international engagement. Executives in these 
organizations may face threats related to ideological disagreement, activism, or geopolitical 
controversies. Participants noted that NGO leaders often work in environments where highly visible 
security measures may conflict with the organization’s mission or public identity (Participants 003, 
015, 024). Maintaining accessibility to stakeholders, donors, and community partners is often 
central to the organization’s objectives. As a result, executive protection programs in mission-
driven organizations frequently emphasize low-profile protection approaches and intelligence 
monitoring rather than highly visible security measures. 
 
Participants also recognized that NGOs frequently operate in complex international environments 
where local political conditions may create security risks. Protection programs may therefore focus 
heavily on travel risk management and coordination with regional security partners. In many cases, 
NGO security programs must balance limited budgets with significant operational exposure. 
Participants suggested that intelligence monitoring and risk assessment functions can provide 
particularly valuable support in these environments by allowing organizations to anticipate risks 
without maintaining large security teams. 

22.5 Politically exposed or activist-facing company 
Some organizations operate in industries that attract significant public scrutiny or activism. 
Companies involved in controversial sectors, regulatory disputes, or high-profile public policy 
debates may face elevated levels of hostility directed toward executives. Participants noted that 
these environments often produce highly dynamic threat conditions, particularly when corporate 
decisions become the focus of public campaigns or political controversy (Participants 005, 011, 
020). Executives in these organizations may become symbolic targets representing broader political 
or ideological grievances. Online harassment campaigns, protest activity, and reputational attacks 
may occur simultaneously. Participants emphasized that protection programs in these 
environments require strong protective intelligence capabilities capable of monitoring online 
narratives and activist networks (Participants 007, 016, 018). Intelligence analysis allows 
organizations to anticipate potential protest activity or targeted harassment before it escalates. 
Operational protection measures may include enhanced event security coordination, residential 
security assessments, and close collaboration with corporate communications teams managing 
public messaging. 

22.6 What must change by context and what must remain constant 
While the implementation of executive protection programs varies significantly across 
organizational contexts, participants emphasized that certain foundational principles remain 
constant. First, protection programs must begin with risk-driven analysis rather than fixed 
protection arrangements. Regardless of organizational type, protection resources should be 
allocated according to threat conditions and executive exposure. Second, intelligence functions 
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must guide operational planning. Monitoring emerging threats and contextual risk conditions allows 
organizations to adapt protection posture dynamically (Participants 003, 007, 018). 
 
Third, advance planning remains the most eKective mechanism for preventing executive exposure 
to risk. Whether supporting corporate executives, high-net-worth individuals, or NGO leaders, 
advance preparation allows protection teams to address vulnerabilities before they escalate into 
incidents (Participants 009, 010, 019, 025). Finally, protection programs must integrate with broader 
organizational systems. Collaboration with legal departments, cybersecurity teams, 
communications units, and human resources functions enables more comprehensive responses to 
emerging risks (Participants 003, 005, 012, 020). Participants therefore emphasized that while 
operational structures may vary across organizational contexts, the underlying architecture of risk-
driven, intelligence-led protection remains universally applicable. 
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Part X. Other Themes Discovered in the Research 

Chapter 23. Other Themes from the Interviews 
In addition to the operational patterns and structural insights examined in earlier chapters, the 
interviews conducted for this study revealed a number of broader themes shaping the practice of 
executive protection. These themes do not always fit neatly into traditional analytical categories 
such as threat assessment or operational deployment. Instead, they reflect the organizational, 
interpersonal, and cultural realities that influence how executive protection programs function in 
practice. 
 
Participants frequently emphasized that executive protection operates within complex corporate 
environments where organizational culture, executive personality, and institutional expectations 
significantly shape security practices. Protection programs that fail to account for these factors 
may struggle to gain cooperation from executives or to integrate eKectively into organizational 
processes. The themes discussed in this chapter capture several recurring insights oKered by 
practitioners regarding the human and organizational dimensions of executive protection. While 
these observations may appear less technical than discussions of threat monitoring or operational 
planning, participants consistently emphasized that these factors often determine whether 
protection programs succeed or fail. 

23.1 Organizational culture as the hidden variable 
One of the most frequently mentioned themes across the interviews was the role of organizational 
culture as a hidden variable influencing executive protection eKectiveness. Participants noted that 
corporate cultures vary widely in their attitudes toward security practices. Some organizations 
prioritize formal processes, structured risk management, and centralized decision-making. Others 
emphasize flexibility, informality, and rapid operational movement. Protection programs must 
adapt to these cultural environments if they are to function eKectively. Participants emphasized 
that security measures perceived as overly intrusive or incompatible with organizational culture 
may encounter resistance from executives or employees (Participants 015, 024). However, 
programs that align with organizational norms are more likely to gain institutional acceptance. 
Participants emphasized that understanding corporate culture is therefore a critical component of 
protection planning. 

23.2 Executive preference versus technical optimality 
Participants also highlighted the tension between technically optimal security practices and 
executive preferences. From a purely technical perspective, certain protection measures may 
represent best practices for minimizing risk. However, executives often operate in environments 
that require flexibility, public engagement, and frequent travel. Security measures that significantly 
disrupt these activities may be viewed as impractical. Participants noted that eKective protection 
personnel must therefore balance technical security considerations with executive priorities 
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(Participants 002, 015, 024). Rather than insisting on rigid adherence to ideal security protocols, 
protection teams often adapt their approaches to maintain executive cooperation. This balancing 
process requires careful judgment. Participants emphasized that the goal is not to eliminate risk 
entirely but to reduce risk to acceptable levels while allowing executives to perform their 
responsibilities. 

