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The following page3 constitute the final report on a seminar 

held in Santa-Margherita, Italy on the subject of prevention and 

control of hostage-taking. It consists of a position paper, session 

su~naries and an analysis of the proceedings written by Ronald 

Cre1insten, and prepared statements by those participants who served 

as chairmen or panelists, compiled and edited in collaboration with 

Danielle Laberge-A1tmejd. It is the second seminar in a set of which 

the first was devoted to terrorism (see Cre1insten, R. and Laberge-

Altmejd, D. The Impact of Terrorism and Skyjacking on the Operations 

of the Criminal Justice System, in press). 

Within the framework of our sub··contract, this seminar is 

called a "management training seminar". The main objective of such 

a seminar is to examine the possibilities for transfer of expe'riences, 

knowledge and technology in a particular area, in this case, hostage-

taking. This objective explains the selection of the participants, 

who came from all the horizons of game theory, physics, psychiatry, 

behavioural sciences and from private and public institutions (police 

departments, penitentiary services, airport and bank security, pilot . 
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• associations, INTERPOL, etc.). It appeared during the preparation that 

this was the first occasion that such a diverse interdisciplinary, 

inter-agency and international group has ever been convened. This is 

to suggest that the challenge in terms of :lnteHectual and personal 

interaction among participants has been considerable. Both the 

participants and the seminar organizers had the feeling that this 

challenge has, on the whole, been met, as was <:lear from the written 

comments received after the seminar. 

* * * 

Hostage-taking is a very ancient form of criminal activity. 

In fact, it was even an accepted tool of diplomacy when used by 

legitimate authority. Of course, the hostage-taking with which we 

were concerned in this seminar is of a very contemporary variety: 

extortion to achieve political, monetary or psychological goals. 

As far as the size of the phenomenon is concerned, we do not 

seem to face a phenomenon of epidemi.c proportions. Between 1968 and 

mid-1975, only 250 people were killed in terrorist episodes, not all 

of which even involved hostage-taking. This figure is considerably 

less than the annual homicide rate in any major American city. According 

to the testimony of Professor Richard Falk of Princeton University 

before the U.S. Congressional Committee on International Relations, 

there have been 647 cases of kidnapping in the U.S. in the past 30 

years. All but three cases have been solved by the FBI, providing one 
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• of the highest clearance rates of at(l criminal activity. The very 

harsh penalties and the near certainty of conviction seem to keep 

this particular form of hostage-taking (kidnapping for ransom) under 

control on a national basis. 

However, the conviction rate at the international level is 

very low indeed. Authors of hostage-taking are almost assured of 

immunity from prosecution and punishment (cf. Crelinsten, R. and 

Laberge-Altmejd, Do The Impact of Terrorism and Skyjacking on the 

Operations of the Criminal Justice System, in press). The main 

problem seems to be hostage-taking at the international level. 

Further.more, as pointed out by Judith Miller in The New York 

Times Magazine (July 18, 1976): 

terrorism cannot be measured by statistics. 
It is violence in its most pernicious form; its 
victims are the innocent; it is unpredictable. 
And its impact is all the greater because it 
makes one's own government seem either helpless 
or heartless -unable to protect its citizens 
or callous in the remedies it employs. (p. 7). 

So, the political and psychological potential of hostage-taking as a 

symbolic act of power is of the greatest magnitude. No social 

organization sharing in the power structure of any given society is 

immune. The fear inspired by the possible use of hostages by very 

small groups to exert pr.essure on very large groups within the existing 

power structure is potentially one of the most disruptive forces in 

technologically advanced societies. 
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What could be the contribution of science and technology to 

the protection of democratic societies from such a threat? First of 

all, to collect relevant information and data on the phenomenon. At 

present, such information is very scanty. We need data on the 

personality of aggressors and victims; on scenarios of incidents; 

analysis of the control and preventive programmes; etc. Second, 

interpretation and evaluation of this dat~ represent a major heuristic 

challenge; all the theoretical resou.rces of natural and behavioural 

sciences should be drawn on in order to present testable hypotheses 

for further research. Third, given the different historical and 

geographical and sociopolitical contexts of the cases, the comparative 

approach seems of crucial importance. In sum, a multi-disciplinary 

and comparative perspective is indispensable in the gathering and inter­

pretation of facts and theories. 

Concerning the public interest, it appears, in the light of 

this report, that there is an urgent need for decision-makers in 

private and public enterprises to be informed and to contribute to 

the analysis and understanding of this phenomenon, all of them being 

potential targets. This includes government, air transport, banks, 

penitentiaries, industrial plants, embassies, etc., etc. The majority 

of the data and the experience lies within these organizations. Only 

a joint effort of everyone can have the slightest chance of success 

in implementing a systematic study. 



The importance of informed public opinion should not be 

underestimated in our political democracies. The extension of 

scientific inquiry may favour more rational understanding in this 

field and consequently a more dispassionate and less panicky appraisal 

of hostage situations. In addition, as far as politically motivated 

hostage-taking is concerned, scientific analysis may lead to a deeper 

appreciation of perceived feelings of injustice, discrimination, 

victimization, persecution, etc., by those using hostage-taking as 

a weapon. 

It has been realized by all participants during this seminar 

that there was no appropriate forum or meeting-place for all concerned 

to engage in the scientific exploration of facts related to hostage­

taking. The scientific community is traditionally concerned with 

theory and methodology. The practitioners not only have access to 

all data, but also are traditionally concerned with pragmatic, day-to­

day problem-solving. Hhy should we not make an imaginative effort to 

combine everyone's interests and abilities to engage in the above­

mentioned endeavour. 

As pointed out by one participant, terrorism and hostage-taking 

will remain one of the major international crimes in the coming 

decades" The United Nations attach a high priority to the study, 

prevention and control of these phenomena. Only cursory treatment has 

been given to this area in our seminars to date, yet it appears that 

it is both realistic and productive to proceed with a more systematic 
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• and detailed enterprise. In view of this, we feel that this joint, 

international effort should be continued and ,~e are ready to prepare 

a concrete proposal to that effect. 
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A SYSTEMS APPROACH 

Ronald D. CRELINSTEN 
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Introduction 

In dealing with any particular criminal problem, two very 

important tasks should be undertaken as a preliminary step to ~nder­

standing the problem and for developing strategies for controlling it. 

First, the problem itself should be described and subjected 

to phenomenological analysis, i.e. it should be broken down into 

elements and the elements should be classified without any attempt 

at a causal explanation. Once this descriptive model is developed, 

one can then procee.d to use it as a tool in working O'1t control 

strategies. In this context, research on "cause and effect" develops 

quite naturally and theory and practice go hand in hand. 

In practice, it is generally the case that control efforts 

lack this theoretical foundation and that, at best, such a foundation 

is built up very slowly through trial and error in the process of 

implementing control strategies. It is recognized that this is 

partly unavoidable, since many pressing problems need to be dealt 

with despite the lack of descriptive models which would provide the 

necessary knowledge and understanding. This should not meEm, however, 

that the phenomenological analysis should be overlooked or set aside 

temporarily - until things are "under control". It should be 'an 

integral element in all control strategies. 

The second prelimiuary task is to describe and analyze those 

who wish t~ control the problem. Taken literally, this sounds a bit 
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like looking through the wrong end of a pair of binoculars; one 

wants to focus on the problem, not on those who are focusing on the 

problem! Yet the two are inseparable. Anyone who is concerned with 

a particular problem vimols that problem from his own perspective. 1 

The second task is, therefore, to view the phenomenon of hostage-

taking through the eyes of those who wish to control or study it. 

By doing so, one can analyze how the phenomenon itself varie~ 

according to the perspective used. This in turn should lead to a 

greater understanding of the phenomenon itself. By looking at an 

object from all angles, one gains a clearer picture of that object. 

Thus, the two tasks are related and the observeL and the observed, 

the controller and the controlled, are indeed inseparable. 

This paper attempts to set the stage for a fruitful attack 

on the problem of hostage-taking by sketching out the broad outlines 

for accomplishing these two important tasks. A model is developed 

in which the phenomenon of hostage-taking is broken down into easily 

identifiable elements. The interaction of these elements is then 

analyzed in terms of their applicability and generalizabi1ity to con-

crete situations or incidents. This is the first task outlined above. 

It is directly related to the problem of typology which is widely 

1 The phenomenon of hostage-taking as viewed by a potential kidnapper 
planning his strategy can be very different from hostage-taking as 
viewed by a director of security of a bank. Interestingly enough, 
and quite to the point, the director of security might gain considerable 
insight into how to go about his own task if he tried to view his 
own problem through the IIbinocularsll of the potential kidnapper. In 
fact, most hostage training courses use this technique imp1icit1y~ 
if not explicitly. . 



recognized as a necessary first step in dealing with the hostage 

problem. 

Once the model is developed, the second task comes in. The 

model with all its components is examined from the various perspectives 

of those who are concerned with the phenomenon of hostage-taking. 

Depending on the goals implicit in that perspective, be it preventive 

security, sociopolitical analysis, police response to individual 

incidents or negotiation during an ongoing incident, one can analyze 

which elements of the phenomenon are more salient and thus gain in­

sights into how the phenomenon is being perceived from that particular 

point of view. 

The idea is to make the entire complex phenomenon of hostage­

taking easily accessible to all interested parties, to recognize the 

needs, goals and experiences of each interest group and to increase 

understanding at all levels. Only then can one hope for effective 

communication 8md co-operation between different groups who share a 

deep concern with a particularly tricky and delicate problem. 

A Phenomenological Analysis of Hostage-taking 

The most characteristic feature of hostage-taking is its 

triangular aspect - three parties are :I.nvolved. The hostage (a) is 

the means by which the hostage-taker (b) gains something from a third 

party (c). A booklet on hostage-taking put out recently by the French 

Ministry of the Interior (referred to hereafter as FMI, 1974) 

introduces the terms IIpassive victimll and lIactive victimll to 
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refer to the hostage and the party to whom the demands are made, 

respectively. TIlese are very useful terms as they help to define 

clearly two of the basic elements of the hostage-taking phenomenon. 

The hostage-taker can variously be called "offender" or "perpetrator" 

or "hostage-taker". Thus, we have the first three basic elements 

of our analysis. They can be depicted as follows: 

Offender -------~ Pa.ssive Victim -------7 Active Victim 
(hostage) 

The direction of the arrows indicates that the passive victim is 

a means to an end - an intermediary in an exchRnge between offender 

and active vi.ctim. It is the active victim who has it within his 

power to meet the demands of the offender - hence, he is "active", 

while the hostage is "passive". (See, however, page 8.) 

Two other elements come into the picture immediately to 

describe the relationship between the offender and his two victims. 

They are "threat" and "demandll and obviously refer to the passive 

victim and the active victim, respectively. The triangular relation 

now becomes clear as we depict the elements so far: 

Offender The? ~and 
Passive Victim Active Victim 

To complete the triangle, we would have to connect the two victims. 

It is clear that the relation between these two is a critical 

element in itself. If the active victim feels no great concern 
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about the passive victim and is loath to meet the demand in the 

first place, he is quite unlikely to accede to the demand,to avert 

the offender carrying out the threat. 2 

Taken together, these five elements dE\Scribe the initial 

stage of any hostage-taking incident. A sixth element completes 

the picture and that is Ilcontext l1 - in a situational or physical 

setting sense. Thus, the incident may occur in a bank, inside an 

airplane in flight, inside a prison, in a store or on the street. 

Offender 

Thr:/at . '\emand 

CONTEXT 
U ~ 

Passive Victim Active Victim 

2 
We could come up with a label for this factor, e.g. II inter-victim 

bond ll
, and the picture is complete with six elements: three persons 

and three links between them. 
Offender 

Thr;/ ~m.nd 
Passive Victim~ ~ Active Victim 

Inter-victim 
bond 

However, we are trying to develop a model based only upon observable 
elements. An inter-victim bond is a hypothetical construct and will 
therefore be omitted in further discussion. This applies also to the 
concept of IImotive ll (see page20). 



The picture as depicted so far certainly shares certain 

elements with other criminal activities, most notably extortion and 

blackmail, TIle only element really lacking in the latter is the 

passive victim or hostage, All the other elements are there -- the 

demand (usually financial) and the threat (often involvil~ divulging 

of information), In this case, the picture could be depicted as 

follows: 

Demand 
---'--'--'--~ 

Offender Victim 

-----~ 
Threat 

Hore intriguing is the parallel between hostage-taking and 

strikes, as pointed out in FMI (197l~), Both phenomena share the 

common feature that at least three parties are involved. In the 

case of hostage-taking, the passive victim is obviously the hostage 

and the active victim is usually determined by the demand and perhaps 

also by the threat, in the sense that those concerned with the well­

being of the hostage, e.g. relatives, may get involved, even though 

they cannot. meet all the demands, e.g. political ones. In the case 

of strikes, the passive victim depends on the parties involved or, to 

keep terminology consistent, the context. In the case of teachers 

striking aga~nkt the government, the passive victims a.re primarily 

the students, although parents and even other institutions, be they 

in the job market or in higher education, may also be affected. In 

the case of mail service, the passive victim is the public and all 
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institutions carrying on business by ma11. 3 In the case of 

different types of indus try, the passive victim can range from con·· 

sumers to supporting industries (e.g. steel industry/auto industry). 

One point which emerges from this comparison is that the 

terms "active" and "passive" used to distinguish between the two 

kinds of victims is not strictly accurate. The implication of these 

terms is that only one victim, the active one, can determine the 

outcome of the incident. This is not strictly true. In the case 

of strikes, particularly in the public sector, public opinion -

admittedly closely tied to press reactions - is often a critical factor 

in influencing the outcome of the strike. So in a hostage situation, 

the hostage can influence the outcome of the incident. The "Stockholm 

Syndrome", whereby the hostage develops a positive identification with 

the hostage-taker, is evidence that the hostage can be far from 

passive. ~~lile the syndrome is based on the Swedish bank case, a much 

better example is the Patricia Hearst case, where Ms. Hearst was so 

active a hostage that she finally came to be prosecuted and convicted 

along with her captors. 

In the light of this, it is suggested that the terms lIactivell 

and "passive" could be replaced with "primary" and "secondary"" 

3 In this case, private delivery services and phone service would be 
affected - either by a welcome boom in business or an unwelcome flood 
of business. This ,,,as the case during the recent pas tal s trike in 
Canada. The point to realize here is that the primary event may have 
specific secondary effects which are determined by the context • 
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• respectively. This preserves the distinction bet~.,een victims and 

avoids the misleading implications concerning ability to respond or 

affect the outcome. q The terms primary and secondary also convey 

the fact that the r"f£ender's primary target is the act:l.ve victim's 

meeting his demands and that the hostage is merely a means to that 

end. 5 The terminology also has the virtue of being extendable to 

"tertiary" victims, such as relatives of secondary victims, or 

airline companies, ~.,hich mus t pay for planes destroyed in skyjacking 

incidents, even though they were neither primary nor secondary 

(hostage) victims. 

We have analyzed the hostage-taking phenomenon in its initial 

stages, as it first occurs. We have also moved ahead into the later 

stages, in our diSCUSSion of liability to respond or to influence 

outcome". Here we have moved beyond the initial stage and entered 

'ff It is admitted that many hostages are incapacitated by their 
captors and th'ls, the term "passive" would be appropriate. However, 
the term is not always appropriate while the term "secondary" 
remains appropriate whether the hostage is potentially active or not. 

5 FMI (1974) points out that the cons traints placed upon the t~V'o 
types of victim are different. There is a direct constraint placed 
upon the hostage, while an indirect constraint is placed upon the 
other. This distinction mj.ght imply that the term "primary" should 
be applied to the hostage, but this would contradict the fact that the 
hostage is merely a means to an end. The "active victim" is really 
the primary victim. Thus, ~.,e have an indirect constraint placed upon 
the 10 victim via the placing of a direct constraint upon the 20 victim. 

-9 .. 



• the area of response and counter-response. The schema devnloped so 

far (see page 6 ) is a static one, depicting a system w:l.th its sub-

components arranged in a particular array or pattern. As soon as 

response is considered, we move into a dynamic schema and temporal 

elements become important. 6 

Let us look at the primary or active victim first. He can 

choose to act alone or to involve other parties. These other parties 

could include superiors, police, press, friends and relatives. If 

involved in preventive planning, he could call in an entire hostage 

negotiation team. 7 The instant other parties become involved, they 

become integral elements in the entire system to the extent that their 

responses affect other elements in the system. Thus, police sharp-

shooters could kill the offender or a superior of the primary vi.ctim 

could accede to the demand or a press reporter could, by his very 

presence, bolster the confidence of the offender, etc. A feedback 

mechanism is set up whereby the response of the primary victim and 

those whom he calls into the case feed back to the offender, who 

6 
Dawe (1976) identifies three stages in a temporal breakdown 

of hostage situations: the containment phase, the mobile negotiation 
stage and the relocation or change of venue phase. 

7 An analysis of what constitutes an effective hostage negotiation 
team in terms of types of personnel and expertise is a whole area 
\V'orthy of study. It would be interesting to compare the make-up of 
the various teams in different cities and countries. It is interesting 
that DmV'e (1976) lists four different training programmes to 
accomodate different elements of the crisis intervention team. The 
development of specialized training programmes is one area \V'here the 
results of such an analysis could clearly be fruitfully applied. 



then alters either the threat or the demand or both and so on. A 

continuous flow of back-and-forth interaction is not inevitable of 

course and various forms of stalemate, impasses, and communication 

blocks can occur. It is generally agreed that a primary goal in 

hostage situatior~is to generate and maintain this two-way flow of 

~ommunication as much as possible. It is here that the temporal 

factors become important particularly as they relate to the psycho-

106:' and physiology of stress. 

Other parties can become involved even without being called 

in by the primary victim. Passersby are an obvious example. Also, 

the offender can contact the press directly and the press can then 

involve more people. In the case of the Bronfman kidnapping, some 

relatives of the hostage first found out that the youth 'vas kidnapped 

through the press. A more common example, particularly in cases 

where hostages are taken in an enclosed, usually public, area 

(referred to as "barr:l.caded situations" in police circles), is the 

"cop on the beat", who first comes in contact with the hostage-

taker. He is typically faced with a list of a1 ternatives different 

from but reminiscent of the list of alternatives faced by the primary 

Victim. He could contact his superiors, initiate containment, terminate 

the incident himself, "buy time" until help arrives. This also would £lpply 

to the various security personnel who guard institutions or areilS where 

hostage-taking could occur (see Appendix I, no. 6 - Context), 

Again, each party becomes an element in the total picture to the 

extent to which he influences any other element in the system. 



Turning now to the response of the hostage, th~ea main 

possibilities ex~st. First, there is an attempt by th~ ~)stage to 

te1.'minate the incident: himself. This can involve f:l.ght or flight 

(overpowering his captor or escaping) or convincing his captor to 

release him or to surrender. This tactic is generally discouraged 

by preventive training experts, as it is considered very dangerous. 

Second, there is ~vhat can be called a "medical response". Subsumed 

under this category would be heart attacks, fainting, hysteria, 

requiring modication which is not at hand, e.g. for diabetes or 

asthma. This type of response would likely introduce a new dimension 

into the demand element, that of medical help, a.nd would potentially 

introduce a new party into the picture. Finally, there is the 

response of identification or the Stockholm Syndrome, whereby a 

sympathy is developed for the offender and, in the extreme case, the 

hostage "teams up", so to speak, with the offender. 

To sum up the possibilities pictorially, we have: 

) Offender < ________ 
~ Threa! \ Demand r.:: .~ 

CONTEXT \ 
~ ~ 

20 Victim 1
0 

Victim 

~---:;7 a~e~~ call >others terminate /'" Ai\. 
by self I.:::::" RESl?ONSE re use e.1l \J 

medical I s.;: police \f. family Other . v 

(Passerby, cop press Y' 
on beat, bank sup~riors 
security, etc.) 

l::. 
terminate 

:) 
contact "buy 

superiors/()thers time" 

:7 
contain 

* see next page 
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This picture describes the short-term responses and indicates some of 

the complexities of the intricate feed-back mechanism involved in 

negotiations. Hostage-taking, particularly when committed for 

political purposes, can involve several different and perhaps even 

conflicting interest groups. The picture can get very confusing and 

the basic model with its six elements can help to sort out the 

response picture. 

The various interest groups who mayor may not r8spond to a 

particular hostage-taking incident can be defined by the nature of: 

a) the primary or active victim(s) 

b) the secondary victim(s) or hostage(s) 

c) the demand(s) 

d) the threat(s) 

and the inter-relationships between them. 

8 Rather than introduce a new term "other", the term "Response" 
will be trl.,·t~d as a tripartite term, incorporating the response 
potential of both victim-types and all possible "others". The 
most common "others" are police and private security, while press 
and passersby Bre less com~n. 
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For example, hijacking three airplanes and land:i.ng them 

on an airstrip and threatening to blow up the planes with the 

passengers unless political prisoners are freed from three different 

countries involves at least the following: 

a) the three airlines9 

b) the three countries holding the political prisoners 
(primary victims) 

c) the country where the planes landed. 

Even if a) and b) agree to co-operate, if the police in c) decide to 

attack, the entire picture is changed. If a) and c) co-operate and 

two out of the three countries in b) accede to the demands, the third 

country could still refuse to co-operate and this would affect the 

total picture. 

It is' clear from the above that hostage-taking can involve 

two primary victims with conflicting interests. For example, the 

kidnapping of the director of Fiat in Argentina by Argentinian 

guerrillas: 

a) the nature of the secondary victim (hostage) and the 

threat (death) and some demands (ransom, re-hiring of workers, 

removal of police from factories) all involved Fiat; 

b) the nature of other demands (freeing political prisoners, 

publication of manifesto) involved the Argentinian government. 

In this case, the hostage died; some of the demands were directed 

n~s case, the airlines are a kind of tertiary victim, as 
suggested previously (see page 9). 
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to an author:l.ty who did not care about the secondary victim. In a 

second kidnapping (of the director of Phillips), the demand was 

merely ransom and the primary victim was clearly Phillips a.lone, 

who paid and the hostage was freed. The Argentinian government 

stayed out of it (see Batigne, 1973, for details). 

Sometimes the nature of the demands, although clearly 

implicating one specific primary victim, also involves other parties 

or serves other purposes. In the Hearst case, the primary victims 

were the hostage's parents, but the demands were designed to 

embarrass an.-l undermine the existing public authority. In cases 

like this the primary victim is also a means toward an end·· - a 

poli tical one in this case - and so the terminology could be shifted 

accordingly. Thus, the hostage becomes the tertiary victim, the 

parents the secondary and the government the primary. However, in 

this case, no demands were made on the government, so the terminology 

does not fit exactly. 

So far, we have considered short-term responses or those 

aimed specifically atone on-going incident, The. end resul t of this 

one incident ca.n be anot.her element in the. ~.,hole picture of hostage-

takingo The term "outcome" can be used. The picture is as follows: 

.-______ ~Offender 

~ Thr/at ~ Demand 

20 Victim 

L 

CONTEXT ~ 
10 Victim 

RES PONS E (-.-I 

~---l 

! -!t .1 I--------·OUTCOHE ----------.--1 
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The outcome element has its own group of sub-elements. They include 

disposition of the offender, treatment of the hostage(s), debriefing 

of hostage negotiation teams, diplomatic repercussions, public and 

press attitudes, insurance claims, etc. These factors will vary 

according to the different possible outcomes. 10 Of course, these 

factors will also be influenced by other elements in the whole system, 

such as the nature of the demand (particularly if met) und the identity 

of the hostage (particularly if the hostage is famous). This 

emphasizes the fact that all the various elements of the system 

interact and that their influences on external factors ov~rlap. This 

makes it difficult and even at times impractical to isolate them from 

one another and, in fact, one should only delineate factors separately 

in order to better understand their inevitable interaction within a 

coherent system. 

A final word about long-term responses to hostage-taking 

incidents. Each hostage-taking incident has its unique little story, 

its actors and its scripts, its climax, its resolution and its de-

nouement o Yet one single incident rarely st8ys "in the public eye long 

enough to stimulate such a drastic response ~s the changing of B law or the 

10 One poss:l.blG outcome is what Dawe (1976) calls a II change of venue ll
, 

and can be considered a change of context. This can occur when the 
offender and his hostage(s) move to another place. In this case, the 
intricate feedback system simply continues under new circumstances 
and all the elements interact accordingly. This type of outcome is 
really a pseudo-outcome as it is not a final state. The system does 
not come to rest, but merely starts allover again in a new context. 
Only when the system becomes static once again can we speak of a true 
1I0utcomell

• 
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staffing of a police force or prison with a hostage negotiation 

unit. It would be beyond the scope of this paper to try and analyze 

how a particular phenomenon comes to be regarded as a problem worthy 

of investment in time, money or personnel. The whole skyjacking 

story is an interesting example as is the more general one of 

"political terrorism". Criminalization probably comes closest to 

what this more global element is all about. Signs of it are the 

appearance of new laws and conventions, the development of training 

programmes and prevention and security programmes, and the increase 

in research and the frequent convening of seminars on the subject of 

hostage-taking. As with all elements in the system, this element 

influences the other elements and is in turn influenced by them. 

New response strategies developed by research and training efforts 

influence outcome and result in new types of demands, different 

secondary Victims, unexpected contexts. And so laws are changed, 

research is intensified and control and prevention strategies are 

adapted to new contexts. This more global element can be termed 

"social impact". The final picture is then as follows: 
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TI1e Problem of Typology 

To understand any group of events or objects, we tend to 

classify them into types. To classify them into types, we need 

criteria by which to distinguish between types. To develop such 

criteria, we need to analyze the characteristics or elements which 

comprise these events or objects. To analyze and sort out these 

clements, we need to recognize them. To recognize them: we have to 

be impressed by them and we are only impressed by that which interests 

us. Thus, depending on one's interests, one recognizes cercain 

elements and sorts them out in particular ways and develops partic-

ular typologies. Thus, our interests influence our understanding 

and the patterns of recognition which form the basis for. this uncler-

standing. 

Given the general consensus that hostage-taking is a criminal 

phenomenon which should be at best prevented and at .. least effectively 

controlled ,,,hen it does occur, ~'lhat kinds of classification are most 

useful in achieving ,these goals? Here is where the an,alysis of 

hostage-taking comes in. By breaking down the phenom'enon into various 

elements, one can then begin to develop typologies. The key question 

is how we categorize and catalogue hostage~taking phenomena in order 

to facilitate the task of prevention and control. One can take each 

element in the picture already developed and use it as the criterion 

for developing a typology. Then we can see if it is useful in achieving 
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our goal. Appendix I presents an example of a typology of typologies, 

based on the elements derived in the previous section, to give some 

idea of what might be involved. 

