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SHOULD A LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY HAVE A POLICY OR 
PRACTICE THAT SWORN MEMBERS BE ARMED 24/7? 
 
 

 

 

INTERNAL AFFAIRS RESEARCH PROJECT SUBMISSION 

SUBMITTED BY:  Michelle, Crown Point 

 

Q:  Should A Law Enforcement Agency Have A Policy Or Practice That Sworn Members Be Armed 24/7? 

As a law enforcement officer and certified state firearms instructor, I consider myself very familiar with 

firearms and very comfortable with being armed the vast majority of the time.  I carry a firearm not only when 

on duty, but also in various off-duty situations – shopping, vacationing (where allowed by law), running, 

cycling, and even trail riding on my horse.  It’s my personal belief that armed subjects intending to do harm to 

myself, my family or the general public do not limit their activity only to set times and places and, therefore, 

neither should I.  However, I do believe that though there are numerous “pros” to having a policy directing law 

enforcement officers to be armed at all times, there are also “cons” to this practice that must be taken into 

account. 

The Pros 

As I mentioned previously, there are numerous positive reasons that a law enforcement agency may want 

their officers armed at all times.  First, knowledge by those intending to commit criminal acts that the law 

enforcement officers in a particular jurisdiction are armed both on and off duty – in uniform and in plain 

clothes – may deter criminal activity in and of itself.  There are numerous incidents during which armed, off-

duty officers have prevented crime from being committed by being armed and at the scene when the crime 

was being perpetrated.  There are also numerous incidents when the presence of an armed, off-duty officer, 

by shooting an armed suspect, has saved the lives of numerous subjects who would have perished if not for 

the officer’s presence.  Imagine how many lives would have been saved if an armed, off-duty officer would 

have been present during the recent movie theater shooting in Aurora, Colorado or the Sandyhook 

Elementary School shooting in Connecticut.  As well as minimizing the casualties during a mass shooting 

incident, an armed, off-duty officer may also come to the aid of an on-duty officer dealing with an armed 

assailant who might decide to put down his weapon when he is aware he is outnumbered by armed officers.  

There are too many incidents to mention where the presence of an armed, off-duty LEO would be considered 

invaluable.   

The Cons 
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Although a continually-armed police department may have its positive aspects, there are also some issues 

regarding this issue that need to be addressed prior to implementing a policy instructing all sworn officers to 

be armed at all times.  Would an officer be required to carry a weapon even when he knows he will be in a 

situation where he may be consuming alcohol – sporting events, vacations, wedding receptions, concerts, 

etc.?  An officer who took part in a shooting or even drew his weapon after consuming alcohol would be under 

harsh scrutiny at the very least and quite possibly civil or criminal action.  The fact that officers would be 

armed at all times might also contribute to a diminishment in the use of alternate, less lethal means of force 

when dealing with a situation and add to the number of officer-involved shootings while off duty.  Officers 

may begin to view their weapons as the only manner in which to deal with most situations that would, under 

other circumstances, be dealt with using alternate means.  Due to the increased amount of time a law 

enforcement officer might have contact with a weapon that might not occur if a policy was not in place, the 

amount of accidental discharges a department would experience may rise – and therefore the number of 

resultant civil litigations.  As an unfortunate by-product, off-duty officers wielding weapons while in plain 

clothes, attempting to come to the aid of an armed, uniformed officer, may be mistaken for a weapon-

wielding criminal and accidentally be shot and killed.  Also, unfortunately, requiring all officers to be armed off 

duty may contribute to officers succumbing to involvement in misconduct, where this may not be the case if 

that officer was not required to be armed 24/7. 

In conclusion, it is my belief that though a policy advising officers to carry their weapons off-duty has its value, 

that policy will have to be scrutinized thoroughly to determine those situations when carrying a weapon 

should be advised against.  Although an armed off-duty department can be an asset to the community it 

serves, officers should not become a detriment to the community by being told to carry their weapons 

regardless of the situation – common sense, above all, should prevail when crafting policy involving a 

potentially deadly weapon.  
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