23.3 The diMerence between a team and a program 
Another recurring theme involved the distinction between executive protection teams and 
executive protection programs. Participants noted that many organizations initially develop 
protection capabilities by assigning individual personnel to support a particular executive. While 
such teams may provide eKective operational coverage, they often lack the broader institutional 
structures required for sustainable protection programs. Participants emphasized that a program 
involves more than operational personnel. It includes governance structures, intelligence 
monitoring systems, threat management processes, vendor coordination, and integration with 
other corporate functions (Participants 004, 013, 021). Organizations that rely solely on individual 
protection personnel may struggle to address emerging threats, scale protection capabilities, or 
maintain consistent operational standards. Participants therefore emphasized that executive 
protection should be understood as an organizational capability rather than merely a staKing 
function. 

23.4 The role of trust and subtle executive education 
As previously discussed, trust emerged as one of the most important factors influencing the 
eKectiveness of executive protection programs. Participants consistently emphasized that 
executives must trust their protection teams in order for security measures to function properly. 
Participants noted that trust often develops gradually through professional competence, discretion, 
and the ability to support executive objectives without unnecessary disruption (Participants 002, 
010, 015). Also, protection personnel often play a subtle educational role. Many executives initially 
lack familiarity with security practices or may underestimate potential risks. Participants described 
situations in which protection professionals gradually introduced security practices through 
informal conversations and practical examples rather than formal training sessions. This process of 
subtle executive education allows protection teams to improve security awareness while 
maintaining positive working relationships with executives. 

23.5 The need for low-profile, frictionless protection 
Participants repeatedly emphasized the importance of maintaining low-profile protection 
approaches that minimize operational friction. Corporate executives often interact with employees, 
investors, and stakeholders in environments where visible security measures may appear 
inappropriate or disruptive. Highly visible protective details can create barriers to these 
interactions. Participants with operational experience noted that eKective protection teams learn to 
operate discreetly within corporate environments while maintaining situational awareness 
(Participants 009, 010, 019, 023). Frictionless protection practices also encourage executives to 
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cooperate with security procedures. When protection teams streamline logistical arrangements 
and minimize disruption, executives are more likely to engage voluntarily with security processes. 

23.6 Training realism and the limits of legacy instruction 
Participants also discussed challenges related to training and professional development within the 
executive protection field. Several practitioners noted that traditional training programs often 
emphasize tactical skills derived from military or law enforcement environments. While these skills 
remain valuable in certain contexts, they may not fully reflect the realities of corporate executive 
protection. Participants emphasized that corporate protection work often involves advance 
planning, interpersonal communication, intelligence interpretation, and logistical coordination 
rather than physical confrontation (Participants 009, 010, 019). As a result, participants suggested 
that training programs should incorporate more realistic corporate scenarios, including travel 
coordination, threat assessment exercises, and executive interaction simulations. Improving 
training realism may help prepare practitioners for the operational environments they are most 
likely to encounter. 

23.7 Benchmarking, transparency, and budget maturity 
Another theme emerging from the interviews involved the increasing demand for greater 
transparency and benchmarking within executive protection programs. Participants noted that 
organizations are increasingly asking security leaders to justify protection expenditures and 
demonstrate program eKectiveness (Participants 005, 011, 020, 026). This trend reflects broader 
corporate governance expectations regarding accountability and risk management. Security 
programs that can demonstrate measurable outcomes may be better positioned to secure 
institutional support. Participants therefore emphasized the importance of developing industry 
benchmarks, evaluation frameworks, and standardized metrics for executive protection programs. 
Such frameworks could help organizations compare their protection capabilities against industry 
norms and identify opportunities for improvement. 

23.8 Creativity, imagination, and adaptation in executive protection 
Participants also emphasized the importance of creativity and adaptability within executive 
protection practice. Unlike many other security disciplines, executive protection often involves 
rapidly changing environments and unpredictable human behavior. Protection teams may 
encounter unfamiliar locations, unexpected crowd dynamics, or emerging reputational 
controversies. Participants noted that successful practitioners often rely on creativity and 
situational awareness to adapt protection strategies to unique circumstances (Participants 010, 
019, 023). Operational imagination also plays a role in anticipating potential vulnerabilities. 
Experienced practitioners often conduct informal “what-if” exercises when evaluating venues or 
travel plans, identifying possible scenarios that could create security risks. Participants 
emphasized that cultivating this adaptive mindset represents an important component of 
professional development within the field. 
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23.9 Why executive protection needs a seat at the table earlier 
Finally, participants consistently emphasized that executive protection teams should be involved 
earlier in organizational planning processes. Protection personnel are often brought into planning 
discussions only after major events, travel schedules, or public engagements have already been 
finalized. At that stage, security teams may have limited ability to influence logistical decisions that 
aKect executive safety. Participants suggested that involving protection professionals earlier in 
planning discussions can significantly improve risk management outcomes (Participants 003, 005, 
020). Early involvement allows protection teams to identify potential vulnerabilities, recommend 
alternative arrangements, and coordinate security planning with other organizational functions. 
Participants therefore argued that executive protection should be integrated into organizational 
decision-making processes rather than treated as a purely operational service. 
 
--- 
 
The themes discussed in this chapter highlight the organizational and human dimensions of 
executive protection that often receive less attention in technical discussions of security practices. 
Factors such as organizational culture, executive trust, and professional judgment play critical 
roles in determining whether protection programs function eKectively in real-world environments. 