It is interesting to look at some of the vlays in 'Vlhich various 

people have categorized the phenomenon. For example, the New York 

City hostage training program divides offenders into three categories 

- professional criminals, psychotics and terrorists - claiming that 

each requires a different approach. Obviously, the demands and the 

motives underlying them ~vould tend to vary for the three groups and, 

in the case of similarities in demands, differing motives ~vould 

perhaps require different response strategies. For example, a demand 

for money in return for the safe return of the hostage can have very 

different implications for a professional criminal or for a terrorist. 

While the former may use the money for personal luxuries, the la tter 

may use the money to finance further terrorist activity. Similarly, 

a dem.and for safe departure from the country may have different 

implications for a convicted prisoner holding hostages within a 

prison or for a psychotic holding hostages in an airplane. Legal 

restraints might playa more vital role in the former case than in 

the latter. 

Middendorff (1975) also has three categories of offenders: 

politically motivated offenders, those seeking to escape from some­

thing or to somewhere, and those seeking personal gain. Note that 

these categories are more explicitly motive-oriented than those 

f 
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previously mentioned, al though the motives of a II terroris tIl, a 

II professional criminal ll and even a IIpsychoticll are implicit in the 

labels. 

At this point, it should be noted that a new term, not 

previously mentioned (except in footnote 2), has entered the picture 

- that of Ilmotive ll
• This term was deliberately omitted from the 

previous section as the object of the phenomenological analYSis was 

to break hostage-taking down into observable elements without resorting 

to explanations. IIHotive l1 is not observable, but is merely a 

hypothetical construct derived from behaviour. IIDemand ll and IImotivell 

are intimately related, as is obvious from the two typologies under 

these titles (4 & 4a) in Appendix I, and so motive ,,,as implicit in 

the demand element. However, it is interesting to note that the 

motive element is often used, particularly in psychiatric perspectives, 

although the legal perspective is also quite concerned with this. 

The ",hole legal question of Iljustificationll relates to the delicate 

balance between motive and act. However, police, for example, are 

rarely interested in motive. They must concern themselves with the 

acts committed. The whole ques tion is a good example of hm" elements 

of the system depend on the perspective of the person looking at the 

system. This will be discussed further in the next section. 'Suffice 

it to say that motive and demand are intimately related but, as 'ole 

saw above, the same demand need not have the same motive in all 

cases. So the two concepts Ildemandll and IImotivell are not i.dentical. 
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Bauer (1973) discusses the methods used by offenders, the 

personalities of the offenders and the response strategies of those 

attempting to release the hostages and apprehend the offenders. He 

classifies hostage situations according to ~.,ho is called upon to pay 

the ransom, Le. the primary victim. His five categories are: a 

bank, the hostage himself, relatives of the hostage, an airline or 

a national government. Such a typology is clearly designed with the 

idea of context in mind in that banks and airlines, in particular, 

have their own unique setting. It is explicitly based, of course, 

on a typology of primary or active victims. 

In an article entitled "Hostage Incidents: the New Police 

Priority", R. Kobetz of the International Association of Chiefs of 

P~~~ce (IACP) lists five types of situation: 1) prison takeovers 

and escape attempts in which hostages are seized; 2) aircraft hi­

jackings; 3) seizure of business executives, diplomats, athletes, 

and cultural personalities; If) armed robberies in which bystanders are 

seized to aid in escapes; 5) incidents involving mentally unbalanced 

citizens who seize hostages in an attempt to gain recognition. Such 

a classification clearly involves a mixture of elements, including 

context, offender and motive. No one element applies to all categories. 

Interestingly, however, from an operational point of view, each 

category does have its own unique features which separate it from 

the others. 
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FMI (1974) has the longest list of types of hostage incidents. 

They are: a) kidnapping of a minor to obtain ransom, 

b) kidnapping of an adult to obtain ransom, 

c) kidnapping of poli tical personalities for politice.l ends, 

d) kidnapping of any persons whatsoever for political ends, 

e) airline hijackings, 

f) kidnapping for facilitating escape, 

g) illegal restraint to facilitate commission of an infraction, 

h) illegal restraint to make a demand successful, 

i) kidnapping to attract public attention. 

The list clearly reflects differences in secondary victim (a vs. b; 

c vs. d) and motive (a & b vs. c & d; f vs. i; g. vs. h). The fine 

distinctions most probably reflect legal considerations more than 

any other perspective. 

The reasoning behind any typology is that it facilitates an 

attack upon the problem, be it preventive planning and response 

strategies or drafting legislation to cover all cases or whatever. 

In terms of prevention or control, this is most obvious in a typology 

based on context or locale. A hostage-taking incident in a prison 

may have unique implications which hostage-taking in, say, a bank 

may not. For example, in terms of the relationship between offender 

and hostage, in a prison, prisoners most often take guards hostage, 

al though social workers and other "rehabili tation-related" personnel 
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seem to be popu11'lr too. ll Tn a bank, the hostages are usually total 

strangers, collected at random. The psychological interactions between 

offender Bn~ victim are bound to be different in the two cases and the 

strategies for dealing with them should vary accordingly. In the prison 

situation, there is also the obvious factor of the presence of other 

inmates, which is unique to that particular context. 

Political aspects of a hostage-taking s.re bound to add special 

implications to a response - most notably press invo1vment and the 

willingness or even the possibility of acceding to demands. Demand 

typologies are probably the most important in terms of pre-planning 

and policy-making. 12 From the legal perspective, typologies based on 

motive seem to be useful, as are those based on context. 

On the other hand, typologies do not necessarily facilitate 

effective handling of the myriad of hostage-taking phenomena. Here 

we come up against the question of generalizability or common 

denominators. Hhat do nll hostage-taking incidents have in common? 

If nl1 incidents are basically the same, then typologies are, of 

course, irrelevant. One common denominator is, of course, the 

triangular re1a.-tionship, although even here, there are exceptions • 
.... 

....-
As seen before, sometimes no demands are set and so the triangular 

11 It is interesting to note that prisoners rarely, if ever, take 
fello,., prisoners hostage. Is this perhaps en empirical indication 
of a hypothetical "inter-victim bond"? If the hostage were a prison 
inmate, would the primary Victim, the prison authority, really feel 
constrained to consider any demands? 

12 The effect of pre-determined policy on the response to individual 
incidents is nn important area for research • 
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relation is potentIal at best. One wny to a.pproach this question is 

to consiclm: hostage-taking from the perspectives of various people 

concerned wHh the pr.oblem: social scientists, security people, pilots, 

governments, police, lawyers, etc. Perhaps some typologies work 

well for some perspectives, while others are less relevant. 

The Problem of Perspective 

This s'ztion will consider various perspectives from which 

hostage-taking can be vie,.,ed to determine which typologies are most 

useful in accomplishing the various goals of those concerned with 

the problem. At the Sb.me time, we will be laying the ground~...,ork 

for the second preliminary tasl(. described in the introduction, i.e. 

gaining an I.1nderstandi.ng of those who wish to control the phenomenon 

of hostage-taking by looking at it from their perspective, By 

anaLyzing how different perspectives interact, one can gain inSights 

into the problems involved in understanding and co-ordinating the 

complexities of hostage-taking, which is a pre-requisite for its 

effective prevention and control. 

The first perspective to be examin~d is the preventive one. 

How does one prevent hostage-taking from occuring in the first place? 

There are three typologies which are obviously relevant here: offender, 

victim and context typologies. Offender typologies can help in 

determining who is most likely to take a hostage or to commit an act 

involving hostagta-taking. It is interesting to note thA list of 
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13 characteristics of known hostage-takers within the Canadian 

Penitentiary Service (CPS) (see Dewe, 1976, pp. 22-23). In every 

incident within the CPS to date, hostage-takers have matched this 

profile (Dm-le, pet's. comm.). Dawe (1976) compares this profile with 

other profiles developed by others in other related contexts (e.g. 

escape-prone inmates or profiles of violent men or the skyjacker 

profile developed by D. Hubbard) and the similarities are striking. 

For the preventive security expert, such profiles can be very useful 

in developing typologies based on purely objective, bbservable criteria. 

There is no need to concern oneself with motive, for example. Hhile 

from a psychiatric or a legal perspective, motive may be important, 

from the preventive security perspective, it is largely irrelevant, 

especially if objective indicators are available which perform ,.,ell 

in the realm of prediction and after-the-fact assessment. In contexts 

such as prisons, where a pool of potential offenders is constantly 

at hand, offender typologies can be invaluable. To a police officer 

responsible for terminating an on-going hostage incident, they may be 

largely irrelevant, e2ccept as they may aid in deciding what response 

strategy to employ. 

Victim typologies are useful in the sense of target-hardening. 

Individuals who are lil<ely targets for hostage-taking can be trained 

on hm., to make it difficu1 t for a potential kidnapper to take him 

hostage. Several companies or agenciet1 now exist which specialize 

in such training programmes and offer them to large firms and 
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mul ti-na tional corpora tions whose personnel are high-risk targets 

for kidnapping. 

Context typologies are also related to target-hardening. 

An obvioLls example is the skyjacking case, where certain 'techniques 

for identifying potential offenders and for screening passengers 

were developed. By working out a typology of potential contexts or 

target areas, one can adapt the prevention techniques learned in one 

context to another likely target. 

Finally, there is the more long-term prevention approach 

which attempts to look beyond potential targets and offender types 

and tries to understand why people might resort to hostage-taking 

in the first place. Long-term research on attitudes toward human 

life, on violent behaviour and on tht'" dynamics of the triangular 

rCllationship are involved here. Also, there is the more global 

attempt to understand hostage~taking as one tool in the ~"ider context 

of: offender motivations. tfuy do criminals1 terrorists or psychotics 

do what they do,l'1hether or not hostage-taking is involved? 

The n~xt perspective to be examined will be the police 

perspective. This brings us to the element of response, particularly 

in the context of ongoing negotiations. The main goal of police is 

to secure the release of the hostage unharmed and to apprehend the 

offender. The dual aspect of this goal adds a particular complexity 

to the police perspective. One or the other element may dominate and 
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the st~ategy may differ accordingly. The response typology (see 

Appendix I, no. 7 for an example) is key here. If apprehending the 

offender is deemed more important than saving the hostage, dem~nds 

for safe passage may be ignored and an attack might be launched. If 

the release of the hostage is deemed of the upmost importance but 

demands cannot bE~ met, sharp-shooters may ottempt to kill the 

offender. 

An appreciation of the complexities of the hostage-taking 

phenomenon is nO\-1 greatly emphasized in pol ice training programmes .13 

It is widely felt that the best response strategy involves negotiations 

and the most common objective now is to rescue the hostage and 

apprehend the offender unharmed. It is now recognized that this is 

most effectively achieved by maintaining a continuing dia10gtte wi.:h 

the offender<s) via negotiators who do not have ultimate decision-

making powers. This approach has only emerged in the wake of the 

recent wave of developments in crisis intervention, such as the 

formation of police hostage negotiation units and the creation of 

crisis intervention training programmes. Here ,-1e have a good example 

of the "socia1 impact" element mentioned previously. Interestingly, 

this wave of developments stems indirectly from the surge in 

13 \~li1e there is currently a popular trend to dichotomize strategies 
into negotiation tactics vs. special weapons and tactics (S\.JAT), most 
major police departments recognize that each situation is unique and 
both tactics are seen cia available tools for bringing the incident 
to a satisfactory conclus~on • 
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skyjackings and the attempts to control it. In fact, Hubbard's 

psychological profile for skyjackers was one source of inspiration 

for the New York Police Hostage Negotiation Programme and the 

resul ting NY team has b/=en instrumental in training other unf ts 

across the U.S. and Canada and even in Europe. Similar teams in 

the FBI and the lACP perform similar services. There is considerable 

cross-fertilization on an internationnl scale (witness the recent 

INTERPOL conference in St. Cloud, France) and is the basis for an 

ever-expanding transfer of technology from one context to the next. 

Due to this widespread transfer of technology, there is now 

a sophistication in the police perspective on hostage-taking which 

was not present before. A good example of the previous approach can 

be seen in the case of the Southwest Airways skyjacking in 1972, where, 

after a long series of landings and take-offs which exhausted both 

crew and skyjackers, FBI agents finally shot out the tires of the 

plane when it landed to refuel at the MacCoy Air Force Base. The 

FBI action resulted in the wounding of the co-pilot and, according 

to the president of the American Airline Pilots' Association at the 

time (see Batigne, 1973, p. 25). negated ongoing attempts by the 

pilot to convince the skyjackers to release the passengers. 14 

14 This raises an interesting example of conflicting perspectives. 
One of the early responses to the rise in skyjacking was the Sky Marshall 
Plan, ,.,hereby armed agents were placed on airplanes. The airl ine pilots' 
associations objected strenuously to the presence of loaded guns on 
their planes. Clearly, the perspectives of the pilots, who had to fly 
the planes and were responsible for the safety of the passengers, 
differed from the sky marshalls and their superiors, whose goal it was 
to apprehend the offenders. 
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The police perspective ~ hostage-taking is a good example 

of how a knowledge of the complexities of the problem can lead to 

achieving one's own goals in concert with other goals represented by 

other perspectives. The success of the various hostage negotiation 

units which have developed attests to this. 

The legal perspective is fraught with complications, most 

notably that of definition o FMI (1974) points this out by illus­

trating that any law specifying direct physical constraint of an 

individual by an individual physically present (as is usually the 

case in hostage situations) can be bypassed by the offender who 

places a direct constraint on individuals even though he is not 

present himself. As an example, the paper cites the possibility 

where a ,tele-controlled bomb on a plane is the means by ~.,hich the 

constraint is placed on the hostages. Thus, we see that the legal 

perspective is concerned with defining hostage-taking in such a way 

as to facilitate the laying of charges and the legal disp03ition of 

offenders. For this reason, threat typologies are useful as they 

provide some basis at least for relating hostage-taking laws to laws 

involving other kinds of threats and constraints (see FMI, 1974 for 

some examples). 

FMI (1974) suggests that any law should focus on the mechanism 

of hostage-taking to the exclusion of contingent considerations. This 

clearly implies that neither offender nor victim typologies are relevant 

to the legal perspective. It should not matter who takes a hostage nor 

-29-



whom he takes hostage. Neither is the context typology relevant nor, 

of course, the response typology, The outcome typology is relevant 

in that other laws may be brought to bear on the offender, depending 

upon whether, for example, the hostage was killed or money was extorted. 

It is instructive to read the definition of hostage-taking as 

cited in FMI (1974): 

Hostage-taking is a criminal act which consists of 
taking hold of one or several persons, in order to 
use them, by threatening their well-being (int~grit~ 
corporelle) to the end of exerting a constraint on 
a third party. (translation min~) 

Note how the definition is focused on the mechanism of the triangular 

relationship. Ironically, however, this definition is still not 13.11-

inclusive for it excludes cases , .. here no specific demand is made. 

For example, terrorists may take hostages and release them unharmed 

at a later date, merely as a kind of terroristic publicity stunt. 

In such cases, the constraints placed upon a third par~y are psy-

chological at best and more difficult to define ,)cisely.15 

Furthermore, there is no threat to the hostage's well-being. We 

can see, therefore, that the legal perspective is primarily concerned 

with defining hostage-taking as a criminal act and, as such, is not 

at all concerned with classifying the phenomenon in ways vlhich are 

relevant to either the preventive or the police perspectives .•. 

IS The fact that the absence of a demand creates problems for the 
legal perspective suggests that demand typologies are particularly 
relevant. 
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Another concern of the legal perspective is that of 

justification. ~li1e an act can be declared criminal and a penalty 

. can be affixed to it, the legal perspective recognizes mitigating 

circumstances, particularly in the political context. In this case, 

the motive typology comes in, for example in determining if political 

motivations are involved. A clear application of this is in the whole 

area of extradition as it relates to skyjacking, The Swedish case in 

which a Greek political dissident hijacked a plane to SWAden, ,,,as 

welcomed as a hero, and only later arrested and tried for skyjacking 

is a case in point, (see Sundberg, in press), Rather than extradite the 

offender back to Greece,. the decision was made to prosecute him in 

Sweden.. This case is quite singular in that many countries which 

choose not to extradite skyjackers also fail to prosecute them. This 

,,,hole problem is quite unique to the legal perL~pective and is an 

example of some cif the significant conflicts which arise when comparing 

different perspectives. From the police perspective, for example, 

it is often quite frustrating to apprehend an offender, especially 

after a long and arduous ordeal, and then to see him released on 

some legal technicality. It should, ho~"ever~ be emphasized that 

such frustration and conflict can be minimized by gaining insights 

into other perspectives and trying to view the total picture as 

well as one's own privileged view. 

The next perspective to be considered is that of potential 

victims, particularly primary victims. This includes airline companies, 
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businesses subject to ransom demands and banks. Here demand 

typologies are useful and focus primarily on ransoms, although some 

businesses, particularly in South America and the Middle East, have 

become embroiled in political demands as well. Of course, in the 

political realm, governments are prime targets for hostage-taking, 

witness the frequent kidnapping of diplomats. 

It is interesting to note the difference between attitudes 

of various primary victims toward acceding to demands. There have 

been several recent cases j.n South America in which companies have 

paid spectacular ransoms to secure the release of executives taken 

hostage. This has angered governments, notably the U.S. and Israeli 

governments, whose policy regarding kidnapping of diplomats is to 

never accede to demands lest they encourage further incidents. There 

is probably also a sound basis for deploring the payment of large 

ransoms on the assumption that this probably contributes to the 

financing of further terrorist activity. One interesting manifestation 

of the conflict is the passing of laws forbidding the payment of ransoms 

to politically motivated hostage-takers. Here we have a clear example 

of how different perspectives on hostage-taking can conflict with one 

another. Such conflicts are not restricted to those between businesses 

and governments; they occur between different governments as well. 

For example, the Israeli and U.S. governments were upset when the 

Austrian government capitulated to PLO demands that they close down 

their way-station for Russian Jews enroute to Israel. Again, the 
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• protes ts were based on fears tha t this ,.,ould encourage further 

hostage-taking. 

At times, the preventive perspective clashes with the target 

perspective, often for economic re~sons. In the history of the 

control of skyjacking, the airline companies were loath to do any­

thing about it, while government agencies concerned ,.,ith prevention 

and control tried to convince them they had a problem. A major cause 

of the impasse revolved around the question of who would pay for the 

control programme. Meam.,hile, pilots I associations were instrumental 

in forcing the two other parties to start co-operating, since they 

threatened to stop flying unless something was done. It is ironic 

that a threat similar in pattern (see page7) to the hostage-taking 

itself was most effective in instituting attempts to control the 

phenomenon ••• 

In terms of the target perspective, the most clearly relevant 

typologies are the context typology, the demand typology and the 

victim typologies. The latter can aid in deciding who is a likely 

target, as can the context typology, while the demand typology can 

help the potential target develop policies and strategies for dealing 

with incidents when they occur. In this light, the preventive 

perspective and even the police perspective complement the target 

perspective. It is now generally recognized that co-operation between 

preventive security personnel of potential target institutions and' 
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police is crucial for effective prevention and control. Also, co~ 

operation among various target personnel is also vital, particularly 

in the realm of transfer of technology. 

The next perspective to be examined is the psychological or 

psychiatric perspective. While academics and practitioners often 

have difficulties comnlunicating and co~operating, the area of hostage­

taking has proven to be a fertile meeting ground. Hubbard's skyjacker 

profile was invaluable in the initial phases of the skyjacking control 

programme and ~'laS instrumental in getting hostage negotiation 

programmes developed and applied to the police perspective. Offender 

typologies have proven to be most effective in the prison context, 

especially in terms of "dangerosity indicators", to use Dawe's term 

(see Dawe, 1976, p. 25). 

Another area where the psychiatric perspective promises to be 

most fruitful is in the area of hostage-captor interactions. The 

Stockholm Syndrome or the process of identification between secondary 

victim and offender is an element previously unrecognized and still 

not fully appreciated by all perspectives. Dawe (pers. comm.) cites 

a case where a guard being held hostage had been instructed to 

manoeuver his captor in front of a window so that a sharpshoo~er 

could geta good shot at him. However, the hostage never attempted to 

do so and, in fact, warned his captor to stay away from the window 

at a time when the captor happened by chan ce to move in that direction. After the 
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:I.nc:l.dent, the hostage could not explain his actions. The article 

by Lynda Laushway in the February issue. of Liaison (see Lausln"ay, 

1976) elaborates on this phenomenon. It also highlights very 

clearly how the hostage's perspective can be an important element 

in the successful outcome of negotiations. A case is cited in which 

the hostage felt that the negotiators cared more about apprehending 

the offender than about saving her life. This facilitated her 

identification with her cnptor and she points out how the negotiators 

failed to understand '''hy she supported the demands of the hostage­

taker. This relates directly back to some of the complexities of 

the police perspective mentioned before and emphasizes the main 

point of this entire section on perspectives that a complete under­

standing of hostage-taking can only be achieved when the phenomenon 

is viewed from all pertinent perspectives. 

The psychological perspective can lead to some interesting 

paradoxes if viewed from other perspectives. Hubbard (973) makes 

the point that virtually all skyjackers have "inadequate personalities" 

and that many of them ha/cbour death Wishes 01." suicidal tendencies. 

However, they literallY do not have the courage to do it themselves. 

Many of them get a thrill out of the precarious position they are in 

when they hijack a plane. For this reason, Hubbard points out that 

applying the death penalty to skyjacking would have the effect of 

increasing the frequency of the act, since it would invite potential 

offenders rather than deter them. Hhile this goes against common 
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sense views about the naturu of deterrence, a psychiatric perspective 

on offender typologies reveals to us that the apparent paradox is no 

paradox at all, but quite 10gica1. Thus, while from a police ~r 

a legal perspective, the death penalty or even the presence of armed 

sky marshalls on planes (especially if publicized) may seem like 

logical deterrent strategies, from a psychological perspective, we 

see that they are certainly not. 

A brief comment about victim typologies and the area of 

victimo10gy. Sir Geoffrey Jackson, British Ambassador to Uruguay 

(now since retired) was held hostage by the Tupamaros for 8 months 

and one day (January 8, 1971 - September 9, 1971). In his book 

(Jackson, 1973), he describes how he maintained his personal and 

official integrity throughout the period of his confinement. During 

this period, around forty different people took shifts guarding him 

and so, in effect, one man tied up forty members of the guerrill£l 

organization. One may ask who was holding whom hostage! From the 

psychological perspective, it would be interesting to develop a 

victim profile, to gain insights into who would be a Ilgood" hostage 

and who ,.,ould crack under the strain; who would be susceptible to the 

Stockholm Syndrome and who would be resistant. The case of Patricia 

Hearst comes immediately to mind as another highly relevant case. 

One perspective ,.,hich should be mentioned briefly is that 

of the press. To the press, hostage-taking means headlines and 

stories and selling papers, often at the expense of effective 
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negotiations or the peace of mind of friends and relatives of the 

victims. It is interesting that, in June of 1975, a symposium entitled 

"Media and Hostage-taking" was held in The Netherlands to try and 

develop co-operation and understanding among the various perspectives 

in attendance, namely government, police, press and academic. As an 

example of the kind of problem involved, one particularly pressing 

problem identified was the effect of radio broadcasts on on-going 

negotiations. Appropriately enough, about six months after the 

symposium, an incident occu~ in which this problem was quite relevant. 

The incident, involving the South Holuccans, 16 occurred in t~.,o parts 

which ran more or less concurrently: one in the Indonesian embassy 

in Amsterdam and one in a train near Beilen. The hostRge~takers in 

the embassy had access to a radio end so could hear all press reports 

related to the Beilen inCident, as well as their own. This might have 

hampered poltce action in B'ailen, since feedback via the redio would 

affect negotiations in Amsterdam, had the press not co-operated in 

maintaining a local blackout in Amsterdam. As it happened, conflicts 

with the press did occur at the train site, involving clashes between 

police keeping the site clear and reporters trying to get pictures. 

'rhus, it is clear that, in some ins tences of clear-cut dangers, as 

in the Amsterdam case, co-operation is possible, ,.,hile in other cases, 

problems again revolve around conflicts in perspective end releted goals. 

16 As a direct measure of both the effectiveness of: terrorist action 
in publicizing a cause and the integral importance of the press in 
this process, it is interesting to note that the .:erm "South Holuccen" 
is now quite f:amiliar in North America, whereas before December, 1975, 
when the incident occurred, it was virtually unknown. 
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The final perspective to be examined may be called the 

sociopolitical one, for ,,,ant of a better term. This perspective 

relates primarily to the concept of social impact and the more 

widespread, long-term influences of hostage-taking, considered as 

a social phenomenon. As it is the most global, this perspective, 

quite naturally encompasses the other perspectives, in that each 

of the other perspe ':ives can themselves be subjected to socio­

political analysis, independent of their relation to hostage-taking 

in particular. Furthermore, while all the other perspectives tend 

to share the common assumption that hostage-taking is a criminal 

phenomenon, viewing it as a specific criminal act, the sociopolitical 

perspective goes beyond this criminological perspective to view 

hostage-taking as one specific example of human social and political 

behaviour. As such, this perspective can very easily float away 

into the upper strata and rarefied atmosphere of theory and speculation. 

This tendency is one ''lhj.ch so often alienates the other perspectives 

more grounded in practical experience. However, this need not be so. 

The sociopolitical perspective is actually the key to achieving the 

integration of all the perspectives considered so far. But it can 

only achieve this if it itself recognizes the value and integrity 

of the other perspectives. 

To be more concrete, the sociopolitical perspective vie,'ls 

hostage-taking as a mechanism for ensuring that certain social 

contracts are adherErl to. Historically, hostages aave traditionally 
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been used as a means of diplomacy and government (see Batigne, 1973) 

and hostage clauses in treaties were the rule rather than the 

exception. Often a sovereign's own children would serve as hostages.17 

Viewed in this way, the taking of hostages can hardly he called 

cr:f.minal .E.£E.~. On the other hand, the use of: hos tages can be 

called criminal when it is associated with $.ctivity trarlitionally 

considered as criminal - most typically material gain by illegal or 

socially unacceptable means. 

A fUrther dimension comes to mind. Hostage-taking as a 

criminal phenomenon j.s usually associated ~ ... ith traditional anti-

social activities such as banditry and piracy. Bandits and pirates, 

a.s ~lell as robbing and pillaging and abducting ~;:~, ins til 1 fear 

into the hearts and minds of law-abiding citizens. They elso tend 

to be romantic heroes to the oppressed or discontented members of 

society. Us and them; insiders and outsiders - the political and 

criminal perspectives overlap. Thus, we enter the complex realm of 

terrorism and the use of hostages in this ill-defined context. 

So we see how broad this sociopolitical perspective really is. 