Chapter 24. Standards, Training, and Professionalization 
Throughout the interviews conducted for this study, participants repeatedly returned to a broader 
issue aKecting the executive protection field: the uneven development of professional standards, 
training practices, and institutional identity. While executive protection has grown significantly as a 
discipline over the past several decades, many practitioners noted that the field remains 
fragmented, with wide variation in training quality, operational standards, and professional 
expectations. Participants emphasized that executive protection draws personnel from a variety of 
professional backgrounds, including military service, law enforcement, private security, intelligence 
analysis, and corporate risk management. These backgrounds provide valuable operational 
experience, but they also contribute to a lack of consistent professional pathways within the field. 
 
As executive protection programs become more integrated into corporate governance structures 
and enterprise risk management frameworks, participants argued that the field must evolve toward 
greater professionalization. This evolution involves establishing clearer standards for training, 
certification, and operational competence. At the same time, participants emphasized that 
professionalization should not simply replicate the structures of other security professions. 
Executive protection operates in unique environments that require a combination of operational 
skill, analytical ability, and organizational awareness. EKective training and professional standards 
must therefore reflect the distinctive demands of corporate protection work. This chapter examines 
the challenges associated with standards and training within the executive protection field and 
explores potential pathways for strengthening professional identity and competence. 
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24.1 The case for minimum standards 
One of the most frequently raised concerns among participants was the absence of widely 
accepted minimum standards for executive protection practice. While several professional 
organizations and industry groups provide training courses and certification programs, participants 
noted that the quality and rigor of these programs vary significantly. In some cases, individuals may 
present themselves as executive protection professionals after completing relatively short training 
courses with limited operational relevance. Participants emphasized that this variability can create 
challenges for organizations attempting to evaluate the qualifications of protection personnel 
(Participants 004, 013, 021, 026). Without widely recognized standards, hiring decisions often rely 
heavily on personal networks or informal reputation rather than objective evaluation criteria. 
Several interviewees suggested that establishing minimum competency standards could improve 
the overall credibility of the field. Such standards might include requirements related to operational 
planning, threat assessment, executive interaction, and emergency response. Participants also 
noted that minimum standards could help organizations distinguish between practitioners who 
possess comprehensive professional training and those who rely primarily on narrow tactical skills. 

24.2 Certification and professional identity 
Closely related to the issue of minimum standards is the role of professional certification in 
shaping executive protection identity. Participants expressed mixed views regarding certification 
programs. Some practitioners viewed certification as an important mechanism for establishing 
professional credibility and demonstrating commitment to continuing education. Others cautioned 
that certification programs must maintain rigorous standards in order to retain meaningful value. 
Participants noted that certification programs may be most eKective when they assess both 
theoretical knowledge and practical competence (Participants 004, 021). Evaluations that focus 
solely on classroom instruction or written examinations may fail to capture the operational 
judgment required for eKective protection work. Despite these challenges, several participants 
argued that well-designed certification frameworks could contribute to the development of a 
stronger professional identity within the field. Certification programs that emphasize ethical 
conduct, analytical reasoning, and operational planning may help distinguish executive protection 
as a specialized discipline rather than a subset of general private security services. 

24.3 Why executive protection training often fails realism 
Participants also oKered critical observations regarding the realism of many executive protection 
training programs. While traditional training often emphasizes tactical skills such as defensive 
driving, firearms proficiency, and physical protection techniques, participants noted that these 
skills represent only a portion of modern executive protection practice. Several practitioners 
emphasized that corporate executive protection environments rarely resemble the high-threat 
tactical scenarios often emphasized in training exercises (Participants 009, 010, 019). Instead, 
protection personnel frequently spend significant time coordinating travel logistics, conducting 
advance planning, monitoring threat intelligence, and interacting with executives and corporate 
staK. As such, participants argued that training programs sometimes overemphasize kinetic 
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security scenarios while underemphasizing analytical and organizational competencies. This 
mismatch can leave practitioners well-prepared for high-intensity tactical situations but less 
prepared for the day-to-day responsibilities associated with corporate executive protection. 

24.4 What a realistic training pipeline should include 
Participants suggested that a more realistic training pipeline for executive protection professionals 
should incorporate several additional components beyond traditional tactical instruction. First, 
training programs should include risk assessment and protective intelligence analysis. 
Practitioners must understand how to interpret threat information, identify behavioral indicators of 
risk, and integrate intelligence insights into operational planning. Second, participants emphasized 
the importance of advance planning exercises that simulate the logistical coordination required for 
executive travel and events (Participants 009, 019). These exercises may involve venue assessment, 
transportation planning, and coordination with local security partners. Third, training programs 
should include executive interaction scenarios. Protection personnel must often work closely with 
senior leaders who operate in complex corporate environments. Practitioners must therefore 
develop communication skills that allow them to provide security guidance without disrupting 
executive operations. Participants also recommended incorporating scenario-based exercises that 
simulate corporate environments such as board meetings, investor conferences, and international 
travel planning. Such exercises can help practitioners develop the judgment and adaptability 
required in real-world protection environments. 

24.5 Cross-training and multidisciplinary literacy 
Participants also emphasized the importance of multidisciplinary knowledge within executive 
protection programs. As protection work becomes more integrated with intelligence analysis, 
cybersecurity, and corporate governance, practitioners must understand how these functions 
interact. Several participants suggested that protection professionals should receive at least 
foundational exposure to fields such as threat assessment, cybersecurity, legal compliance, and 
crisis management (Participants 003, 005, 012, 020). Cross-training allows protection personnel to 
collaborate more eKectively with other corporate security functions and to understand how 
diKerent risk domains intersect. For example, online harassment campaigns monitored by 
cybersecurity teams may have direct implications for physical security planning. Participants noted 
that developing multidisciplinary literacy can also improve the credibility of protection 
professionals within corporate environments. Executives and senior managers may be more 
receptive to security guidance from professionals who understand broader organizational contexts. 