17 It is interesting to note that this arrange\uent is not so very 
different from the arranged marriages which, more often than not, 
functioned as diplomatic bonds between different families of European 
royalty. In light of this, it is fascinating to speculate on C1aude­
Levi-Strauss' explanation of the incest taboo, by which incest is 
seen as counter-productive to the formation of al11$.nces bet~ ... een 
tribes. The exch$.nge of hostages may in fac~ be a cultural phenomenon 
with a sound sociobiological basis. If so, one must then seek for 
criminogenic factors elsewhere than in the nature of the act itself. 
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The social elemnnt relates to how individuals behe.ve in groups, 

while the poli tical element relates to ho,., power is exercised both 

within and between groups, Taken together, these two elements 

relate to the whole question of the for.mation of cliques, power 

bases, interest ~roups, etc. and how they fluctuate in size and 

influence and how they develop, are maintained or disintegrate, and 

interact with one another. 

Criminalization is one element in this total picture and 

relates to devi'ance from accepted or established norms, flUctuations 

in norms and the whole question of the development, mtiintenance and 

evolution of norms. Hostage-taking has always had :l.ts criminal or 

deviant element and its normal, established element and perceptions 

of these elements have undergone a radical change in recent history. 

Part of the reason for this change is due to the re-grouping of 

sociopolitical alliances and part of it is due to technological 

developments, particularly as r~la ted t:o communications and traV't').l. 

Hhile this has not significantly affected the financial aspect or 

criminnlized hostage-taking, it has affected the political and 

social aspects. 

In terms of social impact, recent developments i~ hostage­

taking have affected police operations at local, national and inter­

national levels, national and international law, industrial security, 

airport design, politicnl structure of certain countries and th~ 

direction and financing of research in criminal justice, to name a 
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a few things. Like its bigger brother, terrorism, the phenomenon has 

had a major impact on many of the most fundamental social institutions 

of our modern world. From the sociopolitical perspective, with its 

wide vistas of theoretical implications and models, hostage-taking 

could seem very picayune and much too specific or narrow a problem. 

However, an examination of the phenomenon from other r:arrower per­

spectives has clearly demonstrated that the phenomenon does not 

lend itself easily to narrow consideration. Its complexity challenges 

the limited vision of anyone perspective and, in doing so, invites 

a more holistic view. 

The picture of hostage-taking developed in this paper 

attempts to integrate the specific, more practice-oriented per­

spectives with this more global, theory-oriented perspective. In 

doing so, a systems approach to the problem has evolved, whereby 

the phenomenon of hostage-taking is seen both as one self-contained 

system with a finite number of distinct, interacting parts and also 

as one part in a larger, more global system. In this way, practice 

and theory complement each other and the phenomenon is comprehensible 

in both concrete and abstract terms, within specific and general 

contexts. Only by showing how such different approaches funda-

mentally opposing each other as they so often do - actually complement 

each other, can a true understanding of any social phenomenon, 

criminal or not, be achieved • 
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• 
Panelist's Report 

~v. G. Estelle 

There seems to be ~o question that, before the act of hostage-

taking occurs and the control agencies need be involved, one of the 

most critical factors is that of gathering intelligence about those 

organizations and/or individuals representing the greatest potential 

for committing such an act. In today's world, this presents some very 

real political problems, not only on the domestic scene but obviously 

on the international scene as well. In a number of the western 

nations, and particularly in the United States of America, there is 

a growing concern about intelligence gathering domestically because 

of the potential for abuse that exists. The democratic community is, 

by definition, resistant to this type of police activity, especially 

during peace time or before there is significant justification due 

to overt acts being committed by any individual or organization we 

may wish to place under surveill.ance 0 This is an issue that i·s going 

to have to be met and resolved, though, in view of the increased 
.' 

activity and violence on the part of those who are prone to become 

involved in hostage-taking situations, some well-considered policies 

will be needed. 
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On the international scene, some of the problems center 

around which nations can exchange information without compromising 

the integrity of their intelligence systems. There are some rather 

a~parent ideological and political differences between certain nations 

that have interests in common with groups and individuals in neighboring 

nations. This kind of problem is already becoming apparent within 

the organization known as INTERPOL, which could quickly be reduced 

to a statistics gathering organization of questionable value. The 

situation in the Middle East, and some of the terrorist activities 

that seem to be at least loosely related throughout the world, tend 

to make for difficulties in the exchange of intelligence information 

between nations that are trying to establish where the financial, 

political and/or ideological headquarters of a given group seem to 

be, and also where the next tactical target might be. On the inter~ 

national level, it is becoming increasingly apparent that sovereign 

policy in matters relating to energy, agriculture, and monetary matters 

can have as much impact on the availability of intelligence for 

exchange as does the "\ery basic ideological and reI igious tenets of 

a nation. The circumstances, certainly, do not lend themselves to 

simple operational answers for those agencies th8.t are expected to 

control international terrorism and the specific act of taking hostages. 

There is a consensus that pr~or planning is an essential 

ingredient to be considered before the act, which consists of every-

thing from knowing national policy regarding hostage situations to tactical 
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response. Certainly, no definitive work could be written covering 

universAlly applicable strategies due to the variations in national 

policy or agency policy, ranging all the way from &n absolute denial 

of any negotiation to a total commitment to pl.olong negotiations. 

Other obvious variables include physical environment, geography, 

logistics, motivation and psychology of the hostage-takers, and 

number and well-being of the hostages. At the outset, in prior 

planning, one of the basic things that can be done is to ensure that 

the policy of the control system is understood both by the potential 

hostage-takers and the potential victims. TI1is presupposes the 

recognition of the probability of being faced with hostage situations 

sometime in the future. A second factor in planning for hostage 

situations must be a definition of the mission of the control system 

in tel~s that can be measured. There seems to be an emerging opinion 

that the fundamental mission in hostage situations can be reduced to 

two basic measurable objectives; one is the safety of all concerned, 

and the secondary mission is the control of the hostage-taker. Hith 

the mission defined in that manner, plans can be developed that would 

cover contingencies that have occurred in past hostage situations. 

As in any crisis situation, plans need to be made that would streamline 

the normal chain of command within the control agency by havi~g advanced, 

well-defined job descriptions, including limitations of authority, 

The situation commander should be prepared to delegate more responsibility 

than normal to subordinates. The plan must include at least proposals, 

if not prior specific arrangements, for financial and logistical 



support for the operation. This element should include the development 

of a resource manual. There are fe~l control systems that are 

capable of coordinating such an operation without cooperation from 

other political entities. In recognition of this, there should be 

a predesignated emergency operation procedure identifying support 

agency representatives, liaison personnel and their resource capabil­

ities. Once such a plan has been collated, it mljst be thoroughly 

staffed in all agencies involved, tested, and periodically updated. 

Prior planning for hostage situations, even under the 

assumption of reasonable exchange of intelligence information, is 

made more difficult by the fact that the act is never preceded by 

warning and the element of surprise is one of the principal factors 

in favor of the aggressor. Knowledge of these circumstances dictates 

that, prior to the act, there should be an identification of potential 

victims, who should then be informed of preventive measures they can 

take either as individuals or organizations. Personal and professional 

habits of potential victims need to be analyzed so they can avoid 

becoming unwitting accomplices by regularity of habit. 

There is also an obvious need for a continuous process of 

categorizing and analyzing the approach and response that might be 

anticipated from the aggressor. There are obvious differences in 

the motivation and psychological make-up, individually and collectively, 

of potential hostage-takers. These differences can significantly 

affect the strategic and tactical response of the control agency. 
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While total prevention is almos t inconceivable in the ~vorld as 

we know it; there are some physica' defences that are being used and 

more to be developed. These are primarily in the electronic detection 

field supplemented by increased numbers of security personnel specif­

ically trained for prevention of, and response to, the hostage sit­

uation. 

One of the most difficult areas to deal with in planning for 

hostage situations is that of domestic and international policy 

concerning the control and deterrence of the aggressors. Political 

terrorists who have made a total commitment to their cause would find 

the threat of capital punishment of little concern, while it may be 

of significant concern to individuals involved in criminal acts of 

hostage-taking for monetary gain. Some nations still offering 

sanctuary to hostage-takers continues to be an unresolved problem. 

The very fact that there are significant numbers of governments today 

which have come to power through revolution that may have included acts 

of hostage-taking makes this issue even more complex to deal with on 

the international level. 

It is suggested that, where hostage situations involve inter­

national violations, continued efforts must be made to develop an 

established policy on a world-Wide basis at the same time recognizing 

that there will always be those who will ignore international law. 

Each state or nation should have established laws and policies 

-49-



regarding hostage situations "'hich are d~veloped andcontrolled solely 

within the confines of their political system and geographical and 

logistical boundaries. 
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Pene1ist's RCP9rt 
Robert Kupperman 

If Alan Sherman, the late American folk singer, ~7ere still 

alive, I suspect he might have already written a song entitled, 

liMy Son, the Terrorist. 11 Terrorism has become an established form 

of political expression, an avenue for dissident political groups to 

gain high international leverage, a novel mode of operation for the 

criminal, and a method of surrogate warfare. Not only has terrorism 

been well-publicized by the media, it has become increasingly the 

subject of lurid novels, television dramas, and movies. Terrorism 

is theatre, the theatre of the absurd. 

\Vhi1e terrorist groups have often engaged in kidnappings, 

bombings, hijackings and assassinations, the potential for violent, 

nationally significant acts is inescapable. A basic objective of the 

terrorist is to make government demonstrably helpless. Terrorists 

utilize the media, the panicky nature of government officials, and 

the facilities of friendly nations to impart fear and images of 

invincibility - and, to some, romantic appeal - that are generally 

in excess of their paramilitary ::.bilities to inflict. Clearly, the 
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free world's vulnerability to terrorism should not be ignored. 

Whether in fanciful perception or fact, the threat of transnational 

terrorism is all too real. 

During the more dramatic incidents, governments cease 

functioning and millions are obsessed with minute details. The Air 

France hijacking ordeal at Entebbe airport, the seizure of a trainload 

of passengers by a handful of Ho1uccans, the tragedy of the 1972 

Olympics, and the attack upon OPEC are some of the more infamous 

episodes. There have also been dozens of lesser known, but &uccess­

ful kidnappings of industry officials, especially in Germany and 

South America. Hany millions of dollars have been paid out in ransom 

to political pariahs whose tactics are often indistinguishable from 

the ordinary thug's. 

The United States has had some experience with terrorism, 

having lost more than one diplomat to an assassin's bUllet. It is 

not in our nature to be callous, to ignore the individual in jeopardy. 

We have moved heaven and earth to save the hopelessly trapped coal 

miner; tens of thousands of dollars have been spent to rescue the 

child lost in a cave; millions of dollars are spent annually to aid 

natural disaster victims in the United States and abroad. Certainly, 

the Mayaguez incident illustrated our sense of national resolve to 

protect our own. Yet our sentimentality and generosity should not be 

tested too often. 
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As bitter a pill as it has been to swallow, we have established 

-and we follow - a policy of not granting concessions to terrorists. 

It may seem cruel to some, but we believe that the longer-run, 

strategic losses from concession exceed the momentary tactical gain. 

We must not allow America's sovereignty to be eroded by international 

hoodlums of any political persuasion. Capitulation is a short-lived 

palliative. 

While terrorist acts are frightening at the timet their net 

effects thus far are of limited consequence. We have yet to face the 

shooting down of a commercial airliner, the credible threat of nuclear 

terrorism, or acts of sabotage causing regional cutoffs of electrical 

power. Confronted ~.,ith terrorist threats of far higher magnitude 

than we have seen to date, no policy is sacrOl:;anct. National leaders 

of every country will be forced to contend with the crisis on an ad 

hoc basis in order to avert disaster. However, if nations cower 

before today' s ten"oris t ~ what mus t we pay in '~"ney, 1 i ves and 

political concession to the technologically sophisticated, better 

armed terrorists of tomorrow. Thus, ~.,e are faced with the dilemma 

of trading the lives of a handful of people during an ongoing situation 

for a deterrence concept that could save the lives of thousands, and 

possibly millions, sometime in the future. There are no immediate 

solutions that come to mind, for I find it impossible to set a price 

on the value of jus t one life, even though this h~ls been done 

implicitly under many guises. Somehow we must mix the humanitarian 
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concerns of the present with the tough-minded determination needed 

to survive tomD~OW - tactical agility leRvened with strategic vision. 

lv.ty comments focus upon the symptomatic treatment r.)f the 

disease. Clearly, there are root causes that have fel'ttered in the 

hearts and bodies of the sick and homeless, but the roots run deep 

in the politically unscrupulou8 as well. 

rhree Lines of Defense 

If we have prior intelligence of an impending attack we 

stand a reasonable chance of thwarting it. Unfortunately, reliable 

warning of a terrorist assault is very difficult to obtain, even if 

legal and ethical cons tt"aints ~.,ere not placed on the collection of 

intelligence. Thus, of necessity we must sharpen and utilize other 

tools in order to cope with a growing problem. I emphasize that 

international cooperation is an essential ingredient of every form 

of counter-terrorism. While not strictly true from a theoretical 

point of view, the cliche, IIUnited we stand; divided we tall" is a 

fair prognosis of our condition. We need only remember our diffi­

cul ties in achieVing solidarity during the oil embargo follo~"ing 

the Yom Kippur vlar. 

To borrow from a physical analogue, our goal must be the 

construction of a "band pass filter" that admits only the more 

qualified, technically adroit terrorist. If the more amateurish 
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• villains can easily succeed, nations will squander. their. r.esour.ces, 

striking out in all directions and not distinguishing adequately 

between threats of minor consequence and those which por.tend disaster. 

Physical security is an important line of defense that is 

technologically based. For example, X-ray devices and magnetometers 

located at airports make it difficult to smuggle a gun on board an 

aircraft. In the same vein we must develop and deploy other detection 

equipment -nuclear, biological and explosives sensors are obvious 

examp~es. Without trying to dwell further upon this complex subject, 

let me suggest that the technology of physical sensing, as well as 

the technologies needed to reduce the vulnerability of power, 

communications and other vital networks, must be pursued vigorously. 

The third line of defense is the management of the crisis it­

self. Given that int lligence and physical security means have 

failed, or if we were to have received a threat of a severe enough 

nature to suggest the likely failure of the first two lines of 

deflanse, we must be prepared to manage the (~risis efficiently. We 

must have well organized emergency communications, data retrieval, 

medical, food distribution, power and oth9r life support systems.' 

Moreover, we must obtain competent technical advice quickly. If we 

are not prepar.ed to act in a highly organized manner, the terrorists 

will have won. (Again, I remind you that the terrorist succeeds when 

government fibrillates.) 1f we are to decouple the physical damage and 

trauma of an incident from far more serious secondary social 
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repercussions, governments must be able to convince their publics 

that they know what they are doing and are operating on organized, 

highly tuned bases. 

I submit that crisis management is a vital but virtually 

unexplored subject. If the initial lines of defense fail, as they 

are likely to, we cannot afford to overreact. Thus, we need existent 

contingency plans and equipment in order to appear as though govern­

ment is operating smoothly. Otherwise, what can we expect of. the 

public? 

Some Concluc!i),g Remarks 

I recall my White House years and the empty feeling in the 

pit of my ~tomach each time I had to face reporters in order to 

explain an economic or energy program that was barely conceived hours 

before. Like it or not, it has been my experience that the planning 

horizons for some of the more important governmental decisions are 

on the order of a day or less. 

If, tomorrow morning, Palestinian terrorists were to use SA-7 

rockets to shoot down a jumbo jet while lifting off from Kennedy 

Internaticmal Airport, it would do little good to announce that we 

are looking into the root caus~s of terrclrism and that we are going 

to rectify the present tragedy through diplomatic means. We must be 

in the position of being able to convince the American public - and 
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indeed, the world - that we are fully able to treat the downing of 

the aircraft as a serious law enforcement and intelligence matter. 

Government should not try to treat the incident as just another 

airplane crash; nor should we overplay it to the point that airline 

pilots decide to go on strike, charging that government is not doing 

its job. 

Terrorism affects virtu~lly every sector of society. It 

will not go away if we ignore it:, nor will we accomplish much if 

we take panicky, repressive actions. We need a dispassionate, well 

thought-out program to combat terrorism. Informal meetings, such 

as today's, are essential to further international understanding 

and cooperation, Thank you for inviting me. 
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Panelist's Report 

Jurgen . Loos 

You named me panelist for Session I "Before the Act". The 

discussion dedit mainly with the question of how to prevent hostage-

taking (in the largest meaning of the word). As requested, I am 

now stating my personal opinion on the subject of hostage-taking, 

based mainly on my experience in civil aviation, due to the nature 

of: my ~.,ork. 

From 1970 onwards, attacks against international air traffic 

happened more frequently and these hostage-takings were mostly moti-

vated by the Arab/Israeli conflict. Unfortunately, the possibility 

of such political hostage-takings still exists. Therefore~ the au-

thoritie~ and airlines' most important task has been and still is to 

, find appropriate preventive measures for such acts. Worldwide agree-

ments have been proven necessary to reduce this kind of international 

terrorism. 

The adoption of legal proceedings in case of hijackings and 

the introduction of security measures for the prevention of hijackings 

were the elements of an agreement prepared for ratification at an 
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extraordinary ICAO-conference in 1970. In spite of this agreement, 

that was signed later by most of the treaty-partners, hijackirtgs 

can not be stopped completely, partly because there are still countries 

which either did not accept this agreement (and further agreements 

on the same subject) or (especially in the Arab world) do not -

even after signing it - abide by it. 

This situation led to the fact that highly endangered countries 

took up their own measures to prevent hijackings in their country as 

well as abroad. While in the USA the presence of so-called sky 

marshalls on international routes seemed to be the answer, Europe 

and especially the Federal Republic of Germany, started to employ 

strict security measures on the ground before boarding the aircraft. 

Since it has been proven that it is more effective to make 

use of preventive measures as soon as vIe can and not to wait for a 

possible confrontation during the flight, this procedure h~s been 

slowly adopted by most airlines. Some airlines - more endangered 

than others - still apply both procedures (armed security guards 

on board as well as preventive measures on the ground before boarding 

the aircraft). 

You may now ask why it is still possible that, in spite of 

this, airplanes have been successfully hijacked again and again. In 

case of the politically motivated hostage-taking, the answer lies 

undoubtedly within the detailed pre-planning of the attack by the 
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criminal or his organization, the kind of proceedings used during 

the hostage .. taking (attacks by heavily armed hQ;'t8.ge-taker), and, 

last but not least, the difficulty to secure air traffic completely 

and successfully against such hostage-takings. But it is a fact 

that the above-mentioned preventive measures, which include the 

spreading use of technical devices, slowed down the escalation of 

hostage-takings in civil aviation. 

Therefore, in the future, the use of technical devices will take a 

vital part in the prevention of hostage-takings. This is already 

noticeable in other areas than civil aviation. 

The fear that hostage-takers will move from the rela tively tightly­

secured areas (i.e. aviation) into other areas, is ~ot completely 

unjustified; the best examples are the recent hostage-takings at 

embassies. 

All endangered areas cannot be protected by strict security 

measures since there are too many "modus operandi" for hostage-taking. 

The protection of highly endangered areas requires flexibility. I 

believe that the responsibility to install security measures for the 

prevention of hostage-takings in all area~, ciViL aviation included, 

lies with the authorities of each country. 

Some of the topics under discussion during the seminar are still 

in my memory and I would like to bring them to your attention: 
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10 Punishment 

The participants of this seminar were debating whether or not 

more severe punishment would have a deterrent effect. Referring to 

the hostage~taking in civil aviation, I think it is possible that 

worldwide applied severe punishment could add substantially to the 

prevention of hostage-taking. 

But, as long as hijackings are looked upon as a heroic deed, an 

incentive for further hijackings'is being given. To fulfil worldwide 

agreements is imperative. 

2. Information and Intelrigence 

In the interest of a future prevention of hostage-takings, it 

seems to me absolutely necessary to have a constant, worldwide ex­

perience-exchange about past hostage-takings. 

During the seminar I have noticed, for example, that some participants 

who came from those countries which were never involved in politically 

motivated hostage-takings (including the spectacular hijackings) had 

- if any at all - only superficial knowledge of the assaults, motives, 

etc. In my opinion, it will be very difficult for them to make the 

right decision rapidly or to apply the appropriate preventive measures, 

if such an incident should happen. 

Regarding information about intended hostage-taking, it is 

essential to ascertain that this information is drawn from a reliable 

source and that it will be transmitted to the proper authority • 



" 

.. " . 

Concerning "over-regional" hostage-takings (for example hijackings) 

such information should be channeled through certain organizations 

(for example lATA, Interpol, etc), 

I would also like to mention that I never had knowledge be­

forehand in cases of politically motivated hostage-takings in civil 

aviation. 

. (' 
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Session Synthesis 

In the initial, h,pe-ranging discussion (Discussion A) many 

disparate issues arose, reflecting the diverse backgrounds and 

perspectives of the assenlbled participants. Two kinds of prevention 

were generally recognized: one focused on root causes of hostage­

taking (causal prevention) and one focused on strategies and tactics 

for pTeventing incidents from occurring (symptomatic or operational 

pTevention). Issues relating to the root causes of hostage-taking 

focuse.d primarily on the maintenance of clie.logue between the governed 

and the governing. Emphasis was placed on th,e concept of trust. 

Greater stress was placed on operational prevention, hm-lever, as it 

was generally recognized that causal prevention was beyond the scope 

of the seminar. 

Some of the most important issues which arose pertaining to 

operational prevention were: intelligence gatheri.ng, physical security 

or target-hardening, crisis management and contingency planning, 

policy guidelines for negotiation of on-going incidents, analysis of 

costs and profits. Prevention ,-las seen to depend either on government 
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policy (in political contexts) or on simple law enforcement (ill non~ 

political contexts). Operational aspects inclu~ed the technical side 

(e.g. spec:ialized personnel and equipment) and the exchange of 

information (intelligence). The experienco of INTERPOL indicated 

that information exchange pertaining to persons already convicted 

is very easy while, in the case of suspects, it is very difficult. 

(This suggests a useful differentiation between the prison context 

and other contexts). Information exchange on modus operandi of 

hostage-t~kers and on police tactics (reasons for success and 

failure) are very useful for operational prevention. 

While few direct attempts were made to set up a typology or 

to differentiate one context from another, the most clear-cut distinc­

tions which emerged from the discussion were those bet't>leen political 

and non-political hostage-taking and between prison (closed institu­

tion) contexts and contexts where the site of a potential hostage­

taking incident is not known beforehand. It was noted by the 

Italian delegate that preventive measures at specific sites, e.g. 

airports and banks have been effective, while measures aimed at 

kidnapping (e.g. for financial gain) have not. However, the problem 

of maintenance of effective security was also recognized and it was 

pointed out that, even in contexts where successful preventive 

measures have been implemented, there is always a danger of relaxing 

these measures in the face of reduced incidents, thus precipitating 

a new wave of incidents. It is here that cost/benefit analysis 
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becomes highly relevant. For example,figures on the cost of airport 

security in Holland indicated that the personnel and financial 

commitment is 25 million guilders/year and 500 men, for Schiphol 

Airport alone. 

In terms of the uniqueness of the prison context, it was 

pain ted out tha t "d9ngerousness indicators" or "pre-condi tion indic$ tors" 

can be studied and analyzed more easily in such contexts, using, 

for example, data from other incidents like prison riots. The 

success of the Canadian Penitentiary Service crisis management 

programme is perhaps an indication that this point is valid. It was 

also pointed out, however, that, as convicted terrorists join the 

prison population, the differentiation between prison and other 

contexts becomes les8 useful. It was not made clear why this is 

necessarily so, particularly in view of the greater potential for 

intelligence-gathering in a closed institutional context. 

'file political context was seen to present some unique 

problems, most notably the problem of "good faith" negotiations and 

the question of policy. It was recognized that there is often a 

great disparity between policy guidelines set before any incident 

OCCU1:"S and policy implementation during an on-going incident. It 

was felt by some that prevention in this context is really impossible 

and the only recourse left is to try to fulfill demands in ways ~.,hich 

negate the usefulness of meeting the demands • 



The more focused discussion (Discussion B) centred on two 

main issues: that of cost and that of government policy. 

The cost issue initially focused on hijacking and a distinc­

tion between European and North American approaches. In Europe, 

hijacking is primarily viewed as a governmental problem and the 

costs are assumed by governments. When an airline is involved in a 

hijacking, the government is involved too. In North America, on the 

other hand, the airlines -~ the governments - pay for costs. The 

implications of this difference were not analyzed in depth, but it 

is interesting to note that political hijackings are much more common 

in Europe and that most airlines in Europe are government carriers. 

The major problem related to the cost element was seen to be 

that of crime displacement or shift of targets. In terms of cost/benefit 

analysis, this is clearly a major issue. Is it worth the cos~ of 

prevention, if the end result is merely a shift in target? One 

suggestion was that preventive measures should be appreciated as 

token symbols and that institutionalization of preventive measures 

should be avoided. It was pOinted out that terrorist groups have 

their own fund allocation problems and, while the point was not 

made explicitly, it seems that a flexible approach to prevention, with 

an accent on the symbolic value of such measures, , ... ould alleviate 

the cost burden of a rigid institutionalized preventive regime, 

, ... tdle placing a financial s train on the terrorists' shifting operations. 
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The main issues concerning government policy centred around 

the interactions between policy and operations. It was recognized 

that no matter \07hat policies exist: beforehand, individual responses 

will vary and that policy can affect the way the bureaucratic agencies 

manage an incident or solution. Some considerations involved in the 

actual response and its conformity to pre-set policy are: credi­

bility of the threat, technical capabilities (to respond, to disarm), 

the emotional state of the ded.sion-makers, the degree of commitment 

to organizational rules, the motivation of the decision-makers (e.g. 

the political decision-maker is highly motivated by public opinion 

and may therefore decide to avoid a decision or to make a pseudo­

decision). It was generally agreed that control strategies and 

tactics should take into account that decision-making during and 

immediately after a hostage incident occurs under emotional stress 

rather than in an atmosphere free of time and stress constraints. 

Strict reliance on pre-determined, fixed plans was s~en to be un­

realistic and impracticaMe. Furthermore decision-making should 

not be in the hands of thosu directly involved (i.e. the active 

or primary victim). 

Some important parameters involved in policy decisions were 

identified as follows: the maintenance of trust between the public 

and the authority responsible for policy; the conservation of a 

spectrum of values ranging from security to freedom, as opposed to 

a tendency to polarize toward security and a "police state" 
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mentality; flexibility :I.n incident management, wherclby rigid adherence 

to pre-set poli~y is avoided in favour of allowing a range of 

tactical options to the bureaucratic agencies responsible for 

incident control (i.e. law enforcement); preservation of life, both 

on a short-term and long-term basis (deterrence of futl!1:'e incidents 

being a prime consideration in weighing the balance between the two). 

One participant proposed the follm.,ing framework to depict the 

complex interactions among these elements. 
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In sum, the major concerns of this session vlere the 

operational aspects of prevention and the complex interactions 

between policy and operations as they relate to decision-making in 

crisis si tua tions. The shifting focus of discussion highHghted the 

complexity of the problems involved and the difficulty of confining 

discussion to one particular context or perspective. However, the 

common interest in crisis intervention, incident management, decision­

making aTld the interplay between policy and opel.'<-1.tions indicates a 

potential unifying focus for further iTlter-disciplinary discussion 

of prevention and control before the act . 
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S E S S ION II 

ACT OCCURS: INITIAL RESPONSE 

Jacques LEAUTE 
Chairman 

Robin BOURNE 
Anthony COOPER 
Conrad HASSEL 
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We sincerely regret that we have not 
been able to include any report by Mr. 
Jacques LEAUTE as unfortunately, in 
spite of many requests, he has been 
unable to send us his comments within 
the required time limit. 
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Panelist's Report 
Robin Bourne 

A. Notification ~f a hostage situation 

The fact that a hostage situation exists would normally 

become known to a law enforcement officer or correctional officer or 

air transport authority at the field level. There may be occasion, 

however, when the first indication of a hostage situation may be by 

means of a telephone call from the news media or a news broadcast or 

a ~vritten or telephone message from the perpetrator to someone in 

authority. 

B. Response ;'iechanism - the need for information 

Whatever the method of discovery or notification, there are 

a number of basic questions which should be asked immediately and 

must be answered as soon as possible. These are: 

who is the hostage? 

- who is the hostage-taker? 

where is the hostage being held? 
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- why was the hostage taken or what is the motivating issue? 

- what demands have been made by the hostagentaker? 

- is there a need to notify and involve government authority? 

- what additional support resources are requIred? 

C. Response Mechanism - alert system 

Assuming that contingency planning has taken place, it would 

be clear that a number of persons,i.e. police and/or corrections 

and/or air transport authorit~would be alerted and placed on 

"stand-by" to assist in resolution of the hostage situation. If, 

for example, the demands made by the hostage-takers were such that 

authority to grant them could only be made by the Federal Government 

authority (e.g. "Safe passage" to a foreign country) then the 

appropriate officials and Ministers of the Federal Government would 

be informed, 'lncL.l.ding the Solicitor General, the Secretary of State 

for External Affairs and even the Prime Minister. 

D. Response Mechanism - field level 

The hostage-taker and his hostage must be physically located. 

Command channels must be clarified; the perimetre must be secured; 

the necessary communications network established; various support 

specialists marshalled and given instructions by the officer in 

charge at the scene. The local commander must asseGS the situation. 

He must then dAcide whether or not to try to establish contact with 
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the hostage-taker. He may decide that no dialogue will take place 

at least for the time being. This decision will be based on what 

knG~"ledge he has, if any, about the hostage-taker and his motivation. 

He must decide whether to negotiate or whether to storm by force. 

The principle to gUide this decision must be that there be no 

unnecessary risk of human life and that decisions made by the local 

commander will be held to his account. 

The nature of the demands or the status of the victim may 

again influence the extent to which the local commander will be 

allowed to make his own decisions. 

In general the local commander should be allowed to seize 

any opportunity which may present itself to resolve the hostage 

situation by force or other means. He should be instructed to move 

in ''lith force if it is clear that the hostage<s) is being harmed by 

the hostage-taker or the hostage has attacked his captor. 

E. Response Mechanism - the settling down process 

If the local L dmander has not resolved the situation and 

it is clear that ~he authorities will have to contend with a long 

seige, the full weight of intelligence analysis, psychological 

strategy, persuasion, dialogue, should be brought to bear. 



l 

F. Response Mechanism - the news media 

The best approach to gain cooperation and assistance of the 

news media is to keep it informed, as truthfully as possible, on a 

regular basis. If this is done the news will not be invented and a 

minor crisis will not escalate into a major one. 
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p.!l-nel is tIs Report 
Anthony Cooper 

It is offered as a fundamental premis1a that all counter-

terrorist measures ought to constitute in themselves a civilized 

response to an uncivilized action. Such a requi.rement clearly limits 

the measures which might be appropriately taken in countries governed 

by the Rule of Law'but, it is sugQested, when seen in the overall 

policy context this ought not to mean an unacceptable limitation 

upon the general effectiveness of the struggle against terrorism. 

A basic philosophy must be established and adhered to operationally 

if the objectives the terrorist seeks to attain are to be denied 

him. Nowhere is such a philosophy of greater importance than in the 

area of measures to combat hostage-taking and this shoUld be developed 

with care and preparation for it cannot be usefully fashioned on the 

spur ,of the moment under acute crisis conditions. Those who have 

operational responsibility for taking measures once a hostage-taking 

situation has developed are entitled to the clearest possible under-

standing of the priorities assigned to the values to be protected. 

Only in this way can the necessary plans be developed to meet the 
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contingencies and constantly changing situations likely to occur in 

the course of the action. Everything from the decision to negotiate, 

limitations upon concess.i,ons which might be offered, through the use 

of unlimited force for the purpose of securing the release of the 

hostages,is dependent upon this underlying ph~losophy. Much soul­

searching and later recrimination is saved when these matters have 

been carefully and systematically thought through in advance. 

Every operational system likely to be involved in a hostage­

taking situation should have an up-to-date contingency plan, subject 

to periodic review, the contents of which should be ever present in 

the minds of those called upon to act. An important feature of such 

a plan is the assignment of responsibilities for making crucial 

decisions, as well as the conmland structure which will operate during 

the course of the hostage,,:,taking incident. Hostage-takers will 

always seek to bargain at the highest level of responsibility. 

Hithout detriment to the success of the operation) it should always 

be official policy to interpose a buffer between the hostage"taker 

and the highest level of authority to ~lhich his demands are directed. 

This is necessary to give decision-making flexibility as well as to 

prolong the incident in such a way as to work to the tactical 

advantage of those entrusted with the counteraction. The importance 

of the incident will generally determine the level of responsibility 

at ,.,hich decisions are and can be practically tal<en, but it is 

important to bear in mind that all decisions have potential political 
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implications. There is a vital need for smooth, inter-agency co­

operation and no room at all for petty bickering over organizational, 

institutional or jurisdictional matters which the hostager-taker 

might turn to his own advantage. Special problems are posed in this 

regard ",here the incident takes on international dimensions, but the 

principles which should govern the establishment of the fUndamental 

philosophy and operational procedure I') , especiallj" contingency planning, 

are universal. 

Essentially, all measures ~lhich are designed to counter the 

hostage-taking tactic should seek the goal of making this type of 

activity too difficul t or too expensive for those ~'lho would engage 

in it. Basically, hostage-taking should be mede a hard thing to do 

and it should go hard with the perpetrator if he engages in this 

tactic. The first consideration goes to preventive or deterrent 

measures and sh~ld be the subject of earlier concern than the 

matters dealt with here, which must assume the successful taking of 

the hostage.or hostages. Here, the second consideration comes into 

play. Huw can we ensure the game is not worth the stakes for which 

it is played? At first sight, the advantage seems to lie ~'lith the 

hostage-taker. He has put a valuable social and indiVidual interest 

at risk under circumstances which have given him a useful bargaining 

power in any civilized society. Here those interests held of no, 

or very low, a~count, clearly his action could bring him little but 

immediate retribution. Can we practically deny the hostage-taker 
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what he seeks within the civilized framework we are committed to 

defend? Experience suggests that we can. Only the plainly deranged 

>-,ant to die: the others may be prepa red to, if necessary) but they 

want, more than anything else, to bargain. Time is on the side of 

society. The hostage-taker in a confrontation situation, at least, 

cannot afford wantonly to kill the hostage for he would thereby lose 

his bargaining power. Even in multiple-hostage situations his 

position is weakened if he is forced by circumstances to harm a 

hostage. A prolongation strategy must therefore be designed, for 

not only does this offer a sense of security to the hostages in many 

cases through the operation of the little understood Stockholm 

Syndrome, but it also increases the anxieties and tensions of the 

hostage-taker, creates doubts and frustration, vlhich can be exploited 

both in negotiation and resort to direct action. The reediness of 

even the most hardened terrorists to bargain suggests not a merciful 

streak in their characters but rather a hard-nosed appreciation of the 

risks and a desire to emerge with a whole skin and at least some gain. 

These considerations must be understood and appreciated operationally 

by those engaged in selecting and applying the appropriate responses. 

What the perpetrator will do is always an imponderable. If 

\-1e knew from the outset that he would not, under any circumstances, 

harm the hostage or hostages, we would be content to exercise a 

great deal ()f: patience and do little more than seek to contain the 

situation. Such a situation never really obtains and we would doubt 
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the evidence of our own senses were we to make an appreciation that 

even suggested it. The behavior of the hostage-taker is always un­

predictable and it is not knowing what he might do,and the intelligent 

guesses that must be made in relation to his possible and probable 

conduct, that constitute the main interest of any initial response 

strategy. Very often, indeed, the hostage-taker does not know him­

seH what he is likely to do, particularly in those cases where his 

initial action is largely unpremeditated and is itself a response to 

unexpected cirucmstances which have supervened. Hostage-taking is, 

therefore, from the outset fraught with uncertainty. As the situation 

develops, some of that uncertainty may be dissipated. Indeed, 

positive steps must be taken, as soon as the incident calls forth 

a response, to dispel at least some of those uncertainties. There 

thus arises an overriding need for what might be termed operational 

intelligence. ~fuo is the hostage-taker? ~at does he ~.,ant? ~y does 

he want it? These are some of the more fundamental questions that 

must be asked and answe~ed before any sensible appreciation can be 

made as to what he is likely to do under certain circumstances. A 

cold-blooded, professional, political terrorist is a very different 

proposition from a frightened bankrobber frustrated circumstantially 

in an attempt to flee. Appeals to reason and promises based on them 

are unlikely to have any high value to the ears of a paranoiac. The 

need to know is paramount at the moment of initial response. This 

need can only be satisfied by the availability of a fairly sophisticated 

intelligence apparatus and a swift and sure coordination of its 
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• workings ~li th those of the force engaged in responding to the act. 

Some information will be gleaned at the scene. But even this must be 

tested and refinerl if it is to be of substantial utility in guiding 

the decision-maker. Intelligence, strategic and tactical, is crucial 

to the success of all operations against the hostage~taker. No 

dentist worthy of his profession would start pulling teeth until he 

had ascertained which had the cavities. Intelligence has come, of 

late, quite mistakenly, to have an unsavory meaning. It is really 

no more than the means of arriving at an informed decision. It is 

the key to all successful counter-action against the terrorist and 

requir.es the same careful preparation and planning as all other 

operational activities. 

Those opposing the hostage-taker must seek to wrest the 

initiative from him. Sometimes, this will entail an immediate, 

forceful response designed to deny the perpetrator the advantages 

that any consolidation of his position might afford him. The 

action 6f the instant victim, the hostage, is crucial at this 

moment. Hostage-taking has, on occRsion, been frustrated by imme­

diate and resolute action on the part of the intended victim. Clear 

advice cannot be responsibly given as to the best course of action 

to take; what is advisable or even possible, wilt depend upon the 

character of the principal a;ctors as well as innumerable other­

circumstances. It is probably extremely unwise for unprepared 

third parties to seek to thwart a skyjacking; it may, on the otber. 
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hand, be appropriate for the crew to do so. Calm clet~chment is 

excel.,,:i.l11!ly difficult to attain in such crises. Perhaps the best 

advi_ to the victim would be, if you cannot escape, immediately, 

with a reasonable prospect of success, no resistance is better than 

a mere token likely only to anger an already tense and desperate 

hostage-taker. The hostage's reaction is always important and, 

whenever possible, there should be an attempt to remain calm and 

ready to take advantage of whatever favorable circumstances present 

themselves. Those facing the prospect of being taken hostage can 

certainly prepar2 themselves not only to avoid capture but in the 

techniques of survival once it has taken place • 
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Immediate Response: 

Panelist's Report 
Conrad Hassel 

The initial law enforcement presence on the scene of any 

hostage incident is often the patrol officer, who, in the performance 

of his normal patrol duties comes upon, or creates, by his action, a 

hostage-type situation. 

Consider the context in which hostage situations arise: 

1. As a result of stress, either environmental or social, 

in many cases added to by heavy use of alcohol, a domestic dispute 

arises. This dispute escalates to include either threats of violence 

or actual violence of husband against wife. The police are summoned, 

and the mere appearance of the officer further incites an already 

enraged individual \'1ho grabs a weapon and, in effect, holds his 

family hostage demanding that the police leave the premises. 

In such a situation as described above, the initial action of 

the first officer on the scene is most critical. It is actually a 

life and death situation. In most instances the police officer on 
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the scene must make a critical decision. 

A. He can back off and call for expert assistance of 

negotiators and special weapons teams. 

B. He can attempt to defuse the situation himself. 

Police officers being basically action-oriented will usually attempt 

to defuse the explosive situation themselves without calling for 

assistance. It is impossible to tell how many of these types of 

incidents are successfully handled by the officer on the scene, and 

are never included in the general statistics on hostage matters. 

2. Another common type of hostage incident is one, to some 

degree, created by increased police efficiency. It pertains to armed 

robbery response time. Over the past ten years response time for 

police arrival on the scene of an armed robbery in most metropolitan 

areas has been cut drastically. Often the first law enforcement 

officer is on the scene in less than five minutes. In the past the 

armed robber would have been well away from the scene before the 

arrival of the police. Today he is trapped inside the victim 

establishment, thus he takes hostages to assure his escape. 

3. A third and less frequent confrontation is between the 

police officer and the mentally deranged person who also has the 

potential of taking hostages. This can manifest itself in a situation 

as described in number one (above) or where such a person, suffering 

from paranoid delusions might either skyjack an aircraft for redress 
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government official for the same reason. In such a case the first 

patrol officer on the scene would also have the responsibility of 

determining the extent and style of the immediate response. The 

danger to life when a mentally deranged person is involved is acute, 

inasmuch as tae wrong word,gesture or attitude on the part of the 

law enforcement officer intervening in such a situation could trigger 

an explosive reaction on the part of the hostage-taker. 

4. An increased number of hostage situations are occurring 

in prisons. These have had devastating results in loss of life, such 

as the Attica riots. The immediate response to these type situations 

is always made by the institutional perso,nnel themselves. In such 

a case, inmates grab usually unarmed corrections personnel and hold 

them, making demands on prison off:tcials which range from better 

food, longer visiting hours, to freedom itself. The demand of freedom 

is usually non-negotiable since it i,s a violation of the l1:m to 

allow the release of an inm&te even by corrections authorities. 

The chotce of what immediate action should be taken in such 

a situation devolves into a choice of containment and negotiation 

vs. early assault by armed police to effect the release of hostages 

and to put an end to the prison mutiny. 

5. The last and least common situation, at least in the 

U.S. and Canada, 1s the terrorist group wh-l-'1 uses hostages as a 
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tool of political power to focce concessions from 8 national 

sovereignty. 

The terrorist type of hostage situation is usually the best 

planned and operates on a military model. In some instances the 

terrorists are dedicated professionals who feel their cause is just 

and that the end justifies the means. Bscause of this fanatic 

commitment this type of situation becomes one of the most difficult 

to defuse. 

Once again, the patrol officer may well be the first member 

of the law enforcement community to perceive the threat. He will 

undoubtedly be asked by the terrorists to contact someone in authority 

so the demands may be communicated to a person with decision-making 

power. Should the patrol officer then be left as the intermediary or 

should he be replaced by an expert negotiator at the earliest ~ossible 

time? Any plan of immediate response should take into consideration 

this important factor. 

It is easy to see that the quality of immediate response in 

aLmost every hostage-type situation will depend on the patrol officer. 

He will decide in the first :i.nstance whether the maximum expertise 

of any law enforcement organization will be brought into play, or 

whether he will handle the matter himself. The success of his 

response depends largely on his knm-lledge and training and what 

guidelines he has been given by the police administration. 
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Training 

If immediate response depends on the patrol officer, he must 

at least be given a basic course in human motivation SQ he will be 

in a more favorable position to diagnose and thereby determine ~.,ha t 

type of response he should call upon. This training need not make 

every patrol officer an expert psychologist, but it should keep him 

from further aggravating an already dangerous situation. 

Containment 

Most well-formulated plans on hostage matters should, in 

the immediate response stage, call for the containment of the 

incident. This includes blocking forces to prevent the further 

takeover by the hostage-taker of a larger area and also evacuation 

procedures to ensure that he is unable to acquire more hostages than 

he already has. This is an isolation technique which can be planned 

on an ad hoc basis if trained forces are available to the command 

personnel. Evacuation includes the removal of all law enforcement 

personnel not immediately essential to the task of containment. 

Such a procedure should put a high priority on maintaining a low 

profile. Blatant display of weapons or combat-type vehicles can only 

inflame an already over-emotional hostage-taker. Detective personnel 

should be assigned to the task of gathering information on tht~ 

perpetrator to help the negotiator in dealing with him, and to procure 

plans and blueprints of the building where the incident is taking 
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place,to assist possible assault forces. 

Command Post 

If the hostllge situation is not ended within the first few 

minutes, a command post must be established in the near vicinity of 

the incident itself. Plans for such a command post must include, 

but should not necessarily be limited to: 

1. Top commander and advisors, 

2. Behavioral specialists, 

3. Communication center, 

4. Press room with press officer, 

5. Public utilities personnel, i.e., gas, water, 

electric, etc.? 

6. Personnel marshaling area out of sight of hostage­

taker, 

7. Emergency medical and fire department services, 

8. Weapons and tactics specialists. 

It has been shown through experience in the United States 

tha~ once the hostage situation is contained and some communication 

established with the hostage-taker, most frequently the perpetrator 

will release his hostages and surrender. An e~ception to this 

general rule may be the prison situation where perhaps immediate 

response shculd be an early assault before the inmates consolidate 

their positions and creatfl a formidable bastion making assault more 
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difficult. 

In summary, the immediate response phase in the hostage 

situation depends on the acute attention to the following: 

1. Trained patrol officers, 

2. Plan of containment and evacuation to isolate 

perpetrator and hostages, 

3. Plan of command post with necessary personnel and 

equipment, 

4. Establishing praliminary communications with perpetrator. 

It can be seen that, once the machinery is put into gear by 

the trained patrol officer, immediate t'esponse is largely 10gisti~a13 

but an indepth assessment of. per.sonnel and equipment. is necessB.ry 

before such logistical plans can be made in detail. If the logistical 

plan works smoothly and expertly, the chances of loss of life of 

either the hostages, innocent bystanders, police or the perpetrator 

himself will be largely diminished • 
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Session Synthesis 

Some of the issues raised during the initiel discussion 

period (Discussion A) were: the problem of jurisdiction, the role 

of governmen t, the TRAHS (Terrorism ResE!Brch snd Hanagement Staff) 

concept, the problem of intelligence and information exchange 

(particularly between private and public: sectors), the question of 

who first responds to a hostage incidetlt: and the question of payment 

of ransoms. 

It was recognized that the biggest problems for command 

personnel responsible for any hostuge incident are personnel management 
" 

(how to deploy or send a\'1ay available or unneeded personnel), whether 

to negotiate or not, and press relations. Hhen a government is 

involved, the key issues were seen to bl~ information exchange (with 

police), co-operation among governmental departments, possible 

governmental restraints on law enforcement, the appreciation of the 

governmental perspective by law enforcement and press relations. 

The TRAMS concept, developed in the U. S., was brought up 
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• as an example of contingency planning which was generally viewed as 

a key clement in the initial response to any hostage incident. TRAHS 

was described as a research unit to assist planning and on-sit:e 

action. Such a concept was seen as a potential bridge between the 

practical operations and police approach and political decision­

making -a bridge between operations and policy. 

The discussion on the need for informati.on exchange revealed 

a distinct lack of rapport between private and government sectors. 

In the words of one participant, "The private sector's only ally is 

the police. The government bungles things". It was pointed out 

that information gathered by INTERPOL is passed onto governments 

but is not in turn passed on to the private sector where the infor­

mation is most relevant and needed. Legal rer.trictiollS on dissemination 

of information were cited as a prime reason for this state of affairs. 

The problem of lack of co-oper.ation between different sectors 

was seen in other contexts as well. For one thing it was pointed out 

that co-operation withi~ the private sector itself, between various 

private security agencies, is not very good. For another, in the 

context of notification of a hostage incident, the point was made 

that, at least in bank cases involving managers' Wives, the primary 

victim often fails to call the police. In Italy, where attempts 

have been made to legislate ag8inst payment of ransoms by r.elatives 

of hostages, the result has often been a refusal by the victim's 

relatives to co-operate with police or to report a kidnapping in the 
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first place. NO~l, cOMoperation bet\.,een banl~s and police, whereby 

banks report any large withdrawals of money, is beginning to 

develop as a counter to the lack of co-operation of victims' 

relatives. 

It is interesting to note that these tricky issues related to 

co-operation between various parties tended to be raised briefly 

and then passed over. In fact, in discussing initial operational 

response options to a hostage incident, participants seemed to focus 

almost eXclusively on traditional and legitimate law enforcement 

personnel, while ignoring the initial response capabilities of the 

hostage himself, the primary victims" the press or government or 

institutional agencies not directly involved in law enforcement or 

incident managemont, but certainly directly involved in the progress 

of the hostage incident. This pattern of discussion is a good 

reflection of the complexity of the issues involved and the focus 

on contingency planning by a qualified command unit reflects the 

most rational and fruitful apprcach to the problem of initial 

response. 

The second phase of discussion (Discussion B) started to 

focus on negotiations and the question. was raised whether the 

current emphasis on negotiating is perhaps inhibiting the initial 

response capabilities of the officer-on-the-beat who first encounters 

a hostage incident. It was pointed out that negotiation is simply a 

management tool - to be used or not used as discretion dictates • 
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In fact, during initial response, negotiation is really not relevant, 

the key question being to terminate or to contain. Interestingly, 

in the prison context, one participant reported on the r.ecommendations 

of the American Correctional Association's Task Force on Collective 

Violence. They werH: advance planning and contingency planning, 

a pref.erence for immediate resolution and no negotiation. Another 

participant poinred out that there are even other alternatives which 

go beyond what he called the "la~l enforcement models" of "go in and 

terminate" or "negotiation". One model could be "no contact", 

whereby the entire situe\tion is ignorl .:l! 

Another issue which was discussed concerned the public 

climate in which the initial response was made. This was seen to 

be an important factor, especially in sensational cases such as the 

Munich case in 1972. Public opinion could greatly influence decisions 

and it is under such circumstances that contingency planni~g can be 

especially valuable. Good contact ~.,ith the press was seen as critical 

in such cases. It WlS pointed out that, during the Beilen incident 

in Holland, 150 journalists from allover the world were at hand. 

This indicates the degree to which press can become involved. 

As a final example of other factors which can influence the 

police respoDl.'ie, one participant pointed out that, in the Federal 

R\9.public of Germany, at the time of the Hunich incident, IIshoot to 

killll was forbidden by law. Now, a ne~., law has been passed, allowing 

it. Thus, we see ho~., legal factors can limit the range of al tarnatives 
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open to those responsible for initial response to a hostage incident. 

In sum, this session highlighted some of the difficulties 

encountered when a hostage incident first arises. ~fuile discussion 

centred primarily on the police perspective, other perspectives 

kept cropping up, most notably the government, the private sector, 

the relatives of the victim and the press. In purely operational 

terms, advance contingency planning was seel to be critical and the 

folloWing elements were seen to be essential in any initial response 

plan: clarity of command, availability of specialists, establishing 

secure location (containment), establishment of communications, 

control of fire power, option to negotiate, option to deploy special 

weapons, media briefings, accurate information gathering. 

In the words of one participc1.nt in his written comments on 

the session: 

"Incidents vary. In the relatively straight forward case 

(1) policy is clear and pertinent, (2) law enforcement command 

structure is suited to the situation, (3) some accumulated experience 

exists to guide the official t'esponders, (4) interference from 

potentially disruptive sectors (political, media, relatives~ curious 

public) is m.l:n.~mal.". In the complex and danger')us case, policy is 

not clear, multiple jurisdictions fragment command, novelty necessitates 

planning de n£Y~, police have relatively little tontrol over 

extraneous intruders • 
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Perhaps the most important generalization is to avoid 

generalization. Some incidents will best be protracted, others 

resolved as soon as possible. Negotiations may help in some settings 

Qut not in others. Continuing training and research are critical. 

This should occur in closed settings which promote self-criticism 

and opportunity for growth" • 
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~hairman's Report 
Albert Reiss 

Negotiation is but one of a number of strategies or tactics 

that m~y be followed in resolving hostage-taking situations. Strategies 

may range from active refusal to enter into negotiation with the 

hostage-taker to active intervention to release the hostages and/or 

capture or kill the hostage-taker(s). Negotiation as a strategy is 

a P.E£~~~ of establishing communication with a view to coming to 

terms or an agreement; the process itself mayor may not end in an 

agreement. The process of negotiation may be the primary strategy 

chosen in an hostage-taking situation or it m~y be a tactic related 

to some other strategy, e.g. capturing the hostage-taker. 

Whether or not negotiation is an advisable or feasible strategy 

or tactic will depend upon a nu~ber of factors. Among those to be 

taken into consideration are the follOWing factors. 

!he E£~e o~~~~~~ There is a value preference in most 

societies to protect the lives of hostages and if possible to capture 

rather than kill the hostage-takers. Closely related to this is a 
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value preference for models that assume rational solutions to 

problematic situations and a grounding of solutions in rational 

appeals coupled at most with persuasion. Negotiation fits in well 

with these value preferences, particularly since there is always 

p~rtial reinforcement that it works in a fair proportion of cases, 

either as a strategy or a tactic. 

r~~~~yol~~~~_of a~~udie~£e in_~~e ho~tage-taki~~i~~~~io~. 

Under some circu~lstances, e.g., where prison guards or personnel are 

taken hostage in a prison surrounded by a community of families of 

the hostages, there are enormous pressures to secure the safe release 

of the hostages by negotiation. Failure to pursue negotiation, 

moreover, runs the risk that those responsible for solving the 

hostage-taking situation will be held accountable for any injury 

to the hostages if negotiation was not at least pursued as a tactic. 

The devel0E!'!!.£nt .E.~~_E.rofe~sion,~~~~dre .2..~_l2.~&otia t0E.~_ in 

~~stag~:.t:.aki~~i~io~_and its _~ti!!i~~~i0l2.' In recent years, 

where hostage-taking has become a calculable risk to organizations 

or governments, one of the preferred strategies is that of negotiation. 