24.6 Building a profession rather than a market niche 
Critically, participants emphasized the importance of developing executive protection as a 
recognized profession rather than merely a market niche within private security. Participants noted 
that many executive protection services currently operate as commercial oKerings marketed to 
organizations or individuals seeking personal security services. While these services can provide 
valuable capabilities, the field risks fragmentation if it lacks shared professional norms and 
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institutional identity. Several interviewees argued that the field should move toward greater 
collaboration among practitioners, professional associations, and academic researchers to 
develop shared standards and knowledge frameworks (Participants 004, 013, 021). 
Professionalization may also involve expanding research on executive protection practices, 
developing benchmarking studies, and encouraging the publication of operational insights. By 
strengthening professional identity and standards, the executive protection field can enhance its 
credibility and improve the quality of protection services available to organizations. 
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Part XI. Conclusion 

Chapter 25. Toward a Mature Theory and Practice of Executive 
Protection 
This monograph began with a simple but underexamined question: what kind of executive 
protection model is most eKective in the contemporary threat environment? The answer that 
emerged from the literature, the interview data, and the comparative analysis is clear. Executive 
protection is not best understood as a narrow protective detail, a luxury service for important 
people, or a reactive response to obvious danger. It is best understood as a risk-driven, intelligence-
enabled, organizationally integrated function whose purpose is to preserve leadership continuity, 
reduce executive exposure, and sustain institutional performance under pressure. 
 
That conclusion carries significant implications. It means that many of the field’s inherited 
assumptions are now outdated. It means that the gap between what organizations say executive 
protection is and what it must actually do has widened. And it means that the field can no longer 
rely on a loose collection of protective habits, vendor oKerings, tactical conventions, and status-
based coverage rules if it wants to become a mature professional discipline. What follows in this 
concluding chapter is therefore not just a summary. It is a statement of what this research shows, 
what it challenges, and what it oKers as a foundation for a more mature theory and practice of 
executive protection. 

25.1 What the evidence shows 
The evidence developed across this study points to several major conclusions. First, the threat 
environment facing executives has changed in both form and speed. Participants across the 
dataset consistently described a landscape that is faster, noisier, more politically charged, and 
more digitally mediated than previous models assumed. Executives are exposed not only to 
disgruntled employees, unstable customers, or opportunistic violence, but also to narrative-driven 
hostility, digitally amplified grievance, activist pressure, online harassment, and symbolic targeting. 
Participants from intelligence, operational protection, and security leadership roles alike 
emphasized that the old separation between online hostility and physical danger has weakened 
substantially. What begins as reputational targeting, digital exposure, or ideological hostility can 
now develop into real-world confrontation with far less warning than many legacy models assume. 
 
Second, the interviews strongly support the conclusion that intelligence-led, risk-informed, hybrid, 
and integrated programs are consistently viewed as the most eKective. Participants 003, 007, 008, 
016, and 018 emphasized the foundational role of protective intelligence. Participants 001, 002, 
004, 006, 021, and 026 described hybrid internal–external structures as the dominant and most 
practical architecture. Participants 009, 010, 019, and 025 repeatedly stressed the centrality of 
advance work and threat avoidance. Participants 003, 005, 012, and 020 highlighted the value of 
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integrated programs connected to investigations, HR, cyber, communications, and governance 
structures. Across roles and sectors, the findings converged to show what works best is a system 
that combines intelligence, advance planning, scalable deployment, and organizational integration. 
 
Third, the study shows that much of the field still suKers from underdeveloped evaluation. 
Participants repeatedly noted that executive protection programs are often judged successful 
simply because nothing happened. Yet the interview data also showed broad recognition that this is 
not a meaningful standard. Participants 003, 007, 008, 016, and 018 pointed to intelligence 
successes that remain invisible because they prevent incidents. Participants 009, 010, 019, and 
025 emphasized avoided exposures produced through advance work. Participants 005, 011, 020, 
and 026 framed success in terms of continuity, value preservation, and resilience. The evidence 
therefore supports one of the monograph’s central claims: the field has operational maturity in 
some areas, but still lacks mature, widely accepted standards for evaluation. 
 
Fourth, the data show that executive protection is shaped as much by organizational realities as by 
technical doctrine. Participants 015 and 024 repeatedly emphasized the importance of culture and 
executive buy-in. Participants 002, 010, and 015 described trust as central to program utilization. 
Participants 004, 013, 021, and 026 discussed the structural consequences of immature 
governance, weak scaling models, or unclear build sequences. These findings confirm that 
executive protection is not simply an operational specialty. It is also an organizational design 
problem. 
 
Finally, the evidence supports the need for a more formalized model. The literature provides 
important components. The interviews provide rich operational insight, but neither alone supplies a 
complete architecture. That is why the Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model was 
developed in this monograph, not to replace practitioner judgment, but to organize and discipline it. 