Personnel are trained to respond to their being taken as hostages and 

a spacial cadre is trained to negotiate for the release of hostages. 

The availability of such professional cadres predetermines to a 

large extent the choice of strategy and tactics since these personnel 

are ordinarily the only resource for i~nediate mobilization in an 

hostage-taking situation; negotiation is then likely to be a tactic 
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if not the final strategy chosen to deal with the situation. Major 

private companies such as Lufthansa in Germany or the London Hetro­

politan and New York police have established personnel training 

progra~s for hostage-taking situations and for teams of negotiators 

who are quickly mobilized whenever a hostage-taking situation arises. 

The ef~~£.!:.~'2..~rati<2.z:!.al di~ficl!.!.!:.ie~. Situations will vary 

considerably in the degree to which they lend themselves to tactics 

or strategies other than negotiation. A hijacked airplane, for 

exampl~ precludes effective use of most strategies and tactics other 

than negotiation, at least initially. 

The ~~tage-tar8.~!:.' Host commonly hostages are persons but 

there is growing evidence that hostages may be p~ysical objects, e.g., 

a nucl.ear power plant or other holocaust facility, tel ecomm'..lnications, 

pmver facilities, or a major oil production site. Under these 

circumstances the potential damage may be considerable and limit the 

range of choice. Negotiation m\ly become a major strategy whenever 

there is a considerable imbalance of power in favor of the hostage­

taker. 

The 8.<?.als_of_!:.he ho§..!:~~:.ta~~!i. Early on it may be apparent 

that the hostage-takers have goals that appear negotiable; in other 

circumstances they may lie beyond negotiable limits. Where the 

demands lie beyond negotiable limits, negotiation may be a preliminary 

tactic; where they appear reasonably negotiable, as is not uncommon 
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• in hostage-taking situations such as in jails or prisons, negotiation 

will be a preferred strategy. 

Once negotiation is accepted as a strategy or tactic, the 

question becomes who sh.'ll1 negotiate with whom, how, under what 

conditio:1S, and within ~vhat limits. Each of these topics was given 

some consideration by the session. 

~1:!.~.2.~alL~ot!~~C2.? Much ·attention focused on the choice 

of negotiatot"s. Both characteristics to be avoided and those preferred 

were considered. Among them are the following. 

A major factor in the choice of negotiator is the degree of 

involvement of the negotiator in the situation creating the hostage-

taking or in the present situation and its resolution. It was 

agreed that, in general, the negotiator should be as disengaged as 
( 

possible from any personal or political involvement in the situation 

and its resolution. Hh~le persons with a P'lst or present stake in 

the resolution of the hostage-taking situation often cannot and should 

not be disengaged from the negotiation process (indeed they may be 

essential to determining the limits of negotiation), they should not 

generally be in ~irec~ contact and communication with the hostage-

takers. Both disengagement and direct communication by involved 

persons are essential if certain risks are to be minimized. A 

disengaged negotiator ordinarily has greater latitude for negotiation 

since he moves between parties to the negotiation; the mediator role 

• 
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also buys time. Persons directly involved, moreover, may not always 

make rational decisions whe:1 they are in direct contact and comlluni­

cation. They lil<.ewise ,.,i11 have less opportunity to seek the advice 

which others can give if they are disengaged from direct negotiation. 

Where the State is involved in negotiation because of the 

demands of the hostage-takers, as in p'Jlitical acts of terrorism, 

hostages may demand direct contact and comllunication with public 

officers. These officers also may opt to enter the crisis situation 

because of anticipated political consequences in failure to do so. 

There was some agreement that sLlch direct involvement of officials 

can be avoided if there is prior plan~ling and organization desigmlting 

an official negotiating team that does not involve parsons who will 

make decisions about the limits of negotiation, 

Planned o~ganization and courses of action appear to increase 

the successful resolution of hostage-taking events. The training pf 

professional cadres of negotiators is ordinarily the p~eferred way 

to select negotiators. Yet not uncommo:1ly the preferences of hostage­

tal<.ers or their demands for a particular negotiator may be critical 

to the negotiation process, Under certain circumstances, e.g., the 

minority status of the negotiator, his language skills, or the degree 

of trust that all parties may place in the negotiator deSignated by 

the hostageMtakers may be overriding considerations in selecting the 

negotiator • 
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HitL~~9..~_~~~U negotiat?:.~pt'oS~~r:!.? Uncler many circU<l1stances, 

there is little opportunity to choose a principal negotiator among 

the hostage-takers. tvhere such latitude is possible and where there 

is information on the hostage-takers, as for example in prison 

hostage-taking, consideration will be given to selecting a negotiator 

who may be most easily persuaded yet still have power to persuade 

other hostage-takers. \fuere comuunication with the hostage-taker 

negotiator is also available to the other hostage-takers, the nego­

tiator may direct appeals to the other hostage-takers with a view to 

their applying pressure to the persons in direct communication. 

H9..~_~~~~~9..~ia~?:'~E£9..~ee~? There appeared to be general 

agreem,:nt that there should be few, if any, general rules about what 

should be done in dealing with hostage-takers, or to resolve the 

outcome of a hostage-taking situation but_that_th~~~ho~s!._1.?c:._slear 

.£ur~~~ti£-.E£!..~~ ab2.~Ll?t9..sedures _to be ~~~9..!~cL..?:.n neg9..~!.ati9.!! 

situ~ti9..~' Thus there should not be rules about when to break off 

negotiations temporarily or what to negotiate first--though general 

gUidelines may be helpful. One of the few rules that might be applied 

universally, it was agreed, is that one should never negotiate any 

condition that '''ould increase the level of power or violence potential 

of the hostage-takers. To negotiate and give weapons that wo~ld 

increase the deadly force of the hostage-takers, for example, should 

be precluded • 
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Rules about bareaucratic procedures to be followed are) 

however, of considerable consequence. While specific rules may vary 

from agency to agency or by type of situation, the followIng deserve 

attention. There should be a clear lina of comm.::tnd or authority. 

Such a line of authority should deEinc who determines the conditions 

tha t are negotiable and those that are not and ~vhat Bre the outer 

limits of negotiation) including who is authorized to co:nnit a course 

of action that the negotiator m.s.y seek as terms of action in '1egotiation. 

The line of authority should ordinarily designate a single negotiator 

who is in direct contact and co~nunication with the hostage-takers. 

Whenever possible, howev8r, both the decision-makers and the negotiators 

should be p~rt of a te~m that advises them • 

.I~chn!:.~l!~I?...2.f...!!.~~ti~.ti~I.!. Considerable discussion 'IV·!iS 

given over to the question of the choice of particular techniques of 

negotia tion. Again there do n.:>t appear to be any clear choices wi th 

respect to matters of technique. Among matters that appeared to 

merit special attention for the development of inform~tion that would 

ffi.9.1<.e p·:>ssible both the selection of techniques and their successful 

use are these. 

Much of the attention in negotiation has focused on how to 

deal with particular personalities or parsons. Perhaps more attention 

should be given to how to defuse particular kinds of situations rather 

than particular persons. The focus of this inquiry might lie in 

pursuing tactics of deescalation of situations as ~vcll as considering 
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• those that may escalate them. Attention to the pj:lysical comfort and 

wants of the hostages and nostage-te.kers, for example, may serve to 

deescalate many situations and make reasonable negotiatio~ feasible. 

At times too little consideration is given to the hostages in 

the negotiation situati0l1. Hhile under many circumstances it is 

difficult to have direct contact with the hostages, consideration 

should be given to how particular negotiations or their hostage 

situation may be affecting them and the overall negotiations. The 

possible courses of action of the hostages will have to be taken into 

aCCOi.1nt in the negotiatio:1s. There are times when the hostages inter­

fere with a pattern of negotiation or they m'ly resort to courses of 

action that increase the difficulty of negotiatio~. Such possibilities 

should be cqnsidered in selecting any course of action during the 

process of negotiation. 

Concern was expressed over the role that the mass media 

play in the process of negotiation and the necessity to take them 

into account. The nlt'~dia can create problems that affect the course 

of negotiation, par ticularly when they have access to the hostage­

takers, if only via the hostage-takers having access to the media's 

message. Developing prior relationships with the media may resolve 

so~e of these difficulties, ~9.rticularly to secure their cooperation 

at critical phases in the negotiation to control information. It 

was recognized that this is no simple matter since theSE:! are critical 

free press and public information issues. 
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Panelist's Report 
Douglas Dawe 

The entire area of negotiation with criminals in the 

criminal acts of hostage-taking - regardless of its formal manifes-

tation - be it hijacking, kidnapping, abortive criminal act, prison 

breach etc., poses a wide variety of philosophic and pral~tical 

problems. It is essential that semantic and policy differences be 

resolved immediately and the concern raised about the difference 

between "dialogue vs. negotiation" is worthy of (in fact demands) 

priority consideration. I consider it essential that the schematic 

progression of communication from dialogue to the give and take of 

negotiation be the subject of Internationally/Universally acceptable 

definition. While precise items - procedures, cons traints - may 

vary, the discussion clearly revealed the similat"ity and validity 

of philosophy and conceptual approach transcending international 

boundaries. Undoubtedly, my colleagues will address this subject in 

depth and thus I shall confine my remarks to a general reaction and to 

share a proposal for the selection and training of negotiators. 
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Since the purpose of this seminar has been proclaimed as a 

vehicle to generate thought and discussion toward improvement of 

understanding and response to hostage-taking situations, since the 

ice was well-broken yesterday and since, in spite of the presence 

of a llIas ter of language who is to ul tima tely write a scholarly te:(t 

upon this matter, it is essential to dispel some myths and to focu~ 

directly upon the situal:ion of IINegotiations in hostage situations" 

and to offer for your consideration some conglomerate of philosophy, 

policy guidelines, procedures, background information, views and 

observations ,,,hich our chairman will later draw into a semblance of 

order from chaos. 

I must assume that agreement has been reached establishing 

that a chain of cOllunanu and control has been establ ished. The 

situation has hopefully been compressed and activity contained. The 

respondents are aware of legal and policy constraints and a decision 

has been taken to implement a policy designed to: 

a) ensure the well-being of the hostage(s) during the 

time that they are held captive, 

b) effect the safe release of the hostages as quickly as 

possible ,,,ithout acceeding to unreasonable demands, .2!. resorting to 

measures which will: 

(i) unnecessarily endanger lives or cause serious 

injury to any person 
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(ii) compromise public safety 

(iii) establish dengerous precedent which could 

be used to advantage by the perpetrators of 

fut:ure events 

(iv) precipitate escalation of the occurrence, or 

(~) cause unnecessary concern or embarrassment to 

your organization or government. 

I would assume that the response is that of a co-ordinated 

team of highly-trained personnel who are agreed that there can be 

but one of three acceptable possible solutions to the situation in 

hand: 

a) the captors recognize the futility of their actions -

or as may be the case they get what they wanted - and surrender. 

b) the hostages effect their own release; or 

c) the hostages are rescued and the hostage-takers 

neutralized. 

The first possibility has of course 'l'y personal preference, at least 

insofar as the first of its two parts is concerned. The second and 

third possibilities are fraught with danger. The former is difficult 

to predict and in the main uncontrollable. The latter must be 

preceded by planning and practice by well-trained and equipped 

specialists. 

-107 .. 



• I did not have the opportunity to discuss my approach with 

my colleagues in advance and whi1t~ this entire area of negotia tions 

could well consume several days of discussion, time is extremely 

limited and I must therefore confine my remarks to the negotiator 

and proven basic negoLiator policies as I have seen them practiced: 

A hostage negotiator MUST accept, believe and practice 

a) that the function of a negotiator precludes the indi­

vidual from any decision-making authority to ensure the separation of 

negotiations from command, control and authority during hostage­

taking situations; 

b) the role of negotiator may require the application of 

action or reaction to prevent injury or death to the negotiator, a 

hostage or other innocent person and the negotiator should be pre­

pared, if necessary, to physically intervene in the interest of 

saving human life; 

c) the negotiator must be aware of and supportive of 

national policies in respect of hostage-taking response; 

d) the negotiator must be in good physical condition; 

e) the negotiator must present a mature appearance; 

f) the negotiator must have the ability to ''lithstand 

prolonged stress; 

g) the negotiator must have the ability to observe and 

report; and 
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, h. he/she must have communication skills and patience. 

I believe that policies must prescribe what is or is NOT 

NEGOTIABLE 

- no guns 

- no exchange of hostages 

- no concessions - even good - without something in 

return 

yet it was NOT possible to get agreement in this area. After con­

siderable study I have prepared a proposed syllabus of training for 

negotiators. The~yllabus has NOT been approved for implementation 

by my Service yet. 
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Panelist's Report 
Pa trick Mullany 

While one can never imagine all the possible fac~ts of 

managing a hostage crisis, there come to mind several areas where 

possible pitfalls might occur in hostage negotiations. 

Much like any crisis management, one is more than likely 

to realize pitfalls in the most obvious and often-times simplistic 

areas of problem management. Absolute disaster can be achieved by 

joining together two individuals, two jurisdictions, or two nations 

whose basic objectives differ in hostage negotiations. Such a 

difference in objectives need'not be so dramatic as to save lives, 

on one hand, and on the other, apprehend the culprits. The subtle 

difference of wanting, above all, to gain credit for the successful 

outcome or perhaps to avoid at all cost the crippling ~ffect of being 

blamed for a disastrous outcome, can be seen as the cause. 

What might very well be regarded as conflicting objectives can 

b~ the single most decaying influence in hostage negotiations. When 

one expands upon the crisis management decision not based on sound 
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objectives but rather on a variety of selfish goals, it is no wonder. 

that the degree of probability f.or the loss of lives rapidly 

escalates. 

Like many other crisis management problems, one, unwittingly, 

can add to the problem before it occurs. Hostage negotiations is a 

drama being played on a stage with unknown actors, be that platform 

criminal or political. It should be planned for and reacted to 

with reason. The pitfall of overdramatizing the hostage-taking 

situation can lead to ov~rreaction on law enforcement's part. 

Training for hos,tage negotiating should be consistent with training 

for any other law enforcement function. After all, the police officer 

'V,hile directing traffic, seeing a car rebounding out of control, 

heading towards a crowded street corner, has no opportunity to save 

lives much less to negotiate. His performance is one of emergency 

reaction and reporting. Hostage negotiations, on the other hand, 

give us the opportunity to methodically save lives. To overdrama­

tize this opportunity can only play in co the hands cE poor management. 

Hostage negotiations should be regarded as a police function, thereby 

demanding solid planning and flawless performance. 

Misreading human cues in a hostage situation can be regarded 

as another major problem area, The individual, placed in ultimate 

control of the crisis, should be willing to test his judgment 

regarding the impressions he forms on the primary functionaries in­

a hostage situation, The wrong impression as to a perpetrator's 
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real motivations and/or state of mind; victim's reactions to the trauma; 

and endurance ability of those charged to him, cen cause not only 

ineffective judgment of the situation, but escalating confusion and 

inept decision-making. With a willingness to test one's perceptions, 

the decision-maker comes closer to the goal that, despite what happens, 

he has judgmental objectivity. 

With the ingredients of sound objectives, solid planning and 

performance without overreaction, and the ability to read human cues, 

one can still stumble into pitfalls during hostage negotiations. Keep 

those carrying out decisions informed. The crisis manager may be doing 

the most laudatory job possible, but if he is unwilling) or doe~ not 

take the time to keep his decision performers well-informed, great 

danger is brought to bear. Decision-performers live on decisions. 

They look for them and are willing to carry through ~yith them however 

negative they appear. Isolate them from information for a long period 

of time during a crisis and they cease to function as decision-performers. 

Quite rapidly once the decision-performer role is abandoned, they take 

on the role of decision-maker. A self-appointed decision-maker, coupled 

with isolation and an absence of information can blend into the primary 

functionary (e.g., SWAT) that detonates the goal of flawless performance. 

As Shakespeare once said, "Lawless are they that maketh their will 

their law". 

Last, but by no means least, the concept of time can well be 

regarded as a m,ajor pitfall. In hostage negotiations, time is the 

greatest ally. It is for the most part in our favor, with fe~., 
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exceptions. The American law enforcement community, by and large, 

finds this difficul t to accept, whereas, notably in England, taking 

onels time and achieving calm is the rule t"ather than the exception, 

In managing a hostage situation, time must be managed. Hours, days, 

weeks must not go by unmanaged but rather used as the instrument to 

save 1i ves. The ~'lell-informed ",i 11 manage time wisely in manpower 

utilization. Instead of creating a physiological stress reaction 

within his command, he will be able to t"ely on well-rotated, well­

rested, well-informed functionaries, thus avoiding the most elementary 

pitfall. Hanaging the time of the perpetrator is imperative. Hill 

he endure time? What effect does time have on the perpetrator(s)? 

Does time escalate the perpetrator's potential for acting out or 

diminish it? The multi-faceted effects of time on the perpetrator 

should be charted and when time is used against him, it must be well 

planned for. So too, what effect does time have on the ultimate goal 

of saving the hostages? \H11 the adage, liThe longer the hostage 

situation lasts, the less likelihood the victims will be killed," 

apply? Time, if it is not planned for, can have a deadening effect 

1.n any situation. In a hostage Situation, it can have an equally 

deadening effect on the primary functionaries: perpetrator 1 hostages 

and law enforcement. The hostages find it impossible to plan their 

time in such a crisis. The perpetrator, at best, plans his time 

haphazardly. Time is to our advantage because we have the opportunity 

to plan for its use • 
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In summary, pitfalls can occur anywhere during hostage 

negotiations. If we have clear objectives, avoid overreaction 

caused by dramatization, test our perception of human cues, pay 

attention to our decision-performers and manage time to our favor, 

we have made great strides in the journey towards the goal of a 

successful crisis management - saving life. Such a successful 

accomplishment can only be enjoyed by those who plan for it. 
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1. Definitions 

Panelist's Report 
Frank Ochberg 

Negotiation is the deliberate verbal clarification and 

reconciliation of differences in a dispute. 

In certain arenas, such as collective bargaining, the procedure 

has evolved recogni7.able forms, roles, and techniques. 

Negotiation may be face to face between disputants, or may 

involve advocates (e.g., lawyers) or third parties (e.g., mediators, 

arbitrators) • 

Attention in terrorist negotiation has focused on policy 

and technique employed by the victimized authority, be it government 

or industry. 

II. Goals 

The ultimate goals in'negotiation are identical to the over-

all goals of the authority in responding to terrorist threat: 
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preservation of life, maintenance of trust be'tween government and 

the governed, deterrence of further terrorism. 

However, the negotiator facing a terrorist frequently has 

sub-obj€!ctives of dra~ving out the proceedings, keeping the terrorist 

and the authority from face to face contact, bargaining for release 

of some if not all hostages. 

III. Policy 

Governments are evolving policy regarding negotiation with 

terrorists. The principle content of such policy falls into the 

areas of when to negotiate, who 'vill negotiate, what are negotiable 

issues. Hhile some nations will refuse any concession to a terrorist, 

they may agree to enter into discussions. The United States will not 

pay ransom to transnational terrorists, but will negotiate. Israel 

apparently refuses to negotiate at all with terrorists; the Netherlands 

will negotiate on a broad range of issues. 

A nation's policy regarding the choice to negotiate should 

specify distinctions between transnational situations, prison 

disputes, and intranational criminal scenarios. 

Decisions about 'vho negotiates involve jurisdiction, role 

of police, access of media. One generally accepted principle is to 

avoid, whereV2r possible, placing a principal decision-maker such as 

the gover.nor, the company director, the ambassador i.n the role of 
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negotiator. These persons should not have to make important decisions 

under duress, should have the advantage of behind-the-scenes consultants 

available to help them filter information, and should be protected 

from the risk of capture themselves. There are other reasons to 

separate the roles of negotiator and principal decision-maker. 

Negotiators can be trained specifically for their task, can be drawn 

from police or military ranks and therefore be able to feed information 

to headquarters which will allow the police or military a t~ctica1 

advantage, and they can be physically conditioned to withstand the 

rigors of a protracted terrorist negotiating session. The question 

of what are negotiable issues should be decided in advance and 

cle&rly understood in every jurisdiction or company likely to 

cnr,ounter a hostage situation. Most police departments in the 

United States will refuse to accede to a request for increased fire 

power. They will, however, provide transportation away from a barri­

caded scene. Prison officials should clarify in advance whether they 

will under any circumstance accede to demands for safe passage out of 

the country, amnesty, access to electronic media. More important than 

the content of the policy is the fact that a thoughtful polic~ is 

arranged in advance and meets the approval of the general public. 

~~ether or not nations should bargain with terrorists in 

"good faith" is certainly debatable. Some argue that concessions 

granted at gun point have no legal or moral validity. Others argue 

that on ethical and pragmatic grounds, the sovereign state must 
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always keep its word. 

IV. Technique 

This is not the place for a treatise on negotiation technique. 

However, some interpersonal skills and sensitivities are worth 

mentioning. Not infrequently, the negotiator will face an acutely 

disturbed, even psychotic individual. Observation and intuitive 

diagnosis are necessary skills. Is the subject depressed and 

suicidal? Is he psychotic and paranoid? The more commonplE1ce 

emotional states of anger and anxiety in a person of relatively 

normal personality structure lend themselves to straightforward 

response. However, depression of suicidal dimensions may not be so 

readily recognizable by the untrained observer. In this case, a 

certain amount of warmth, empathy, conversation, may allow the in­

dividual to back out of his corner of self-debasement and self-des­

truction. On the other hand, paranoid individuals may be extremely 

suspicious of "empathy" and perceive warmth as a homosexual attack. 

Therefore, a certain amount of aloofness, precise choice of words, 

maintenance of dignity and respect is in order. Humor may be a 

useful device in some situations but is generally ill-advised with 

paranoid schizophrenics. Negotiation with the severely emotionally 

disturbed requires maturity, patience, and a great deal of experience 

in recognizing one's own repertoire of responses in the face of bizarre, 

unexpected human behavior. 
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V. Training 

Training in general aspects of negotiations is provided in 

legal and diplomatic settings. The specific field of conflict 

mediation has brought forth several training centers including the 

Institute for Hediation and Conflict Resolution in New' York and the 

National Centor for Dispute Settlement in Washington, D.C. (the 

latter is having funding difficulties and may have already collapsed), 

The FBI and the New York Police Department offer specific training 

programs in terrorist negotiation. Harvey Schlossberg, author of 

ttpsychologis t With a Gun", is a pioneer in this field. As police 

develop their skills in domestic dispute intervention, following 

the principles of Mort Bard, more and more law enforcement officials 

will have the capability of handling volatile emotionally disturbed 

individuals. 

It is worth emphasizing that techniques cannot be learned in an 

academic environment and transferred to the field. On the job 

apprenticeship, training, retraining is a necessity. 

V. Ethics 

A negotiator representing legitimate government or an industry 

has an awesome responsibility to contribute to the bloodless resolution 

of a dramatic and dangerous conflict. This responsibility extends 

to the hostage-taker as well as the hostage • 
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Since the negotiator described hera reprasents one party 

in a dispute, his loyalties /lnd perspectives should be clear. It is 

worth contrasting this position with that of the third party inter­

vener who must maintain rapport and identity with both sides in a 

dispute. For a discussion of the ethical difficulties facing some­

one who assumes this role see Chapter 2, The Ethics of Intervening, 

in the APA Task Force report: Intervening in Community Crises: 

An Introduction for. Psychiatrists. There have been situations in 

which a negotiator's job was to win the trust of a hostage-taker, get 

the subject to IIl e t down his guard" and manipulate the scene to the 

advantage of a police sharpSlooter who fires the killing shot. It is 

unlikely that a professional negotiator, motivated to resolve conflict 

verbally, could long endure such assignments. Practical as well as 

ethical considerations would suggest that skilled negotiators be 

trained and used primarily for nonviolent conflict resolution. 

However, in terrorist situations they must be prepared for the worst, 

emotionally, intellectually, and physically • 
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Panelist's Repo~t 
Wolfgang Salewski, 

Because of the escnlation of brutality and violence during 

hostage-taking by violent intervention of police and the military 

forces, one likes to look for effective ml~ans to "overpower" the 

hostage-takers, IIpsychologicallyll. 

A useful means seems to be a special discussio~ with the 

hostage-takers. The aims are: 

- to explore and determine the situation; 

- to examine the p.:rsonal Hies of the hos tage- takers in 

order to be able to identify them Bnd to draw conclusions 

from their behaviour; 

- to gain time and win a delay, to ~e~r them out psychologically; 

- finally to get them to give up and release the hostages. 

Exp3dence during the training of suitable spokesmen for the 

negotiations has shown that a group of specialists is superior to a 

single opokesman at all events. 

A suitable group should I!onsist of a leader who arranges contact 

between operational control and the spokesmen, 2-3 spokesmen (8 woman 
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• should be among them) and exparts (doctor, priest, psyc!.ologist, 

psychiatrist, translator etc.). 

To be able to succeed,this group should 

- be bailt along group-dynamic lines 

size: five to seven persons 

structure: exact casting of parts 

ability of team: ~hould be trained as a permanent group 

- be trained in "active listening ll and IIsocial perception" 

- have corrversational techniques to determin~ intentions 

and motives 

- learn to acquire hidden delaying techniques in adjustment 

for spscific situations 

be able to judge the situation in question not only from 

tactical but also from psychological points of view. 

Negotiation groups (ideally three groups of 5 - 7 p9rson~) 

should train for a week twice yearl! in group-dynamic labor8tories. 

They should also do two practical exercises. 

Trainin3 of the group includes the following: 

- the individual and the group, status and role in the 

group 

- the magic triangl e in has tage- taking: 

~lpOlicel~ 
r:1 h~o-s-ta-g-e---t='a~k-e-r""'l ~ I vi c t im I 

• 
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who causes through his behaviour what happens to whom 

at vlhat point or in which situation 
-', 

problems of social perception, causes and abolition of 

prejudices, intensive listening 

- conversational techniques t~ lessen verbal aggression 

during the negotiations 

- conversational techniques to find o~t about attitudes and 

motives with the aim to get a personality ~rofile of the 

hos tage -taker< s) 

- cooperation and coming to decisions inside the group 

- possibilities and limits of technical aids. 

The investigation of H. SaleTNski "Luftpiraterie: Verlauf, 

Verhalten, HintergrUnde", HUnci:>e:1 1975 (IIHijacking: development, 

behaviour, b .. a.ckground", Hunich 1975) proved that hostage-takers 

behave IIpsycho10gicaUy normal" even ·..,hen their dead is beyond our 

norms. It can be concluded that hostage-takers can be influenced 

through psychological measures. 

Between the alternatives of unconditional force and un­

conditional giving-in there is the way of psychological influence 

through skilled negotiations • 

. ' . 
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Session Synthesis 

Some of the issues dealt with in this session were: what 

actually constitutes negotiations, who should negotiate, what is 

negotiable, fo~ms and techniques of negotiation and pitfalls in 

negotiation. 

Concerning just what negotiations are, a distinction was 

recognized between mere dialogue, where often the goal is simply 

to wear down the offender, and true negotiations, where there is 

a give and take, in whi~h concessions are made on both sides. The 

role of negotiator in this sense could be seen as two-fold; that of 

maintaining dialogue and that of being a spokesman for the appropriate 

authority in the bargain for and exchange of concessions with the 

hostage-taker. There was general agreement that the negotiator 

should not be the decision-maker, although it was pointed out that 

this could sometimes lead to tragic resul ts, whereby impatience on the 

part of the hostage-taker causes him to shoot the hostages rather 

than wait for the negotiator to communicate with the decision-maker. 

On the whole, hOT1ever, it was recognized that the separation between 
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negotiator and decision-maker was a valuable factor in successful 

nego tj.a tions. 

Several factors concerning the choice of a negotiator were 

highlighted: a knowledge of national or local policies, e. mature 

appearance, ability to withstand stress, ability to observe and 

report, communication skills and patience, calm and the ability to 

retain poise. A typology of violent offenders was described by one 

participant to indicate what kinds of offenders might be encountered 

in hostage situations. A need for training and experience in dealing 

with such types was emphasized for any potential negotiator. Considering 

the nature of those violent offenders most likely involved in hostage 

situations, three additional guidelines for negotiators were seen to 

be no trickQxy, very little humour and not too much warmth, especially 

with the paranoid. 

It was pointed out by one German participant that experience 

has shown that an offender who feels that he can achieve his 

objectives will remain calm and that therefore one goal ot the 

negotiator would be to facilitate the offender's maintaining such 

a belief. Thus, a knowledge of the offender's objectives, motivation 

and attitudes is very important. 

There was some discussion of the definition of roles in the 

negotiation process. Sometimes a clear distinction between negotiator 

and decision-making roles was seen to be impossibl,e. One such 

-125-



• 

• 

example raised was the airline pilot who must make vital decisions, 

especially if fuel is running low. As one participant, who is himself 

a pilot, put it: is the pilot a negotiator or a hostage? Another 

participant suggested that, in general, whoever makes initial contact 

with the hostage-taker should be allowed to maintain contact, even 

if it is the captain, In this context, the issue of credibility 

was raised and it was pointed out that, especially in a prison 

situation, the negotiator should have a rapport with the hostage­

taker. However, a distinction should be made between a communication 

link and an agent of the hostage-taker. Credibility works both ~lays. 

The role of the behavioural sd.entist in negotiations was 

seen to be much more sophisticated in the European context especially 

in Holland and the Federal Republic of Germany. In Holland, the 

behavioural scientist is involved in three different capacities: 

as a member of the policy team,as a negotiat' nd in selection and 

training of special negotiation teams and sh8.rpshooters. The make­

up and operations of the Munich police department's negotiation teams 

were described in some detail. A special "speaker groupll, separate 

from the decision-making headquarters, deals directly with the 

hostage-taker and communication between this speeker group and head­

quarters is a critical factor in negotiations. The make-up of the 

Munich team (3 separate teams are available at all times) is as 

follows: a polic0man, a detective, a higher police official, a 

psychiatrist, a doctor, an engineer and a translator. The groups 
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train together and must develop a good relationship with one another. 

A team spirit manifests itself in the field. It was generally agreed 

that the Munich model was very sophisticated and worthy of emulation. 

Host noteworthy are the group dynamic aspects, the clear definition 

and wide range of roles and the separation of negotiators from 

decision-makers (speaker group vs. headquarters). 

Concerning what is negotiable and what is not, it was agreed 

that this is usually or should be a question of pre-determined 

policy. On, example cited was the increaSing of the fire power of 

the hostage-talter. This was seen to be non-negotiable under any 

circumstances. There was some disagreement as to ,,,,hether the nego­

tiator should have any decision powers as to what was negotiable. 

Some participants fel t he shouLd have some powers, while others fel t 

he should have none at all, other than the granting of minor, non­

critical concessions related primarily to increasing the emotional 

stability of the hostages, "showing them you care". Some of the most 

contentious demands which frequently crop up in this context of 

negotiability are: access to media, immunity from prosecution, safe 

passage to a foreign country, release of "political" prisoners -

domestic or foreign, and demand for a change in government policy. 

No real conclusions concerning the question of negotiability 

were reached other than the fact that this is usually a policy 

decision which should not be in the hands of the negotiator • 
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Major areas for pitfalls in negotiations were Seen Lo be 

with the negotiator himself, the victim or hostage, commun~at10ns 

and external factors in the environment. The personality and 

te.mperament of the negotiator is a critical factor in successful 

negotiations. In the words of one participant, some negotiators 

"may be more interested in blowing the offender away" than in 

engaging in a dialogue. Lack of confidence or of patience are two 

other factors. It was pointed out that the concept of a negotiating 

team, such as in the Munich model, counterbalances such potential 

hazards since no one person carries the whole show. It is interesting 

that the hostage is seen as a possible pitfall to negotiations. The 

entire discussion was characterized by a lack of mention of the 

hostage other than as a potential disruptive ele~ent. It is generally 

agreed that a "good ll hostage maintainsa low profile and that it is 

dangerous for him to take matters into his own hands. The premises 

underlying these assumptions were not raised at all. 

Communications bet~veen different elements of the negotiatioi1 

team and the chain of command is obviously a critical factor in 

successful negotiations and this point was not dealt with any 

detail. Nor ~vas the external environment factor. 

The final topic for discussion was the role of the press and 

electronic media in negotiations. Cases were cited in which the 

press helped or facilitated negotiations and cases were cited where 

the press hindered negotiations. The effect of press publicity on 

) 
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decision"making was mentioned as potentially disruptive. In general, 

it ,.,as agreed that timely press releases ,.,i11 usually resul t in 

press co-operation, while withholding information will antagonize 

the press. The establishment of a crisis centre with its own press 

outlet is now a standard procedure and reflects the general consensus 

tha.t co-operation with the press is the only wa.y to circumvent the 

most serious kinds of media interference. The point ,.,as made that 

freedom of information does not mean free access to information and 

that one can legitimately control access to certain areas and certain 

iriformation. 

In sum, this session focused on the nature of negotiations, 

which involves more than mere dialogue, i.e. the granting of concessions. 

Which concessions could be made ~lere seen to depend on the context, 

since certain legal or moral restrictions exist in specific contexts. 

The psychological and group dynamic aspects of negotiations were 

examined and the Nunich team model was described. Some of the unique 

problems provided by the airline and the prison context were recognized 

and the role of the negotiator was defined as separate from the 

ultimate decision-maker. The limits as to what was negotiable or 

not were seen to be a question of pre-determined policy, although 

the effect of this on the flexibility of developing negotiations 

was not discussed • 
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Chai r~~~o~J:. 
Jacob Sundberg 

By "outcome" we mean what takes place after a hostage-

taking situation has been resolved. At this time one has the 

benefit of hindsight; one knm'1s 'whether the matter ended well or 

badly. La'''Yers will decide what took piace during the event, legally 

speaking. Politicians will try to make political mileage out of the 

event. Bankers will ask fo~ the return of the money paid in ransom, 

and insurance men will or will not payout the insured value. Police 

departments will send bills and tax payers will wonder. 

This is what the outcome phase is about. To translate this 

"outcome" into a practical situation, I shall present the follow-up 

c;tory of the Stockholh Syndrome by briefly relating tha legal proceedings 

that followed the Norrmalmstorg robbery. I trust that this will illustrate 

the legal, economic, political -~ national and international 

repercllssions of the event, and, particularly, the feed-back of all 

this, as an example of how to behave in such a situation. 
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August 23rd,1973, a bank robbery took place on the premises 

of Kreditbanl<en at Norrrne.lms torg in Stockholm. The robber, whose 

identity remained unknown until he gave himself up, ,.,as armed and took 

three women and one man hos tage. He al so demanded tha t a renoi'1l1ed 

criminal, Clark Olo[sson, who was serving a sentence for police 

murder, should be taken to the bank. On this occasion -- as opposed 

to the release of the Croat prisoners the year before -- the Swedish 

Government ~.,as very careful to satisfy the Constitutional formalities, 

and the Hinister of Justice secured the formal mandate of the Cllbinet 

to have Olofsson taken from prison to the bank and have him exchanged 

for the hostages. Confused by a smart move by the robber, however, 

the police le.t Olofsson join the robber without obt8.ining the release 

of the. hostages. Olo[sson's commitment depended only on the parting 

remark t)f the pol lce: "If ,.,e no,., let you go do~'ln (to the robber), do 

you prom:i.se to do your best?" 

Eventually, the robber gave up after a siege of several ,.,eeks, 

and Olofssl:m was prosecuted before the Stockholm Ci ty Court for 

complicity in kidnapping and for complicity in an attempt at gross 

extortion and aggravated robbery. The charge was that O~ofsson had 

"by his m.,n will allowed himself to be taken to the bank premises" 

and thereupon "as perpetrator of the crime, participated in the kid­

napping that ,.,as planned and perpetrated by Olsson" (as the name 

of the robber turned out to be). 010fs80n's defence that he had acted 

in an emergency was rejected by the City Court because the Court 
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believed that Olofsson has not had "any will to obstruct the desires 

of Olsson but had instead had the intention to do as Olsson wanted 

and to help him." The Svca Court of Appeals, however, looked at the 

matter differently. In its judgment, rendered on July 12th, 1974, the 

Court attached decisive importance to the fact that lithe situation 

jn which O1ofsson had been placed with the complicity of the authorities 

and in which he had perpetrated the ••• acts, had meant a situation 

of distress for Olofsson". The Court of Appeals thereup:m quashed 

the prosecution in its entirety, invoking Ch. 24, sec. 4 of the 

Penal Code, "since it has not been proven that Olofsson has perpetrated 

the acts of ~"hich the Court of Appeals has found him guilty, with 

any other intention than to calm dm"n Olsson and mal<e the situation 

easier for the hostages". Consequently, Olo£sson was entitled lito 

invoke the distress in ~"hich the hostages were placed as a cause for 

being free from punishment pursuant to Ch. 24, sec. 4 of the Penal 

Code". 

But if this was true for the alleged accomplice of the bank 

robber, at the same time, the basis for the Swedish demand for 

extradition of the released CroB,ts was mode it1V£llid. Obviously, the 

same thing could be said about the Croat prisoners about as much as it 

could be said about Clark 010fsson, namely "the situation in which 

they had been placed with the complicity of thu Minister of 

Justice and in ~"hich they had perpetrated the alleged criminal acts 

-- i.e. to touch the revolver -- had meant a situation of distress" 

and that consequently, they should be entitled to invoke the passengers' 
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distress as a cause for being free from punishment". The very 

complicity of the Government created a justifiable CBusa for the 

alleged hijackers • 
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panelis tIs Report 
Antonio Fariello 

The wave of terror~sm and hijacking which in 1970 struck the 

airports and the other strategic targets of the countries of the 

world, endangering the security system of all traffic and causing 

the loss of many lives, has also created alarming problems for the 

Italian National Police. 

The first case which, as a matter of fact, occurred in Italy 

was very unusual and was the work of one man only, an lta10-American 

u.s. ~rarine, ~"ho, for personal reasons, and certainly in a moment of 

mentnl confusion, forced the captain of an aircraft to change route 

and fly from the United States to Italy, a.larming the security services 

of many different countries. 

It was lucky that everything ended well, with no ill consequences 

and with no loss of lives. This was because the Commartder of the 

Italian Airport Police in Rome understodd the mental state of the 

hijacker and acted in SUCD a 'Nay that the hijacker surrendered himself 

peacefully, without resorting to force as he could have done. 
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On the 31st of October) 1969, a young man of apparently 20 

years of ago, who was travelling on boarc.l a TWA Boeing 707 a':'rcraft, 

en route from Los Angeles to San F~a~cisco, unexpectedly shouldered 

an army rifle and compelled the captain clf the plane to change route 

and go to Denver. 

leave the plane. 

There the hijacker allowed all the passengers to 

lie kept as hostages however the Captain, his second 

pUot and a hostess. He then forced the plane to proceed to New YOJ?k, 

demanding a new flight itinerary and two transatlantic exports to take 

him to Europe, and then to Cairo, ",here he said he intended to go. 

The young hijacker, \"ho meanwhile said his name \"as Raffaele ~n~NICHIELLO, 

,1nd that he was a U.S. Harine Corporal, even opened fire on some 

policemen, \"hom he had just seen in the distance at the New York 

airport. It was lucky he hit no one. 

The BOEING aircraft, after taking aboard two overseas pilots, 

continued its flight for bbannon, Ireland. From there it headed for 

Rome, \"here the hijacker already knew that t:here would have to be a 

short stop for refueling, before proceeding for Cairo, as he originally 

alleged was hiR plan. It was 5 o'clock in the morning when the plane 

landed at the Fiumicino airport in Rome. Obviously our airport police 

took all the necessary security measures to face the situation. The 

airport was crowchd wi th armed pol icemen both in plain clothes and in 

uniform. Some of them were disguised as airport technicians. He.rc 

Raffaale HENICHIELLO revealed his true plans and confessed that he 

had rea-cped his final destination. He asked the Airpo"="t rolice commander 
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to go on board alone, with no jacket and unarmed. Dr. Pietro GULl', 

"vice questoro", who was at that time the police commander of the 

airport agreed to meet the hijacker on the plane. On beard, the 

hijacker ordered the officer to drive him in his ALFA ROHEO 

1ilith which he had reached the aircraft. 

GULl' with a shotgun in his hand. 

There he sat next to Dr. 

Dr. GULl', at the ~vheel of the car, left the airport by a 

secondary exit. The Police Officer started to talk to the young 

hijacker, who being of Italian origin, could speak Italian quite 

fluently. He learned 1ilith great surprise that the young man's 

intention was only to re.ach his family, native of Naples, and that 

this was the main motivation for his act. HBNICHlELLO mentioned also 

that he had been unjustly accused of theft in California, where he 

was stationed, serving in the U.S. Army, having just returned from Viet 

Nf\.m. Probably these were the main reasons for his behaviour. He 

wanted to escape what was happening in America and thought it was 

possible by this glamorous gesture of his. 

The police officer, however, succeeded in establishing a 

friendly r(~lationship with the hijacker.. But the situation unexpectedly 

became tens.e be~ause of the sudden appearance of a police car which 

stopped not far from them. MENlCHlELLO told Dr. GULl' to get out of. 

the car and to order the police vehicle t~"I leave the place. He then 

~vanted to be left on foot, ordering the pol ice officer to go away •. 
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• He then disappeared in the countryside and only when the 

police patrol verified that Dr. GULl' was safe and sound, a search 

for the fugitive began. It was some hours later that he vTas found. 

He surrendered without offering any resistance. 

Raffaele HENICHIELLO was brought to Court where he was tried 

and found guilty. On November 11th, 1970, he was sentenced to a total 

of 7 years and 6 months imprisonment for the crime of continued un" 

lawful detention of hostages, threats to kill, and carrying prohibited 

weapons. 

He did not remain long in prison, however. As a result of 

an appeal his sentence was reduced and he also benefited from an 

amnesty. Once free, he found himself a job and since then, no more 

has been heard of Raffaele MENICHIELLO. 

Other events, the results of organized terrorist actions and 

therefore rather dramatic, put the security of the Italian airports 

to the test. 

In truth, the Italian National Police used every special 

measure to control and protect their airports and the results obtained 

were good. On March 19, 1974, the Airport Police found four suit" 

cases full of weapons which a terrorist squad had succeeded in 

planting in the Transit Lobby just near GATE 14. The suitcases 

were found to contain 4 submachine guns, 1,000 cartridges and 8 hand 
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grenades. On April 5, 1975 our Airport Police arrested two armed 

persons and seized 4 hand bombs and a pistol, and on September 5, 

1974, in the vicinity of the Rc-me Airport, they even seized tNO 

modern missile tubes which allegedly were to be used to shoot at an 

aircraft as it was about to land. On this occasion 5 Arabs were 

arrested. 

The control measures adopted by our Services thus proved adequate, 

and this must have been the opinion of a terrorist group as well. 

On the morning of December 17, 1974, realizing that it would have 

been impossible to elude the check point places in the airport, they 

decided to overwhelm these by attacking them directly in order to 

spread terror inside the airport premises as they could then proceed 

with their activities on the take-off and landing strips or on board 

aircrafts. 

In fact, this time it was not a direct act to seize hostages, 

but a typical destructive action with the actual intention of killing. 

This group of terrorists, conSisting of about 10 persons, 

joined fcrces only on arrival in transit at the Airport of Rome. 

mlen the terrorists were at the check point cr the airport, where our 

policemen were checking the luggage of the passengers in transit, 

they opened their luggage pretending to have it examined but suddenly 

they pulled out their submachine guns and opened an infernal barrage of 

shots all around. Although they fired up~"ards, not causing death, 
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they undoubtedly spread terror. 

The reaction of our Airport Police was paralyzed by the flight 

and panic of the other passe.ngers standing in the transit lobby: The 

terrorists took advantage of this fact to capture some policemen and 

hold them as hostages. Then, running, they went to the take-off 

strip where at Gate l4~ three aircrafts, one of AIR FRANCE, directed 

to Damas, Syria, a LUFTHANSA plane, flying to Hunich and a PANAM pla.ne, 

Flight 110, directed to Teheran were ready to leave. 

The commandos divided into two groups. The less numerous one 

got inside the PANAM aircraft, through the front and rear doors and, 

without saying a word, they threw inside the hand-grenades, causing a 

real massacre of the passengers sitting inside and causing the aircraft 

to catch fire. Meanwhile, the more numerous group, which was holding 

6 policemen as hostages, took possession of the LUFTHANSA aircraft. 

The pol iceman who was on guard near the plane ,,,as killed when he tried 

to stop the terrorists. The Airport Fire Brigade had to intervene 

to put out the fire which was threatening the destruction of the 

whole airport. The other armed policemen could not use their weapC"ns 

on account of the 6 policemen and the me.mbers of the cre,v who were 

held as hostages. The aircraft was also full of fuel and a bullet 

shot could cause a fire which in turn would have destroyed the airport 

as it was near the fuel deposits. This is why the terrorists could 

force the captain of the plane to start the engines and leave the 

airport, leaving behind 28 passengers, the dead policeman and many 
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The plane landed in Athens, where the terrorists during the 

stop killed an employee of the firm in charge of the Rome airport 

and threw him overboard. The plane then proceeded for Kuwait where 

the terrorists surrendered themselves to the local authorities of that 

country and the hostages ~.;;rere finally set free. 

The request for the arrest and extradition of these terrorists 

by the Italian authorities was not accepted and not even their names 

were giveT1. 

These are the most important cases of international hijacking 

which took place in Hal y, although they have different characteristics, 

the second case being undoubtedly more dramatic. Since then we have 

had no other cases. The Italian authorities, a\.;;rare of the threats 

to the security Clf the air routes, are continuing their work of 

prevention and control of air traffic. 



• 
Panelist's Report 
IHllem Frackers 

Outcome of Hostage Affairs in The Netherlands 

1. Hostage affair in the French Embassy in The Hague (13/17 Sept~mber, 

1971~) • On Friday, September 13th, 1974, 11 persons - including the 

French Ambassador -were taken as hostages in the embassy building 

in The Hague by 4 armed terrorists, members of the Japanese Red 

Army. The goal of this action was the release of their comrade 

FURUYA, then detained in France. 

The terrorists wanted to leave with FURUYA in a Boeing 707 

to a country of their choice. Furthermore they demanded a large 

amount of money_ After a few days of negotiations the Dutch Government 

reached an agreement with the terrorists. 

They were allowed to leave for a country of their own choice 

together wi th FURUYA, who had meam.;rhlle been conveyed to Schiphol 

Airport by the French authorities. 

They received an amount of $300,000. In return, the terrorists 

nad to release all the hostages before their departure and had to hand 

over all their weapons with the exception of their pistols. 



• 

The exchange procedure took ple.ce at Schiphol Airport on 

September 17th. On that day, at 22;22 hrs, a Boeing 70~ with terrorists 

and FURUYA on boarc,took off with destination unKnown. 

Next day the plana landed in Aden to refuel. The authorities 

of South Yemen gave the terrorists no permission to disembark. 

When the plane was airborne again, the news came that the Syrian 

Government had given permission for the plane to land. After the 

landing and after some negotiations, the terrorists received permission 

to leave the plane, and they surrendered themselves to the Syrian 

authorities. 

As far as is known, no criminal prosecutions were instituted 

against the terrorists. 

2. Hostage affair in the Scheveningen Convict Prison in The Hague 

(26/31 OctobeG 1974). On the evening of Saturday, October 26th, 1974, 

22 persons were taken as hostages by 4 armed men, Two of them were 

Dutch criminals, who ...... after e. hold up - had taken hostages before. 

The third terrorist was a Palestinian hijacker and the fourth an 

Algerian crir,linal. The terrorists state'; that they wanted to leave 

the country together with a still detained friend of the Palestinian. 

The Dutch Government refused to respond to these demands. After a 

few days the situation in the room where the hostages were -held 

became more and more explosive, owing to the instability of the two 

Dutch criminals and because some disunity amongst the terrorists had 

arisen. 
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In vimV' of this, the Government decided to end the affair by 

force. In the early morning of Thursday, 31st October,1974, the room 

was stormed by a unit of Marines. The terrorists were subdued and 

the hostages liberated. 

On March 11th, 1975, the terrorists were convicted by TI1e 

Hague Districts Court. The t,.,o Dutch criminals were sentenced to 

5 and 4 years imprisonment respectively, the Palestinian to 6 years 

imprisonment and the Algerian terrorist to 4 years. The Palestinian 

hijacker and his friend have since been expelled from the country. 

3. Hostage affair in a ~ing-train near Bei1en. (2/14 December, 

1975). On December 2nd, 1975, the stopper Groningen/Zwo11e was 

forced to stop near Beilen by 7 armed South-Moluccan young men. A 

large number of train passengers were taken as hostages. Hhen taking 

over the crain, the driver 'iV'as killed and his body was thrown on the 

rail way track. The demands of the terroris ts were rather con£us;i.ng. 

At first they ,.,anted to leave - with their hostages - for Schiphol 

Airport. Later they expressed many other demands, such as the release 

of a number of South Holuccans, detained for various reasons, and 

certain political demands. To enforce these demands, the terrorists 

shob a hostage on Tuesday,December 2nd. In spite of this execution 

the Government was not prepared to make any concession. Hhen an 

ultimatum passed away on TI1ursday, December 4th, one more passenger 

was executed • 
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The next days followed with negotiations both direct and 

through intermediaries, and on !"-'nday, December llfth, the terroris ts 

surrendered themselves without offering further resistBnce. The 

terrorists were convicted by the Assen District Court and sentenced 

to 14 years imprisonment each. 

4. Hostage affair in the Indonesian Consulate in Amsterdam. (4/19 

Decemb~:)1975). On Thursday, December 4th, 1975,7 armed South 

Hol uccans took 11 persons as hostages in the building of the 

Indonesian Consulate General in Amsterdam. Four personp succeeded 

in escaping from the terrorists by jumping out of windows from the 

third story. 

One of these persons, however, was injured so seriously in 

his escape that he died some hours later. This affair was evidently 

inspired by the hostage-taking in the train near Bei1en and its 

purpose was to reinforce that action. On December 19th, after many 

negotiations and efforts to mediate made by several persons, the 

terrorists gave up resistance and surrendered themselves. The 

Amsterdam District Court convicted the terrorists and sentenced each 

of them to 6 years imprisonment • 
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~anelist's Report 
Karlheinz Gemmer 

The determination of certain patterns in connection v1ith 

cases of hostage-taking, from which strategical methods for the 

combatt:irg of same could, perhaps, be deduced, prolles to be extremely 

difficul t. There is, indeed, no other criminal phenomenon characterized 

by such a variety of individual issues. From this follows that the 

outcomes of the cases concerned can hardly --if at all - be compared 

with each other. This is proved by the experience of law enforcement 

officers in the Federal Republic of Germany, and it is, furthermore, 

confirmed by cases reported by ~~rticipants in tilis symposium, especially 

by those who came from the United States, Canada and Italy. 

If one tries to analyze the issues of the cases reported in 

order to come up with a general concept, one will - of necessity -have 

to adopt a flexible strategy in the combatting of this type of 

delinquency. This strategy will, however, have to be employed 

during the very development of the crimina.l Bct itself. 

Special importance is given, in this connection, to cclrta{n measur~s 

of prevention, such as - for ex~mple -advice to be given for the 
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• improvement of self-protection and certain precautions to be taken 

on the part of the. authorit:i.es 1n the interes ts of the potential victim 

and/or endangered buildings, etc. Furthermore, it is indispensable 

that the persons and institutions responsible for counteraction 

keep tactical and technological means rendy to be used against any 

foreseeable variety of this type of offence. 

The b,'lsis for this is 8. penal law, which takes into consider­

ation the seriousness of the offence and whIch - for reasons of crime 

policy - provides for special penal mitigations in cases of a 

voluntary Withdrawal of the threat and active averting of the effects 

of the Tvrongful act. In the Federal Republ ic of Germany, two new 

special penal provisions in connection with the punishment of kid­

napping with eKtorti()tl (article 239 a ~ German Penal Law) and of 

hostage-taking (article 239 b - German Penal Law) were introduced in 

1971. 

There m~st, of necessity, be available a system of information 

Ul1d com~unication, a~sisted by the most recent insight into data 

processing, a system, that is, that is laid out in such a Wily that 

it can supply rapid and immediate information on offenders and sus­

pacts, as well as on details of modus operandi and behaviour before and 

after the criminal act: for exampte,reconnaissance of the behaviour 

and modes of Life as well as professional activities of the potential 

victim; the gathering of information regarding certain buildings( 

the acquiSition of instruments to be used in the offence, such as 
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• weapons, ammunition, identity documents, motor vehicles; renting of 

flats or of any other places to be used as deposIts, strategical 

paints for observation purposes, for the keeping of hostages,etc. 

Furthermore, in the Federal Republic of Germany, we have 

uniform police provisions that comprise any immediate measures and 

also the tactical procedure to be followed by police, i.e., a kind 

of "operational calendar". 

These provisions contain general principles but also detailed 

informa tion on measures to be taken during operations, especially in 

cases of hijacking. 