25.2 What the field has misunderstood 
If the evidence shows where the field is strong, it also reveals what the field has too often 
misunderstood. The first misunderstanding is the belief that executive protection is primarily about 
visible coverage. Across the interviews, practitioners repeatedly challenged the assumption that 
protection begins with putting bodies near principals. Participants 009, 010, 019, and 025 stressed 
that the most important work often happens before an executive arrives. Participants 003, 007, 008, 
016, and 018 made the same point from an intelligence perspective: protection succeeds when 
emerging threats are identified early enough that physical intervention is rarely required. The field 
has too often confused the most visible part of protection with its most important part. 
 
The second misunderstanding is the idea that executive protection is mainly for the very top of the 
hierarchy. This research found that while CEOs often remain the highest-priority protectees, 
exposure is not distributed according to title alone. Participants 005, 011, and 020 emphasized 
governance and continuity concerns. Participants 014 and 022 described environments where 
particular roles, sectors, or operational decisions generated risk independent of formal rank. The 
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field has too often assumed that executive status and executive exposure are interchangeable. They 
are not. 
 
The third misunderstanding is the belief that technology alone can solve the modern threat 
environment. Participants 002, 003, and 013 cautioned against dashboard-heavy models without 
operational integration. Participants 007, 016, and 018 emphasized that digital monitoring is 
valuable only when filtered, contextualized, and tied to decisions. Participants 003, 012, and others 
warned that overreliance on digital feeds can also produce low-tech blind spots. The field has often 
mistaken more tools for better protection. This study suggests instead that what matters is how 
intelligence, digital monitoring, and operational capability are integrated. 
 
The fourth misunderstanding is the tendency to import law-enforcement or military protective 
templates directly into corporate environments. Participants 001, 003, and 021 all pointed to the 
limitations of rigid models borrowed from government. Corporate leaders do not operate in the 
same legal, cultural, or mission environments as public oKicials. Protection in these settings must 
be lower-profile, more adaptive, and more closely aligned with business operations. The field has 
too often treated prestige models as universal models. 
 
The fifth misunderstanding is perhaps the most consequential: the idea that executive protection is 
fundamentally a personal service. Participants 005, 011, 020, and 021 consistently rejected this 
view. Protection is not best justified as privilege, convenience, or executive perk. It is best justified 
as continuity protection for institutions. The field has often marketed executive protection in 
personalized terms, but the evidence in this study shows that its real organizational importance lies 
elsewhere. 

25.3 The case for an integrated model 
The case for an integrated model follows directly from these findings. The literature review showed 
that the field contains several important but partial archetypes, such as standards-based executive 
protection frameworks, protective-intelligence-led approaches, threat-management-centric 
approaches, travel-risk wrappers, and digital executive protection practices. The interview data 
showed that real-world programs commonly combine elements of all five. However, participants 
also made clear that when these components are not connected by a coherent logic, programs 
become fragmented, reactive, diKicult to scale, and diKicult to evaluate. That is why a formalized 
integrated model is needed. 
 
The Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model developed in this monograph is built on 
seven design principles that emerged consistently from the evidence: risk precedes protection, 
intelligence drives operations, advance prevents exposure, scalability must be dynamic and 
proportional, protection sustains business continuity, culture and executive preference are 
operational realities, and integration is a design requirement rather than an enhancement. These 
principles did not emerge from theory alone. They emerged through recurring convergence across 
the interviews. 
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Participants 003, 007, 008, 016, and 018 helped establish why intelligence must sit at the center of 
the model. Participants 009, 010, 019, and 025 made clear that advance planning is the operational 
mechanism that most often prevents exposure. Participants 001, 002, 004, 006, 021, and 026 
strongly supported the prevalence and practical superiority of hybrid scalable structures. 
Participants 003, 005, 012, and 020 demonstrated that integration with HR, legal, cyber, 
communications, and broader security functions is essential for managing complex risks. 
Participants 015 and 024 confirmed that no model can succeed if it ignores organizational culture 
and executive behavior.  
 
In this sense, the integrated model is not a speculative construct. It is a structured synthesis of 
what the best available evidence in this study suggests the field already knows in practice but has 
not yet formalized adequately in theory. Its chief advantage over existing archetypes is not novelty 
for its own sake. Its advantage is coherence. It links foundational risk assessment to dynamic threat 
profiling. It connects protective intelligence to a reach-back loop between analysts and operators. 
It translates intelligence into an advance-driven prevention layer. It embeds those operations in a 
hybrid deployment structure capable of scaling up or down. And it stabilizes the whole system 
through cross-functional integration and governance alignment. That coherence is the model’s 
main contribution. 

25.4 Implications for boards, CSOs, EP directors, and vendors 
The findings of this monograph carry diKerent implications for diKerent audiences. 
 
For boards of directors, the central implication is that executive protection should be treated as an 
element of enterprise resilience and governance oversight, not merely as an operating expense 
delegated downward without scrutiny. Boards should ask whether executive risks are being 
assessed structurally, whether the organization has a coherent protection architecture, whether 
executive exposure extends beyond the CEO, and whether the organization can demonstrate how it 
measures protective eKectiveness beyond the absence of incidents. 
 
For chief security oKicers, the findings suggest that executive protection cannot remain siloed. 
CSOs should ensure that protection programs are linked to protective intelligence, investigations, 
HR, cyber, travel risk, communications, and crisis management. They should also resist both the 
under-resourcing of protection and the temptation to overbuild static coverage models detached 
from actual risk. The data in this study strongly suggest that mature programs are hybrid, 
intelligence-led, and integrated. 
 