All over the territory of the Federal Repub1i.c of Germany, 

there are mobile operation units which, assisted by the norln8.l search 

measures and by observation, gather information; there are also 

special units whose task it is to take measures aiming at the liberation 

of hos tages and a t the arres t of hos tage- takers, under specie.l 

cClnsideration of the resp-active tactical circumstances. 

In the meantime, these special units have been equipped 

technically in accordance with the most recent means available; in 

addition, they are staffed with well-trained men. There are additional 

"negotiating teams" which are guided by psychologists who possess 

police exparience and whose main task it is to "psychologically" 

overcome the offender{s). 
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The combatting concept will for the moment remain restricted 

to examples and to more or. less superficial case reports. But then, 

the concept in itself must never become rigid and lifeless, nor nlust 

it ever reach a point where it would serve solely its own purpose. 

It is the merit of international meetings -- such as of this 

particular symposium of the "International Centre for Comparative 

Criminology" - that they are excellent occasions for an exchange of 

ideas and for a certain aduptation and harmonization of strategical 

concepts. 

The outcome of a casp. of hostage-taking is decisively 

influenced by precaution and by preparatory strategy that can be an 

answer to foreseeable activities on the part of offenders. 

The success of the persons responsible will always depend 

on the counteraction they have in store against the "input" of the 

offender, that is, against his special way of proceeding, the criminal 

intenSity of his wrongful act, his aims, his motive. In other words 

their success will depend on their own flexibility, adaptability, 

their ability to improvise, their courage, personal engagement and 

readiness to meet a risk. Any decision they make will have to 

be made, of necessity, under the influence, and even under the pressure, 

of public opinion whieh is certainly guided by the mass media. It 

is obvious that, in spite of all experience and technical as well as 

tactical equipment, there will always remain so many imponderabl~s 

that, in the end, Lady Luck - and by this I do not mean unguided 
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coincidence - may frequently have a card to pte.y in the finul p!lrt 

of the game, i.e., in cases of hostagsMtakingi" 
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Panelist's Report 

David Godfrey 

The outcome may be broken down into a number of ~actors, 

For convenience I will do it as follows, but this is not ex~lusive: 

1. The hostages 

2. The hostage-takers 

3. The sentence (if any) - Prevention 

4. The money and/or other factors such as insurance claims, 

liti ltion of a civil nature, etc, ••• 

Hostages are worthy of study, both for their own sake and 

because, as pa.rticipants in the \tTheatre'~ tbey have knowledge and 

experience that can be used for future eVI:lIlts and for prevention. 

The principle is that of a "war game" scenario: namely, to recreate the 

event by collecting all accounts, then analysing this to determine 

the simple hows and whys. Hhat was right -- what was wrong. 

Our aim here is to give some form of therapeutic treatment 

to those who were involved by providing them with an interested and 

participant audience, and to learn what happened and why the target 
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was chosen. In this context I have personally debriefed many 8ir­

crews: police and airport authorities involved in hijacking and 

intend to do the same wi th banl< robberies. 

Second, the hostage-takers themselves are a vital part of 

the drama. Like the other participants, they want Bnd need to 

talk. ~1Y did they do it, who impressed them, what would prevent 

them -- ,,,hy this bank or airline and so on. This provides an essential 

piece of the jigsaw, which can be used for prevention. 

,Third, prevention: the action of the courts is a matter 

of protec~ion) not necessarily related to deterrence. The cutrt 

plays a part, the refusal of bail is vital, the final disposal -- all 

form section of the future prevention. Above all -- a plan of 

operation and preventio~, based on study of facts, coupled with a 

police liaison programme and jo~nt implementation, as thl~ basis for 

future action. We are not helplessly ,,,aiting to be raped by dissidents 

or criminal elements. We have immense resources~ money, experience, 

brains -- to put to good use to arm us against future events -- and 

experience to help us handle the future hostage situations. 

The money aspects are worthwhil,e taking into final account> 

bearing in mind that our aim is to try and minimize future hostage 

situations, to defuse them and to ensure the release of the 

hostagej. But we must anticipate that these very factor.s are self­

evident but contradictory; they are mutually exclusive • 



• 

• 

To pay money is to arm your enemy and encourage future 

attacks. To release hostages' one may have to accede to demands and 

in so doing, we de~escalate tension. 

The problem then is how to meet these contradictory requirements. 

Trickery? Deception? Submission? Resistance? Money is itself 

merely a commodity, often not even a vital factor, but it is not 

always easy to obtain at short notice and in large quantities -- nor should 

it be. Money should not be used before other alternatives have heen 

fully explored, and it is obviously dangerous to pre-prepare a hostage­

blackmail bundle and this may well contravene international currency 

regulations. So lastly, to the hypothetical implications of all this 

let us turn at once to the sanctity of human life. Is this an 

accepted fact? Is the s,1aughter of innocents ever justified? Who are 

the innocents? The PLO say they D.re none; you are for, or $.gL'linst. 

A bank teller -- a bank customer -- their lives should be 

sacrOSffi1ct in this context. Or should they? 

Should they be sacrificed in the public interest and what 

might that be? Who can say? 

The sanctity of human life -- is it a really acceptable 

absolute? Is death a problem solver as it is to some aboriginals; 

could this be both a specious and an irrelevant argument? 
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To be really philosophical in the pU'ris t sense ,ole should 

revert to the platonic concept of "Nature and Convention", Is it 

wrong to kill under some circumstances? Why? Is it our natural 

instinct to enSUre social survival or is it our socially created 

legal system that we utilise to justify our reaction to a set of 

circumstances? 

Is the successful termination of a hostage situation of 

paramount importance for tl1e hostage-taker to achieve any political 

purpose - a grand gesture - or is it to ensure that established social 

structures are safe from attack? 

I realise that I have raised more questions than I have 

provided answers. 

Answers to me are pragmatic, You will neither agree or 

like them. I believe that we wish and need to modify but still 

preserve our way of life -- our legal system, our values - but also 

we need to recognise change -- social upheavals -- even financial 

responsibilities, So -- how does one protect these principles and 

yet .ensure that society is not endangered -- lives lost and so on.? 

As a security practitioner I would say:: have a pl n; work with the 

police; train our staff, the executive, their families; and boy to 

minimize future riots; but I Rlso recognize that we have philosophical 

and technical problems. We need a dynamic approach, but we must also 

bridge the gap between government/industry B.nd other elements of 
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society and this is not fundamentally a police problem. True, the 

police are involved -- so are the courts and governmental agencies 

at all levels -- but it is still very vital to crystallize al~ 

elements and indeed our aims are identical though our methods may , 
differ. Our aim after the event is to ensure the future protection 

of life and property by all legal means available. 
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Session Synthesis 

This session focus2d on what happens after a hostage incident 

is terminated. In the words of one participant, this is the day 

of the lawyers, the politicians and the insurance companies. Other 

phrases \vhich \Vere used to characterize this phase were "picking 

up the pieces") "debriefing") "figuring out what went right and 

I 

what went \vrong". One participant divided outcome into four 

categories, to facilitate discussion and to highlight typical outcomes. 

First, there are those incidents which no one talks about a >;Oleek 

later. These are incidents which are "successfully" terminated. In 

the words of another participant, "a successful outcome is one in 

which the injured parties ar~as nearly as popsible, put back in 

the position in "t'lhich they were before the incident occurr.ed; the 

offender is apprehended and processed according to law; and the 

incident is resolved in such a '-lay as to discourage a recurrence by 

other criminal elements". Second, there are those incidents in which 

there is a loss of money. Third, there are those incidents in which 

there is a loss of life (hostages or police). Fourthly, there are 
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• those incidents in which there is a release of prisoners. 

The main issues which arose during discussion involved de­

briefing, both as an investigative or evaluative tool focused on a 

specific incident and as training tool focused on policy recommendations 

for future prevention and incident management; the disposition of the 

offender, including the issues of amnesty and successful prosecution; 

the issue of deterrence, including the possible effects of good 

faith and bad faith bargaining on the probability of future incidents; 

and money issues, indudi.ng who pays in the first place and ''1ho is 

ultimately responsible. 

Some issues ~'1hich were raised but not discussed included the 

problem of immunity from prosecution for those officials involved in 

the loss of life, if someone gets shot during an incident; the issue 

of safe passage for hostage-takers, particularly as related to sky-: 

jacking and the effect of certain countries' open door policy, to 

terrorists, on the probability of future hoste.ge incidents. While one 

participant recommended that a public statement be made concerning 

this last issue, no such statement emerged. In the words of another 

participant, in his written remarks on the session, liThe observation 

by one participant that this august assembly possessed,a powerful 

credibility base and thus the ability to function in the general 

interest and his recommended follow-up did not appear to generate the 

required response. However, I personally strongly support his view 

and stress the importance of the value of a joint academic/practitioner 
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• position being made public". 

The issue of debriefing was not really discussed in great 

detail, probably because its importance and necessity 'vere generally 

assumed by all participants. Hhile debriefing was seen to be 

important for the traditional purposes of "autopsy and redress", 

emphasis was also placed on its value for descriptive and interpretative 

research and in training for future incident management. An additional 

purpose, pointed out by one participant who has particiF9.ted in 

debriefing of airline stewardesses after skyjackings, is the psy­

chological benefit it affords those involved in the incident. 

Apparently, being able to talk to someone about what happened affords 

a kind of emotional release for those who were involved. However, 

one pilot made the point that victims or airl ine cre~7S should not be 

subjected to lengthy questioning immediately follmving their release·, 

warning that police and airline personnel often forget this in their 

zeal to glean as many details as soon as possible. Thus, 've see that 

different perspectives view the debriefing process in different lights. 

One participant noted in his written comments that the victim is too 

often ignored, particularly after an incident is successfully termi­

nated, and raised the possibility that considerable psychological 

effects could ensue. He suggested that possibilities for how such 

effects could best be redressed should be explored. Another partici~ 

pant sl~ggested that outcome measures could go beyond the obvious 

(saving of lives, preserving important policies of the sovereign 
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• state) to include measures of the impact on trust in government, 

sense of societal copin&and avoidance of emotional reductionism 

which is typical in sensational cases. 

There was considerable discussion on the issue of successful 

prosecution of the offender and whether this is at all effective in 

deterring future events. One participant presented the following 

chronological chart to indicate. the various stages at which and ways 

in which successful prosecution can be thwarted. 

. f t II t Il 1. Immun1ty' rom arres -- amnes y 

2. After arrest 

a. Before indictment Investigation stopped 

b. After indictment; Before sentence Plea bargaining, Nolle prosequi 

c. After sentence Parole, l?ardon 

Some participants felt that any agreement, "l.g. promising 

amnesty, signed under duress should not be binding. This led to a 

consideration of the effect of such "bad faith" bargaining on the 

occurrence of future incidents. On the one hand", it was L'ecognized 

that good faith baL'gaining establishes a c:redibility which can be 

advantageous in future incidents. On the other hand, the lack of 

credibility engendeL'sd by bad faith bargaining could remove some of 

the incentives for future hostage-talcing, since no agreement achieved 
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durini5 negotiations could be trusted. No mention was made of the 

possibility that bad faith bargaining could trigger retaliatory 

incidents of hostage-taking. Interesti:1gly, it was pointed out that 

the problem of good faith was discussed at the recent INTERPOL 

symposium on hostage-taking. There, a distinction ~.,as made between 

promises made by police to criminals and those made by governments 

to ideologically motivated offenders. The latter type of promise 

shoUld always be honoured, while the latter need not. This view was 

consistent with the views expressed at this conference, ~ince the 

issue of good faith and its necessity ~.,as emphasized only in the 

polit:i.cal context in ~.,hich governments are negotiating with ideo~ 

logical terrorists, while the non-binding character oE agreement 

made under dUress was consistently stressed for the prison and 

police contexts. In the political context, however, the fact that 

many hostage incidents can be viewed as acts of surrogate warfare does 

complicate the matter considerably and the participants did not 

pursue the implications of this warfare model. It is generally 

recognized that deterrence becom~s almost irrelevant in a surrogate 

'Vlarfare context. In any case, this facet of the discussion again 

highlights the importance of context in determining the approach to 

the problem. 

There was no real conclusion reached on 'Vlhether suecessful 

prose.cution has a deterrent cffect~ As one participant pointed out, 

if the cost is high enough, there probably will be some general 

deterrence. As an example, the questl.on was raised as to ,.,hat the 

lIronically, in actual fact, successful prosecution has tended to instigate 
further incidents designed to secure the release of the convicted offender. 
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• cost in lives for offenders and victims was for skyjacking. While 

there ,,,as some disagreement as to which figure would be higher ~ the 

participant from INTERPOL resolved the. i8sue with the follOWing 

statistics! 

Cost in lives for 272 cases of skyjacking reported to INTERPOL 

Wonnded KiUed --
Hijackers 9 40 

Crew 18 20 

Passengers 102 90 

Police officers 7 1 

Concerning skyjacking in the Ur.ited States, one participant 

cited concrete evidence for only two clear-cut deterrent effects. 

F±rst, in 1969, when Cuba agreed to return skyjackers, there was a 

dip in the number of sl<yjackings. Second, in 1973, when screening 

of passengers at airports was instituted, the incidence of skyjacking 

fell to zero. Note that neither of these deterrent effects relates 

to successful prosecution of the offender. This highlights the 

comment by one participant that there are other ways to approach 

deterrence than via prosecution, e,g. controlling opportunities 

to commit an offense tn the first plflce (t8rget hardening), 

Also, the "foreign policy l'pproach", mentioned by sevet"s1 

partiCipants, is also highlighted by the Cuban effect • 

• 
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One participant, who is a p:i.lot, mentioned that pilots will not 

fly to countries ~lhich do not apply sanctions to skyjackings. In 

general, then, target hardening and governmental policy were sean 

to be most directly relevant to deterrence. 

As far as money issues were concerned, nothing was discussed 

,In great detail, but some interesting points were raised which throw 

some light on the complexities involved. Concern ins who pays for the 

cost, in the skyjacking context, this appeared to vary according to 

country, In the U.S. and Canada, the company pays and, at lea~;t in 

Canada, the companies charge the passenger an average of $8. extra 

per fare. In the Federal Republic of Germany, on the other hand, 

~lhenever demands are directed to the government and money is i['\'ol ved, 

the airline is not responsible. Again, N'e see an example of the 

different approaches taken in Europe and in North America 

It was pointed out by one participant that, even thclUgh 

skyjacking attempts have decreased, there has been a rise in the 

incidence of bomb threats. Therefore, one cannot necessarily assume 

that the prevention of one type of crime will reduce costs in general. 

There is the problem of crime displacement. Here, a cost-benefit 

analysis becomes highly relevant. 

Some points were also raised concerning the role of banks in 

payment of ransoms. In Italy, for example, while there is some use 

by banks of pre-registered money for ransom payment, to facilitate 
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tracing, there is not always enough time to prewregister all the 

money. \-lhile one might argue that a r.eserve of money should be set 

us ide for r.ansom purposes, orie Canadian participant pointed out that 

banks in Cllnada tend to discoura.ge such hoarding by potential victims 

e.s it takes large sums of money out of circulation. Again, the 

picture is more complex when looked at from II broader perspective. 

In sum) this session focused primarily on two of the three 

aspects of a "successfu11i outcome described previously: disposition 

of the offender and deterrence. Restitlit:i.on for victims ~'las only 

briefly touched upon, and only as regards loss of money. Little was 

said about specific aspects of outcomn such as loss of life or release 

of prisoners. The session did 11igh1 ight the importllncel of the 

judicial process and of governmentlll policy in the general outcome 

picture and the complexities involved in trying to generalize to 

all contexts .. 
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Chairman's Report 
Reinhard Selten 

A Simple Game Hodel of Kidnapping * 

Hostage-taking situations such as kidnapping a rich person 

in order to extort ranso~ money undoubtedly have some game theoretical 

aspects. In the follo~ing a very simple game ~odel will be developed 

which cannot claim to be more than a first attempt to 5::in some 

insight into the strategic problems faced by a kidnapper - he will 

be called player K - and by the hostage's family, called player ~ 

who has to p~y the ransom money. 

The two-parson game between K and F bagins with a choice of 

player K W'L1() has to decide whether he wants to go .'1he9.d Hith his 

plan or not. This choice is modelled by a binary decisio~ variable b: 

Kid71arping does not take place 
(1) 

Kidnapping takes place 

The game ends if ~ selects b=O. If he selects b:l, he 

kidn.~ps the hostage and takes him to a hidden place unknown to pltiyer 

F and to the police. He then an:.1()unces a ransom money demA.nd D. 

*"This pape.r represents a more detailed description of the model 
presented during the closing session. 
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At this point it becomes necessary to look Bt the negotiation 

process between K and F which results if F is willing to pay but wants 

to reduce the amount. We are going to model this negotiation process 

in the simolest possible way: Player F makes an offer C, the amount 

he is will~ng to pay. Then player K either decides to accept C and 

to release the hostage or he kills the hostage. 

This very simple description of the negotiation process sho~ld 

not be taken literally., Actually ther~ may }.e some bargaining involving 

the reduction of initial demands and the increase of initial offers 

b:..lt eventually player K will take a firm stand and ultimatively dem.and 

D and player F will then have to make a final offer C. 

Why should player K ever decide to execute his threat to kill 

the hostage? He cannot improve his situatio:1 by doing so. He can 

safely assume that he does not like the idea of killing. Nevertheless, 

his threat has some credibility. One must fear that under the strain 

of emotional pressure the kidnapper may react Violently to an unsatis-

factory offer in spite of the fact that this is against his long run 

interests. Therefore, we mJst expect that with a positive probability 

a the kidnapper will perceive an offer C < D as an aggressive act and 

a strong frustration to which he will react Violently by the execution 

of his threat,l 

1 This a;;umpti;;-~;nforms to the ~vel1- knotvn frustration aggreSSion 
hypothesis [2]. For our purposes it is not imp,ntant whether an 
aggressive reaction to frustration is a learned response or not and 
whether aggression is a necessary consequence of frus tra t~.on or not. 
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It J s reasonable to suppose that the probability a will de­

pend on how high C is in relation to D. The danger will be greatest 

for C=O and it will be virtually non-existent for C=D. In order to 

keep the analysis simple, we assume that a can be described by a 

linear fUnction of C/D: 

( 2) a = a(l - %) for 0 s C ~ D 

where a is a constant with 

(3) o < a < 1 

If non-rational emotio~al pressures do not result in the 

execution of the threat, player K still can \1I.9.1<e a rational decision 

to execute his threat. This possibility is formally modelled by a 

binary decision variable e: 

(4) 
release of hostage for ransom C 

execution of threat 

The analysis of th e model will confirm our informal argum.ant 

that it is never rational for player K to choose e = 1. 

After the release of the hostage or the execution of the 

threat, the police will try to find the kidnapper and to capture him. 

It is assumed that this attempt will be successful with probability 
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q, where 

(5) 0 < q < 1 

One might consider the possibility that the probability of 

detection q depends on whether the hostage has been killed or not; 
, 

this will not be done here. 

The play.xrs m~st attach utility values to the possible outcomes 

of the game: These payoffs are descri.bed by figure 1. The nUllbers 

w, x, y and z are positive constants. Several simplifying assumptions 

are implied by the table in figure 1. 

First, utilities of K and F are assumed to be linear in ~oney. 

Obviously, this is unlikely to be strictly true but in the Era~ework 

of this very simple model it seems to be inadequate to burden the 

analysis with more complicated functional forms. 

Second, several factors which may influence the players' 

utilities have been neglected, namely player K's cost of preparing 

the kidnapping and player F's non-monetary disutilities other than 

those incurred by the hostage's life. Thus, player F does not 

attach any value to the capture of the kidnapper. 

Third, we assume that in the case where the kidnapper is 

caught after the release of the hostage, tae ransom money is recovered 

and given h.';.'ck to F. Therefore, the util i ties for this case do not 

depend on C. 



K~~r~: Payoffs 

The kidnapper I s disutility of being caught can I)C expected 

to be increased by the execution of the threat. Therefore we assume: 

(6 ) z ~ x 

Formally the model is an extensive game ''1i th perfect infor-

mation. At every point in the course of a play both players know 

the complete previous history. A short description of the game, 

where the decisions are listed in the sequential time order of their 

occurrence, is given in the following summary of the rules • 

• 
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• Rules 

1. Player K chooses between b = 0 and b = 1. If he selects 

b = 0, the game ends and both players receive payoffs O. 

2. If player. K selects b = 1, he has to announce a demand 

D > O. 

3. After player K has announced D player F must make an 

offer 0 :;; C :;; D. 

4, After the offer C has been ~ade, a random choice decides 

whether a non-rational execution of player K's threat occurs or not. 

The probability a of a non-rational execution of player K's threBt is 

given by (2). 

5. If a non-rational c~xecution of the 1:href;<t does not occur, 

player K chooses between e = 0 and e = 1. If he selects e = 0, the 

ransom C is paid and the hostage is released. If he selects e = 1, 

he (rationally) executes his threat. 

6. After l .e release of the hostage or the execution of the 

threat a final random choice decides whether the kidnapper is captured 

or not. The probability of capture is q. After this random choice 

the game ends with payoffs according to figure 1. 
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The gam~,is played non-cooperatively. It is natural to 

analyze the game with the help of the concept of a perfect equilibrium 

point in p..lre strategies. For the purposes of this paper, it is 

sufficient to define a perfect equilibrium point as a strategy com-

bination with the property that not only in the game as a whole but 

also in every subgame no player can improve his payoff by a deviation 

from his equilibrium s tr8. tegy if he expec ts the other players to 

stick to their equilibrium strategies. 2 

As ~ve shall see, the game of this p'lper generally has a 

l.lniquely determined perfect equilibrium point which can be found 

by analyzing the game from behind in the well- knov7n dynarni c progrMnlling 

fashion. The choices prescribed by the perfect equilibriu~ point 

will be called "optima1". 

We first look at the subgames which begin with player K's 

choice of e. Let Va be his expected payoff if he selects e = a and 

let Vl be his expected payoff if he selects e = 1. These expectations 

are computed as follows: 

(7) Va = (l-q)C - qx 

'?'Thi'Sis the original definition of a perfect equil ibrium point, 
first proposed in [4] and generalized to behavior strategies in [5]. 
The refined concept of [6] is not considered here • 
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(8) Vl = -(l-q)y -qz 

In view of C ;:: 0, y > 0 and z 2: x and 0 < q < 1 ~.,e always have 

This shows that e = a is the optimal choice of e. Player K will 

never racic .. 4islly decide to execute his threat. 

In the subgame which begins with player Fls choice of C, 

player F knows that player K will choose e = O. Under this condition 

the ex~ected value of his utility is as follows: 

(10) U = -Cl- a.) (l-q)C - aw 

With the help of (2), this yields: 

(11 ) ( ) C2 (aw 
U = -a l-q ~ + D - (1-13.) (l-q))C - ew 

Equation (11) shows that U is a stri.ctly concave quadratic fUnction 

of C. In order to determine the optimal value C of C we compute 

au/ac. 

(12) au = -2a(1-q) C + aw - (1-13.) (l-g) 
ac D D 

Equation (2) shows that U assumes its maximum at 

(13) C = w 1-13. D 
2fl-q ) 

~ 

2a 

• 
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H this value of C 1s in the ·interval 0 ~ C ~ D. This is the case 

if D is in the closed interval betw~en the following critical values 

(14) 

(15) 

Dl = a 
l+a 

w 
l-q 

w 
l-q 

For D < Dl the derivative au/ac is positive in the whole 

interval 0 ~ e ~ D. Similari.1y aU/de is always negative in this 

interval for D ,.. D2 • ,Therefore the. optimal offer e is given by 

( 16) : 

0 for 0 < D ~ D1 

e = w l-a D 
2Ti:"q) 2a 

0 

Note that with increasing D, the optimal offer C first 

increases up to D = Dl and then decreases until it becomes 0 at D = D2 . 

In the interval 0 ~ 0 ~ Dl player F elimina.tes the danger of the 

execution of the threat by yielding to player K's demand. In .the 

interval Dl ~ D ~ D2 ) the reduction of a obtained by an addi tional 

money unit added to e is the lower, the higher Dis. 

This explains that there the optima.l offer C is decreased by 
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an increase of D. Fot' D ~ D2 the influence on a is so small tha t 

it appears to be useless to offer anything at all. 

We now look at the subgame which bagins with player Kls choice 

of D. Player K knows that player F will select his offer optimally 

and that later he himself will choose e = O. We want to determine 

player K I S payoff expectation V under this condition. Ll'lt a C'.nd Vo 

be the values which a and Vo assume 8t C = C, respectively. He have 

-
(17) V = (l-a)V

a 
+ aV1 

In order to find the optimal value of D it is necessa.ry to 

discuss the behavior of V as a function of D in the rClions below 

-D1 , between D1 and D2 and above D2' For C = D we have a = 1. This 

yields 

(18) V = (l-q)D - qx for 0 < D :::; Dl 

Here V is an increasing function of D. We now look at the 

interval Dl ~ D ~ D2• In order to show that there V j.s a decreasing 

function of D we first: observe that V is a decreasing fUnction of a 

if qa is kept constant. This is a consequence of (9). In the interval 

-Dl:::; D :::; D2 an increase of D decreases C and C/D and thereby decreases 

Va and increases a. The effect of an increase of D on V can be 

traced by first adjusting only a and keeping qa constant ., thereby'V 

-is decreased - and adjusting VO' whereby V is further decreased • 



• 

For D ;:: D2 the variables C: ex , Vo and therefore Jal so V become 

cons tanto 

We have seen that V as a function of D is first increasing 

up to D1 , then decreasing up to D2 and then constant. It follows 

that the optimal value 5 of D is assumed at: Dl : 

(19) D = a w 
l+a r:q 

Player Kls optimal demand 0 can be char8cterized as the 

highest demand such that player Fls optimal offer coincides with the 

demand. The probability ex of a non~rational execution of the 

threa t vanishes :i f the ganH~ is played optimally. 

Let V be the value of V assumed at the optimal value 5 of D. 

Equations (18) and (19) yield: 

(20) V = a w - qx 
l+a 

-
Obviously the optim.al choice b of b is b = 0 for V < 0 and 

b = 1 for V > 0: 

0 for a w < qu 
l:+a 

(21) b = 
1 for a w > qK --l+a 
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In the border case V = 0 both b = 0 and b = 1 are optimal 

choIces. This is the only case where the game fails to have a 

uniquely determined perfect equilibrium point. 

V is player Kls incentive to engage in the ~ct of kidnapping. 

Note that the formula for V does not contain y and z. This is due 

to the fact that in the optimal play of the game player K never 

executes his threat. Nevertheless, it is important for the derivation 

of the results that y is positive and that (6) holds. 