For executive protection directors, the implications are operational and organizational. They must 
think beyond staKing and tactics and toward system design. This includes creating baseline and 
dynamic risk assessment processes, developing meaningful reach-back and intelligence loops, 
sequencing capability growth, formalizing surge plans, and building internal credibility through 
trust, executive education, and measurable performance. 
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For vendors and service providers, the monograph suggests that the field should move away from 
oKering isolated products as if they were complete solutions. Dashboards are not programs. 
Drivers are not architectures. Privacy services are not protection models. Vendors that want to 
remain relevant in a maturing field will need to position their services as components within 
broader integrated systems and demonstrate how those services support prevention, continuity, 
and measurable value. 
 
Across all of these audiences, one implication stands out: executive protection needs a stronger 
strategic voice earlier in decision cycles. Participants 003, 005, and 020 emphasized the value of 
earlier inclusion. Executive protection works best when brought into planning upstream, not after 
events, travel, messaging, or public exposures are already fixed. 

25.5 Implications for future research 
This monograph is intended as a flagship contribution, but it also reveals how much work remains 
to be done. The first major area for future research is measurement. The interviews and the 
literature both show that outcome evaluation remains underdeveloped. The field needs systematic 
work on preventive indicators, near-miss reporting, deterrence proxies, executive utilization 
measures, continuity eKects, and comparative program maturity benchmarks. 
 
The second area is comparative organizational design. This monograph developed an integrated 
model, but future work should test how diKerent structures perform across sectors, resource 
levels, and threat profiles. Comparative case studies of large multinationals, mid-sized firms, family 
oKices, NGOs, and politically exposed companies would help refine the model further. 
 
The third area is digital executive protection and cyber-physical convergence. Participants 007, 016, 
and 018 highlighted how central digital exposure has become. Yet the academic literature here 
remains thin and often vendor-driven. More independent research is needed on pattern-of-life 
leakage, family exposure, doxxing pathways, privacy reduction strategies, and how digital narratives 
escalate into physical threat behavior. 
 
The fourth area is AI and adversary capability growth. This monograph argued that AI acts as a force 
multiplier for novice or lower-skill threat actors. Future work should examine more specifically how 
AI changes reconnaissance, impersonation, operational preparation, and social engineering 
against executives and organizations. 
 
The fifth area is training and professionalization. Participants repeatedly pointed to realism gaps, 
certification gaps, and benchmarking gaps. Future research should examine what a rigorous 
executive protection training pipeline should include, how professional standards should be 
defined, and what forms of certification actually signal competence. 
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Finally, the field would benefit from more longitudinal studies. Executive protection is dynamic by 
nature. Programs change, threats evolve, and governance expectations shift. Following 
organizations over time would improve our understanding of maturation, failure, and adaptation. 

25.6 Final argument: executive protection as enterprise resilience 
The final argument of this monograph is simple, but it has significant consequences. Executive 
protection should be understood as a form of enterprise resilience. It is enterprise resilience 
because it protects leadership continuity at the point where personal vulnerability, public exposure, 
and institutional consequence intersect. It is enterprise resilience because modern threats against 
executives are rarely just personal. They are often expressions of broader political grievance, 
reputational hostility, activist pressure, organizational conflict, or opportunistic violence directed at 
visible nodes of power. And it is enterprise resilience because the real value of executive protection 
lies not in the image of security, but in the preservation of decision-making capacity, strategic 
continuity, and organizational function under stress. 
 
Participants across all roles and sectors returned to this point in diKerent language. Intelligence 
practitioners described the need for early warning and contextual analysis. Operational 
practitioners described the importance of advance work and frictionless enablement. Security 
leaders described continuity, governance, and value preservation. Together, they pointed toward a 
common conclusion that executive protection is not just about protecting executives. It is about 
protecting the organization through the protection of executives. 
 
That is why the field fundamentally requires a mature theory and practice. It needs a theory 
because the complexity of the modern threat environment can no longer be managed through 
inherited assumptions alone. It needs a practice because corporate leaders, boards, and security 
professionals need frameworks that are operationally usable, strategically defensible, and 
adaptable across contexts. The profession needs both because executive protection is not a niche 
craft at the margins of private security. It is a core component of how institutions preserve 
themselves in a volatile threat environment. 
 
The field has long had fragments: tactics, standards, travel controls, intelligence functions, privacy 
measures, and experienced professionals. What it has lacked is a coherent architecture capable of 
organizing those fragments into a disciplined whole. This monograph has argued that such an 
architecture is now both possible and necessary.  
 
The future of executive protection will not belong to the programs that simply put more bodies 
around more people. It will belong to the programs that understand risk earlier, interpret threat 
more intelligently, prevent exposure more consistently, integrate more eKectively across the 
organization, and demonstrate their value more clearly. That is what a mature executive protection 
function looks like, and that is why executive protection should now be understood, designed, and 
evaluated as a discipline of enterprise resilience. 
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Appendix A - Glossary of Terms 
Advance / Advance Work 
Planning and preparatory activity conducted before an executive arrives at a venue, event, route, or 
travel destination. Advance work typically includes site surveys, access-point evaluation, 
transportation planning, emergency contingencies, venue coordination, and environmental risk 
assessment. Advance work is a core preventive function in executive protection. 
 
After-Action Review (AAR) 
A structured evaluation conducted following an operation, trip, incident, or exercise in order to 
identify lessons learned, operational gaps, and improvements for future activities. 
 
Analyst 
A professional responsible for collecting, evaluating, and synthesizing information relevant to 
threats, environments, and executive exposure. Analysts commonly support protective intelligence, 
travel risk monitoring, and threat assessment functions. 
 
Archetype 
A recurring structural pattern or model type. In this monograph, archetypes refer to common 
executive protection approaches such as tiered protection, protective-intelligence-led programs, 
travel-risk wrappers, and digital executive protection frameworks. 
 
Attack Surface 
The total set of opportunities through which an executive, family member, residence, digital identity, 
or operational routine may be identified, approached, exploited, or targeted by an adversary. 
 
Behavioral Threat Assessment 
A structured process used to evaluate whether an individual’s behaviors, communications, or 
grievances indicate movement toward targeted violence or harmful confrontation. 
 
Benchmarking 
The comparison of a protection program’s structure, staKing, resources, and performance against 
peer organizations or recognized industry practices. 
 
Business Continuity 
The ability of an organization to maintain essential operations during and after disruptive events. 
Executive protection contributes to continuity by preserving leadership availability and operational 
decision-making. 
 
Close Protection 
The physical protection of an individual through the presence and actions of trained personnel. 



 

April 2026  Page | 118 

Close protection includes escorting, shielding, route management, and immediate response 
capability. 
 
Concierge Drift 
The gradual absorption of protection personnel into non-security tasks such as personal errands or 
administrative assistance, reducing operational focus on protective functions. 
 
Contextual Intelligence 
Threat analysis that incorporates environmental conditions, narrative developments, executive 
exposure, sector dynamics, and behavioral indicators rather than relying solely on raw incident 
reporting. 
 
Corporate Governance 
The system by which organizations are directed, controlled, and overseen, including board 
supervision, executive accountability, fiduciary responsibilities, and institutional decision 
structures. 
 
Corporate Security 
The organizational function responsible for protecting personnel, assets, facilities, information, and 
operations from harm or disruption. 
 
Covert Protection 
A protection posture in which security personnel operate discreetly so that protective coverage is 
not readily visible to external observers. 
 
Cross-Functional Integration 
Coordination between executive protection and other organizational functions such as 
investigations, human resources, cybersecurity, legal counsel, communications, and crisis 
management. 
 
Crisis Management 
The structured response to disruptive events that threaten personnel, leadership, operations, or 
organizational reputation. 
 
Data Broker 
A commercial entity that aggregates and sells personal data such as addresses, contact 
information, family relationships, and demographic attributes. 
 
Decision Engine 
The analytical core of the Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model. It combines 
baseline risk assessments with dynamic threat indicators to determine appropriate protective 
posture. 
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Deepfake 
Synthetic audio, video, or imagery generated using artificial intelligence to convincingly imitate real 
individuals. 
 
Deterrence 
The discouragement of hostile action through the perception that protective measures make an 
attack diKicult, risky, or unlikely to succeed. 
 
Digital Executive Protection (DEP) 
Protective measures designed to reduce online exposure and cyber-enabled personal vulnerability 
aKecting executives and their families. 
 
Digital Footprint 
The cumulative set of information about an individual available online through social media, public 
records, databases, publications, and digital traces. 
 
Digital–Physical Convergence 
The growing interaction between online and oKline risk environments, in which digital exposure can 
create or amplify physical vulnerability. 
 
Disgruntled Employee 
A current or former employee whose grievance against leadership or the organization may produce 
harassment, insider threat, or targeted violence risk. 
 
Duty of Care 
The legal and ethical obligation of organizations to take reasonable measures to protect employees 
and associated individuals from foreseeable harm. 
 
Dynamic Threat Profile 
An evolving assessment of risks aKecting an executive based on updated intelligence, behavioral 
indicators, environmental conditions, and organizational context. 
 
Embedded Protection 
A protection model in which security personnel are integrated into an executive’s daily operational 
environment rather than activated only during specific events. 
 
Environmental Risk 
Risk created by a location or context rather than by a specific adversary. Examples include crime 
patterns, infrastructure weakness, or civil unrest. 
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Escalation 
An increase in protective posture or intervention in response to elevated risk. 
 
Event-Based Coverage 
Protection activated for specific events, travel periods, or high-risk activities rather than 
continuously assigned. 
 
Executive Enablement 
A protection philosophy emphasizing support for executive mobility and operational eKectiveness 
while managing exposure. 
 
Executive Exposure 
The degree to which an executive is vulnerable to threat due to role, visibility, travel, controversy, 
digital presence, or family exposure. 
 
Executive Protection (EP) 
The coordinated set of activities designed to reduce the likelihood and impact of harm to senior 
leaders through intelligence, threat management, advance planning, digital exposure mitigation, 
and operational protective measures. 
 
Field-to-Analyst Loop 
The two-way exchange between protection personnel and intelligence analysts in which 
operational observations inform analysis and analytical insights guide field decisions. 
 
Fixated Person 
An individual who develops persistent and potentially escalating attention toward a particular 
executive or organization. 
 
Foundational Risk Assessment 
The initial evaluation of executive exposure based on role, geography, visibility, operational 
importance, and known threats. 
 
Frictionless Protection 
Protection designed to minimize disruption to executive operations while maintaining eKective risk 
controls. 
 
Generic Threat Feed 
Broad alert streams providing incident information without specific contextual relevance to 
executive exposure. 
 



 

April 2026  Page | 121 

Geopolitical Risk 
Risk arising from political instability, conflict, regulatory shifts, sanctions, or interstate competition 
aKecting operational environments. 
 
Global Security Operations Center (GSOC) 
A centralized facility responsible for monitoring global security conditions, incidents, travel activity, 
and organizational risk indicators. 
 
Governance Mapping 
The identification of decision authorities, reporting lines, and oversight mechanisms relevant to 
executive protection within an organization. 
 
Grievance 
A perceived injustice or injury that motivates hostility toward individuals or institutions. 
 
Hybrid Structure 
An executive protection architecture combining a small internal team with external vendors who 
provide additional capacity or specialized capabilities. 
 
HUMINT (Human Intelligence) 
Information derived from human sources rather than technical systems. 
 
Incident 
Any event or activity with security relevance aKecting an executive or organization. 
 
Information Security 
The protection of data and digital systems from unauthorized access, theft, or misuse. 
 
Intelligence-Led Protection 
A protection strategy in which intelligence collection and analysis guide operational planning and 
deployment. 
 
Intelligence-to-Operations Loop 
The process through which intelligence assessments inform operational decisions and operational 
observations refine intelligence analysis. 
 
Insider Risk 
Risk created by individuals within the organization who possess access, knowledge, or influence 
that may enable harm or disruption. 
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Integrated Risk–Intelligence Executive Protection Model (IRIEPM) 
The model developed in this monograph. It integrates risk assessment, protective intelligence, 
advance-driven prevention, scalable deployment, and cross-functional stabilization mechanisms. 
 
Low-Profile Protection 
A protection approach emphasizing discretion and minimal visual intrusion. 
 
Mission Completion 
A practical measure of success in which executives safely complete required operational activities 
without disruption. 
 
Multidisciplinary Threat Management 
Collaborative assessment and management of concerning individuals by security, legal, HR, 
investigative, and behavioral experts. 
 
Narrative Targeting 
The process through which an executive becomes a symbolic figure within political, activist, or 
conspiratorial narratives. 
 
Near Miss 
A situation in which harm was narrowly avoided despite meaningful exposure or vulnerability. 
 
NGO (Non-Governmental Organization) 
A mission-driven organization operating independently from government structures. 
 
Open-Source Intelligence (OSINT) 
Intelligence derived from publicly available information sources. 
 
Operational Posture 
The visible configuration of protection resources and procedures at a given time. 
 
Opportunistic Violence 
Violence that occurs without a specific preselected target but aKects individuals present in the 
environment. 
 
Overt Protection 
A protection posture in which security personnel are visibly present. 
 
Parasocial Behavior 
Behavior resulting from perceived one-sided relationships with public figures. 
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Pattern-of-Life Leakage 
Exposure of habitual movements, locations, or routines that could enable targeting. 
 
Person of Interest (POI) 
An individual whose behavior or communications warrant monitoring or assessment due to 
potential risk. 
 
Personally Identifiable Information (PII) 
Information that can identify or locate an individual. 
 
Pop-Up Mobilization 
Rapid assembly of protest or activist groups enabled by digital communication platforms. 
 
Preventive Control 
Measures designed to reduce the likelihood of threat exposure before confrontation occurs. 
 
Principal / Protectee 
The individual receiving executive protection. 
 
Program 
A structured system of governance, intelligence, personnel, policies, and procedures guiding 
executive protection operations. 
 
Protective Detail 
Personnel assigned to accompany or support an executive during movements or events. 
 
Protective Intelligence 
The collection and analysis of information relevant to identifying, preventing, and managing threats 
to protected persons. 
 
Quarterly Business Review (QBR) 
A periodic evaluation of program performance, resources, trends, and operational eKectiveness. 
 
Reactive Model 
A protection approach primarily responding after threats become visible. 
 
Reach-Back 
The ability of field personnel to request analytical or operational support from centralized 
resources. 
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Reputational Targeting 
EKorts to damage or delegitimize an executive’s reputation as part of a broader campaign of 
hostility. 
 
Residential Security Assessment 
A structured evaluation of security vulnerabilities at an executive’s residence. 
 
Resilience 
The capacity of an organization to absorb disruption and continue operating eKectively. 
 
Risk-Based Allocation 
Assignment of protection resources according to assessed exposure and consequence rather than 
rank alone. 
 
Scalability 
The ability of a protection program to expand or contract in response to changing operational 
demands. 
 
Security Culture 
Organizational attitudes and norms related to security practices and risk management. 
 
Signal-to-Noise Problem 
The diKiculty of distinguishing meaningful threat indicators from large volumes of irrelevant 
information. 
 
Situational Awareness 
Real-time understanding of environmental conditions and emerging risks. 
 
Social Engineering 
Manipulation of individuals to obtain information or access through deception. 
 
Standards-Based Framework 
A protection approach relying primarily on formal guidelines rather than an integrated operational 
model. 
 
Surge Capacity 
Additional personnel or resources activated during elevated risk periods. 
 
Targeted Violence 
Violence directed at a specific individual or group. 
 



April 2026 Page | 125 

Team 
The personnel responsible for executing executive protection operations. 

Technical Surveillance Countermeasures (TSCM) 
Specialized activities designed to detect covert listening or tracking devices. 

Threat Assessment 
Evaluation of the likelihood that a person or situation may lead to harmful action. 

Threat Environment 
The broader landscape of actors, conditions, grievances, and risks influencing executive exposure. 

Threat Management 
The ongoing monitoring and mitigation of individuals or conditions presenting potential harm. 

Tiered Protection Model 
A structure assigning diKerent levels of protection according to executive rank or exposure. 

Travel Risk Management 
Processes used to reduce risk associated with business travel. 

Utilization 
The degree to which executives actively engage with and rely on the protection program. 

Vendor Dependency 
Reliance on external service providers for protective capabilities. 

Warm Body Approach 
A minimal protection posture that equates security with placing personnel near an executive wi
thout integrated planning or intelligence. 
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