Hith the exception of the border case V = 0 the game always 

has a uniquely determined perfect equilibrium point. The optimal 

choice of b, D and C is given by (21), (19) and (16), respectively. 

The optimal choice of e is e = O. Equation (16) shows how the 

optimal off;~r C behaves as a function of the demand D. Up to a 

critical value D1 , the optimal offer is equal to D, then it becomes 

n decreasing function of D up to another critical value D2 • For 

D :?! D2 the optimal offer is O. 

The optimal demand jj is the highest demand, such that the 

optimal offer is equal to the demand; D is the critical value D1 • 

If all choices are optimal, player K never executes his threat. 

Policy conclusions: 

As long as the crime of kidnapping does occur, it must be 

the aim of public policy to decrease the incentive to engage in the act 
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• of kidnapping. (20) shows that V is decreased by a decrease of a or 

wand by an increase of q or x. 

The pa'l. .!Ieter w which can be interpreted as the value of the 

hostagels life from the point of view of player F, seems to be outside 

the range of the influence exerted by public policy. 

Player Kls disutility x of being caught after the release of 

the hostage obviously depends on the punishment faced by the kidnapper. 

Here the policy maker may face the difficulty that a substantial 

increase of the length of the prison term for kidnapping may not have 

a noticable influence on x. Hhether this is the case or not is an 

empirical question which cannot be answered here. 

The probability of capture q can be increased by the allocation 

of addi tional resources to the efforts tow'ards detection. This 

-
possibility of decreasing V is limited by the availability of resources. 

It seems to be plausible to assume that a prohibitively high police 

budget would be needed to secure the capture of the kidnapper with 

certainty. Interestingly, the policy of increasing q is less 

effective than one might think, since it also increases player Fls 

chances to get the ransom money back and thereby increases his 

willingness to pay. An j.ncrease of q shifts the critical values 

-Dl and D2 to the right and increases the optimal demand D. 

In the extreme case where awl (l+a) is greater than x, it .is 

impossible to achieve the goal of making V negative by an increase 

• 
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of q. In this respect, the model is unrealistic for high values 

of q. La ter, we shall show how this wea'tmess of the model can be 

removed by the introduction of an upper limit M of player F's ability 

to pay. 

The parameter a is not completely outside the range of 

influence exerted by public authority, The way in which the author~ 

ities advise player F to handle .a kidnapping case may help to decrease 

this psychological parameter. Seemingly unimportant details may have 

an important effect on the kidnapper's emotional state and thereby on 

the parameter a. Everything must be done in order to make it easy 

for the kidnapper to view his situation in a rational ~vay, For this 

purpose~ it may be important to con~unicate with the kidnapper in a 

non-aggressive way which does not enhance his fears and reduces his 

emotional s~ress. 

Introduction of a limit of player F's ability to pay: 

The basic model can be modified by the introduction of an 

upper limit M of player F I S abili ty to pay. In the modified model, 

rule 3 is replaced by the following rule 3a, whereas all the other 

rules remain unchanged: 

3a. After player K has announced D, player F must make 

an offer 0 :::; C :::; min CD, M) 
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• Obviously e = 0 is optimal in the modified model, too, The 

optimal offer C is determined as follows: 

(22) C = min (C,M) 

This follows by the strict concavity of U, In view of (22) 
= 

it is clear that the optimal demand D for the modified model is as 

follows: 

= 
(23) D = min (D,M) 

Finally the incentive V to engage in the act of kidnapping is 

replaced by a modified incentive V: 

(24) -V -~ min -
(V, (l-q)M-qx) 

In the modified model the optimal choice of b is b = 0 for 
= 
V. < 0 and b = 1 for V > O. 

Equation (24) shows that for 

(25) q > M 
i'1+x 

the value of V is ahlays negative, regardless of the values assumed 

by a and w. 
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• As long as the optimal demand D is smaller than M, the 

effects of small parameter changes are the same as in the unmodified 

model. 

Extension of the model: 

The basic model looks at kidnapping as a two-person game 

between the kidnapper and the hostage's family. Actually, there 'are 

many potential kidnappers and many potential victims. Additional 

insight can be gained by an extended model which explicitly includes 

all these potential participants. 

Let k be the number of potential kidnappers, numbered from 

1 to k and let m be the number of potential hostages, numbered from 

1 to m. Each potential kidnapper is characterized by different 

payoff parameters, xi' Yi and zi and a different value Wj is associated 

to each of the potential hosta.ges, such that the assumptions of the 

basic model are satisfied. The parameters a and q are assumed to be 

the same for all possible kidnapping cases. 

According to the basic model, kidnapper i' s incentive to take 

hostage j is given by 

(26 ) Vij = a w - qx 
l+a j i 

In order to exclude the border case possibility of non-

unique optimal behavior, we assume that the ~arameters Wj and xi are 
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• such that the following is true: 

-
(27) Vij ~ 0 for i=l, ••• ,k and j=l, ••• ,m. 

define 

( -o for Vij < o 

-
1 for V.. > 0 

l.J 

If potential kidnapper i contemplates the kidnapping of 

potenti,al hostage j, the value of h ij ~vill decide whether he actually 

will go ahead with his plan. The kidnapping will occur for hij = 1 

and it will not occur for hij = 0 

We do not assert that a potentially profitable kidnapping 

with 'iij > 0 necessarily will occur. Potential kidnapper i must 

first turn his attention to his opportunity to take hostage j 

before he even begins to find Q~lt whether his incentive Vij to do 

so is positive or not, Orciinarily many criminal and non-criminal 

opportunities with a chance of profitability will compete for his 

attention and there will be only a small probability that he spends 

his limited planning and decision efforts on anyone of them. 

Let Pt be the probability for the event that at a given 

period of time t potential kidnapper i will contemplate the kidnapping 

of potential hostage j. For the sake of simplicity we assume that 

this probability is the same for all po::.. )le pairs i,j. Time is 
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•• viewed as a succession of discrete time periods t = 0, 1, ••• 

Let nt be the number of kidnapping cases in period t. We assume 

that a profitable kidnapping opportunity which is contemplated in 

period t -1 wi11 be realized in period t. Define 

k m 
(29) H = I: E 

i=l j =1 

The variable H is the number of profitable kidnapping oppor-

tunities. If k and m are large and Pt is small, nt will be very near 

to its expected value which can be approximated as follows: 

Here we assume that in every period t every potential kidnapper 

contemplates at most one of his opportunities and we neglect the 

unlikely possibility that two potential kidnappers turn their attention 

to the same potential hostage. 

It must be emphasized that the attention focusing process is 

viewed as a psychological mechanism outside the control of rational 

thinking. At this point, an important element of bounded rationality 

enters our theoretical considerations3 • Only after the attention has 

3 The concept of bounded rationality has first been introduced by 
H.A. Simon [7]. Relatively few efforts have been made towards economic 
theorizing on the basis of this concept, e.g. in [1], [3J and [9J. 
Existing microeconomic theory is almost exclusively built on the neo­
classical view of economic man as an optimizing decision-maker. 
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been focused do rational calculations begin to determine behavior. 

It is reasonable to assume that Pt is a function of nt • If 

more kidnapping cases are observed and reported by the media, a po-

tential kidnapper will be more aware of his possibilities. He will 

be more likely to think of a feasible plan and to consider its 

consequences. Therefore, we make the following assumption: 

where p is a monotonically increasing differentiable function. (30) t 

and (31) together yield a first order difference equation for nt': 

Since Pt is a probability, the function f is bounded from 

below and above. This has the consequences that the limit of fen) 

for n + co exists. Define 

(33) ~ = f(O) 

(34) p = lim fen) 
n+co 

It is reasonable to assume that we have 

(35) 0 < p < p < 1 

-180-



• and that the shape of the function f is similar to that of a logistic 

curve. The situation is illustrated by figure 2. The intersections 

of the curve with the 4S0 -degree line correspond to stationary 

solutions. 

(36 ) n = n(1) 
t 

In the example of figure 2 we find three such stationary 

solutions. Our assumptions ensure that at least one stationary 

solution always exists. 

If the process starts with an initial value no such that 

nl = Hf (no) is above the 4S0-degree line, then the process will 

converge to the lowest stationary solution above no' Similarly 

if nl = Hf(no) is below the L~50-degree, the process will converge to 

the highest stationary solution below no' This shows that only those 

stationary solutions are locally stable which correspond to inter-

sections from above to below. In the case of figure 2 these are 

the stationary solutions n(l) and n(3) The stationary solution 

n(2) is unstable and is never reached by a process which does not 

begin there. 

Policy conclusions: 

An increase of H results in an upward shift of the curve Hf; 

if the shift is sufficiently small the intersections from above to 

-181-



• 
Hp 

Hp 

• ", 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
I I 
1 1 - ,---~ . .-----",~~-----.----------" 

n 
(2) 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ I 

I 
I • 
J 

/ 

/ 

n 
t-l 

Figure 2: Graphical representation of the difference equation (32) • 
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• below are moved to the right and the stable stationary solutions 

will be increased. It is not surprising that an increase of the 

number H of profitable opportunities has the long run effect of 

increa.sing the number of observed cases. The short run effect on the 

next period's number of observed cases has the same direction but the 

long run effect is always stronger than the short run effect. 

A special situation arises if an intersection disappears as 

a consequence of an increase of H. Suppose, for example, that in fi­

gure 2 the process has converged to n(1) and that from now on H begins 

to increase very slowly. In order to have something specific in 

mind we imagine that an increasing lack of police resources results 

in a decrease of the probability of detection q and thereby 'increases 

the number of profitable opportunities H. As H is increased and Hf 

is shifted to the above, n(l) and n (2) move towards each other until 

they meet and finally vanish. Once this happens the process ,.,h1ch up 

to now was attracted to a slowly moving n(1) drastically changes its 

character since now it is attracted by the much higher stationary 

solution n(3). This explains why without any apparent reason the 

number of cases which has grown slowly for some time may suddenly 

begin to grow at an alarming rate. 4 

4 This phenomenon may be called a catastrophe in the sense of Thorn 
[8] In view of the simplicity of our case we have avoided the 

explicit use of catastrophe theory. 
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Suppose that special police measures arc taken in order to 

reduce II to its previous level. If such measures do not come soon 

enough they may fail ~o bring the process back to n (1) in spi te of 

the fact that H returns to the same value as before. Instead of this 

the process may converge to n(3). 

There is only one way to move the number of observed cases 

from n(3) to the more desirable equilibrium nell: a temporary re­

duction of II belo\'l the value where n (2) and n (3) vanish. This low 

level must be ~pt up long enough to permit the process to come 

sufficiently near to nell. Afterwards the police efforts may be 

relaxed and H may be allowed to return to its previous level. 

A parameter change which increases or decreases V will move 

the number of profitable opportunities H in the same direction. 

In this sense the policy conclusions derived from the basic 

model can be transferred to the extended model. 

The extended model may be of interest beyond the subject of 

kidnapping. The explanation of the number of observed cases by a 

dynamic model involving a probability of opportunity recognition 

and the number of profitable opportunities may be applicable to 

other criminal activities • 
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• 
Panelist's Report 

Andre Bossard 

The aim of the International Criminal Police OrganizEl_tion is to 

facilitate and develop mutual assistance between police authorities 

concerned with the enforcement of ordinary criminal laws and the 

prevention of offences against such laws. 

Such action is mainly undertaken through the National Central 

Bureaus which are police services in each of the 123 member countries; 

they are responsible for centralizing cases with international 

ramifications and initiating appropriate police action in r6sponse 

to requests from other countries or from the General Secretari~t, which 

forms a sort of international co~operation headquarters. The Organ~ 

ization has no international operational units. In all cases, action. 

is taken by the police forces of the country concerned. 

Co-operation wi thin this framework may be bilateL"al, mu1 tilatera,l or 

fully international. 

For several years the I.C.P.O. has been particularly concerned 

about serious forms of violent crime. Aiming especially at crime 
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prevention, it has concentrated on two sectors: 

a) E.~E.~l].~.2D .. ,,!9..~~~c!yn _~tt£l:._;?£t~!l£~e.: National Central 

Bureaus exchange information and the General Secretariat 

publishes international wanted or warning notices about 

offenders who have been arrested Eor, or are liable to 

comllit, highly violent crimes. Information is only 

exchanged after a detailed study of each case to ensure 

that the Organization's Constitution - which forbids 

intervention in cases of a political, military, 

religious or racial nature - is not violated in any 

way, but that effective measures can be taken to protect 

potential innocent victims. 

c) Q!.~I.!!.~tat.l£~~_~E.t9..undi~~9..g.,fen~: It seems that 

careful study of the circumst8.nces in which each offence 

was committed, of the modus operandi employed by the 

criminals and of the tactics, strategies and technical 

equipment used by the police, can be extremely valuable. 

Two forms, for collerting the necessary information, have baen distributed. 

1) Following a resolution adopted by the Interpol General 

Assembly in 1970 the IICRIGEN AVIA" form was pr.epared. 

This form is intended to indicate the type of information 

that can usefully be exchanged in connection with air­

craft hijackings. Use of the form has given good 

results and, to date, 272 aircraft hijacking cases ~ave 

be.en reported • 
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2) An international symposium on cases involving hostages 

was held at the Interpol headquarters from February 3rd 

to 5th, 1976 • During this Symposium, participa~ts 

expressed the wish that technical information shoald be 

exchanged even in purely national cases (for example, 

hostage-taking during a bank robbery). 

In response, the Interpol General Assembly adopted a second form -

t.he "CRIGEN OT" form - at its 1975 session. A copy is at:tached.* 

'file Organization asks the National Central BUreaus to complete these 

I 
fo!!ms in hostage cases, in accordance with the indications given on 

page 4 of the form. 
I 

This page of the fo"rm thus gives an initial list 

of the information which is of value from a police viewpoint! 

- bate, local time, place 

- Particulars of the hostages, indicp.ting their status 

(e.g. prominent figures, bank employees, prison guards, 

persons taken at random) 

- Particula.rs of the offenders, specifying in particular 

whether they are escaped prisoners, etc. 

~ Circumstances, specifying whether it is a case of pre-

meditated capture of hostages for ransom purposes, to 

back up'some other demand, or to enable the offenders 

to escape after an armed robbery, or a case of kidnapping, 

The informaLion shoul.d .cover the case from the start • 
..:. \"1 __ -:--____ --::---,:-

* The last page of this 4-page form is ~eproduced in Appendix II • 

• 
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Weapons or explosives used by the offenders: genuine 

or imite.tion 

- Measures taken: p~rticul~rs are requested about: 

- how the police were informed 

- initial police action 

- the command centre, its composition, where stationed 

- the task force involved: use of special units 

- technical equipment used by the police: telecom~uni-

cations, weapons, vehicles, etc. 

other measures. 

- Negotiations: Ur.Jer this heading p.9.rticulars are requested 

about: 

- Negotiators: status (political figures, diplomats, 

police officers, la.wyers, priests, members of the 

family, doctors, psychiatrists, etc.). 

- Means used to communicate with the offenders and 

hostages: ,.;rhether or not it was possible to observe 

them, and monitor their conversations. 

- Offenders I demands and the 8.uthotities I reactions: 

acceptable demands, requests refused, concessions, etc. 

- Final stages of the case: surrender of the offenders, 

escape of hostages, p.'lyment of ransom, attack, etc. 

- Persons killed or wounded 

Legal aspects: offenders suffering from mental 

disorders, type of offence(political or ordinary law 
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• crime), charges, arrest warrants, extradition, etc. 

- Remarks 

- Detailed information about offenders and accomplices. 

Since the beginning of 1976, 14 cases have been reported on these 

forms. This is not enough to permit valid assessment but we hope 

that more widespread use of the form will lead to positive results. 

3) Information obtained 

The information obtained allows the General Secretariat to 

advise police services in member countries about the modus 

operandi used by the criminals and the methods employed to 

counter them. Neither this inform.9.tion, nor the information 

about offenders and their accomplices, can be published. 

On the other hand, it may be possible to envisage the 

publica tion for scientific ci rc1 es, of informa tion of a 

statistical nature, compiled from these forms. When a 

sufficient volume of information is available we shall have 

at our disposal figures on which to base valid studies of 

cases involving hostages, the types of criminals involved, 

the negotiations conducted and the results achieved. 
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~anelistls Re~o~t 
Maurice Cullinane 

" il ~' 

The pgychology of negotiation is based upon slowing down the 

initiative of the perpetrator(s). While this is a dep9rture from the 

traditional palice respanse to such situations, negotiations will buy 

time. Experience has indicated that time is the most important factor 

working for the police in hostage situations. Generally, the more 

time the parpetrator(s) spends with the hostage(s), the less likely 

he or she is to take the hostage IS life because feelings appear to 

develop between one another. The allowing of time also gives the 

paliee an opportunity to prepare for different eventualities and 

allows for the perpetrator(s) to make mistakes. 

It is unlikely that any two hostage situations will be the 

same. Because of this, no standard guidelines or procedures c~n be 

formalized for negotiators. The negotiator sho:..tld never allow the 

perpetrator(s) to assune, nor should he partray himself as the decision 

maker. He must always make sure that the perpetrator(s) understand 

that there is someone above the negotiator who is responsible for the 
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ultimate decision. This will allow the buying of time and differing 

of decisions by the negotiator and brings about greater pressure on 

the perpetrator. It also allows for the negotiator to maintain his 

rapport with the perpetrator(s) when dem~nds are delayed or actually 

refused, because it is someone over him who makes the final decision. 

The professional criminal is usually the e~siest to deal with 

in a hostage situation because he is a person who weighs the odds 

and assesses his position. After considering all the pros and con~, 
• 

he will nearly always come to an agreement with the police and refrain 

from unnecessary violence or killing. 

A psychotic person is much more difficult to deal with. This 

type of person is usually irrational and his actions cannot be pre-

dieted. His actions and even his language give valuable clues as to 

his mental state. In hostage situations the psychotic may feel power-

ful and important for once in his life. Attention is focused on him 

and hels calling the shots. Because of emotional tension, the 

psychotic expends a great deal of physical and mental energy and 

eventually tires. 

The fanatic or terrorist groups ere the most difficult of ell 

to deal with. They can more or less be considered a whole group of 

psychopaths who feel they have a cause and Ire under the leader-

ship of one in the group. These individuals rationalize that their 

criminal acts aTe justified because they are seeking social justice • 

• 
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The specific tactics employed by a negotiator will vary with 

the type of incident. His negotiations must be based on his expertise 

in dealing with human behavio~ obtained from his training and experience. 

Th~ following psychological guidelines to negotiations will assist the 

negotiator in his task, but again, they are merely a general gUide 

and ~_~~_de~i&~~~~~_absolute. 

1. Negotiator must be selected with care. Only experienced 

or trained negotiators should be used in dealing with emotionally 

charged situations. 

2. Measure emotional stability of the perpetrator(s). The 

ability to reason is affected by a person's emotional state. 

3. Evaluate dedication to cause. .It msy deteriorate with 

the passage of time. 

4. Stall for tim~. Delays create more favorable conditions 

for law enforcement to effectively function. 

5; Never offer suggestiO[ls. Alternatives to dem.'lnds may be 

offered; however, care must be taken that nothing is offered that 

would enhance the suspect's position. 

6. Never agree to a dem.and wi thout receiving som.ething in 

return. 
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• 7. Keep perpetrator in decision-~naking status. Anxiety 

stem'lling from decision .. making may prevent p·arpetrator(s) from con­

centrating on hostage(s). 

8. Nurture escap,e potential. Perpetrator is more likely to 

-bargain if a belief or hope of escape exists. 

It is safe to say that, should a subject kill one of the 

hostages durin3 negotiations, action should be taken to save the 

lives of any remaining hostages because once he or she kills one, 

they are likely to kill more. 

While all demands are subj ect to n.egotiations, the following 

should not be negotiated. 

I. Never supply weapons. Supplying a weapon to someone who 

may be bluffing with an unloaded or fake weapon would surely create 

a real danger. 

2. No additional hostages (civilian or police) will be 

supplied or exchanged. A driver may be p=ovided for an escape if a 

tactical advantage can be gained. 

There is no known statutor» nor any significant body of 

decisional, authority which would enable anyone to determine in advance 

the legal liability that might be incurred for operational decisions 
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• made during a hostage or terrorist situation. As in all police 

operations, law enforcement officers dealing with hostage or terrorist 

in6idents must exercise prudent judgment and reasonable care to a 

degree co~uensurate with the dangerousness of the situation. 

While there is nothing to prevent citizens from suing for 

injuries or damages incurred as a result of police actions in such 

cases, courts have traditionally taken into consideration the con­

flicting responsibilities and practical problem faced by governmental 

officials dealing with emergency situations. Hhat must be weighed 

in each case is the danger to the hostages or victims if the criminal's 

demands are not met, as oP?osed to the danger to the general citizenry 

if the criminal's demands are met. 

As a general rule, law enforcement officials should be 

extremely reluctant to take action which would enable a violent 

criminal to increase his access to potential victims. If a decision 

is made to furnish transportation to a criminal, every effort shouLd 

be m.ade to ensure a time of departure and a route of travel that will 

present the least danger of injury to thep!$serby; and the route of 

travel should be secured to the extent possible. Coordination should 

be made with all other jurisdictions involved. 

It is difficult to imagine circumstances which would justify 

providing weapons to a violent criminal, since the criminal's presumed 

purpose for obtaining such weapons would be to kill or injure others. 
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In SUlllUl3.ry, each hostage or terrorist incident m'.lst be 

resolved on the specific facts of the situntion, and there are no 

blanket immunities protecting the actions of law enforcement officers 

from claims of civil liability. Civil liability is predicated upon 

failure to adhere to a reasonable standard of care under the cit­

cumstances. Since grave danger is inherent to any hostage or terrorist 

incident, law enforcement officers must exercise great care in ~Bking 

operational decisions dealing with such indden ts, and they mus t 

exercise great care in ensuring that their decisions are implemented 

in the safest possible manner • 
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~ist's Report 
John Greacen 

The Accumulation of Knowledge on Hostage-Taking and Go~~~ 

Response to It. 

This final session of the conference is devoted to the 

question, "Where do we go from here?" This meeting has been an 

interesting and useful opportunity for us to share views, experiences, 

pol icies, and learni.ngs with one another. Are there further steps'l 

beyond the preparHtion of a conference report by Ron Crelinsten and 

the maintenance of some of the personal ties we have made, which 

could usefully be pursued? 

I would be interested in seeing an attempt made to accumulate 

our knowledge on official responses to hostage situations in a 

systematic way. Too often we fail to learn from our past mistakes 

and successes, facing each new event as if it were unique and 

idiosyncratic. ffilile it is true that we must approach each incident 

with flexibility and openness to its special dangers and opportunities, 

it is the challenge of law enfo~cement in our times to go beyond the 
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instincts of the officer on the scene to some body of broader 

principles and experience as a basis for action. We need to develop 

self-conscious and purposeful mechanisms for accumulating our 

experience[ and maintaining them in a form useable for new incidents, 

How can we go about it? I will comment on the nature of the 

knowledge accumulation process, on the levels at which it can occur, 

and of the need for developing an organizing structure for under­

$tanding the types of incidents and official responses in the hostage­

taking area, 

The nature of the process. 

Law enforcement agencies have been woefully negligent in 

developing a literature on their techniques and examples of their 

efficacy and limitations, Typically, local, state and national police 

forces exist as isolated enclaves, trying to cope \'1ith their own 

day-to-day crises, believing their own problems to be unique, and 

ignoring the possibility that they have information \'1hich could be 

helpful to neighboring agencies and vic~ versa, The literature that 

we do have, focuses primarily on global organizational sorts of 

issues -- should the police be centralized or decentralized, professional 

or strictly disciplined, how do we deal with corruption, with personnel 

selection and promotion, with the need to manage police organization? 

Very fe\'1 of our efforts have addressed police responses to specific 

problems which they face. Hhat operational responses are used? ~fuat 
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factors seem most to contribute to success or failure? Hostage­

taking is, I think, one subject on which law enforcement agencies 

could benefit greatly from a structured accumulation of experi~nce 

--a cataloguing of the nature of incidents, the specific law enforce­

ment responses, the consequences, and the learnings for the agency. 

Individual reports would be reviewed and the experiences synthes~zed 

by a sophisticated person or persons, and the accumulated learnings 

then prepared for dissemination back to the contributors and to other 

interested parties. 

Levels at which accumulation can occur. 

Knowledge synthesis and analysis about hostage-taking should 

occur at many levels: 

the individua~ agency-- Each business, airline, or 

police department should organize itself to learn from its previous 

experiences. Chief Cullinane has shared with you some of the elementary 

sorts of learnings which police departments often overlook -- how to 

rotate officers on duty so they retain a fresh outlook, for instance. 

New York City's hostage unit is perhaps the best example of a local 

corporate memory on what is effective in responding to hostage situa­

tions. Lufthansa provides an excellent model for private industry of 

a unit dedicated to learning from its previous hijacking incidents and 

deriving general policies to gUide future responses. 

--national agencies-- a number of countries are now creating 
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• organizations to collect experiences at the national level. In some 

of these, their role is the same as the local agency, for the national 

governmm t playr a major decision~making role in many hostage cases. 

West Germany is a good example. The TRAtvIS proposal in the United 

States has a broader role of providing technical help and advice to 

other decision~makers at the U.S. state and local level, as well as 

standing ready to advise federal officials should incidents occur 

which require a federal response. Monsieur Bossard has shared with 

us some of the difficulties in gathering useful information on the 

national level; these are significant, but,in my view, not insuperable 

in most countries. 

~-internationa1 cooperation-- The real reward would come 

from accumulation of this sort of knowledge across international 

boundaries. Interpol would appear to be the obvious vehicle for this 

sort of effort, and it is now using a special reporting form for 

hostage incidents from member governments ''1hich would capture much 

of the useful data. The obstacles to an effective process are, as 

Monsieur Bossard has noted, the lack of adequate Interpol staff 

resources to analyze the reports, the lack of any means for carefully 

auditing the accuracy of the information supplied, and current 

confidentiality understandings which require the consent of a member 

government before the information from any of its reports are shared 

with other governments. The obvious advantages of Interpol, in terms 

of its existing reporting mechanisms and contacts throughout the 

world, argue strongly in favor of remedying these problems before 
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attempting to create a separate parallel j.nstrumentality for 

Ilccomplishing the goal of information-sharing on responses to hostage­

taking incidents. 

An Organizing Structure for the Knowledge. 

For the process to be useful, we must develop and agree upon 

a uniform ~ray of describing and categorizing the types of incidents 

and the crucial elements of an official response. We need: 

--a typology of hostage-taking events. It should be 

producible from the ~onference proceedings; I find Dr. Ochberg's 

listing complete and extremely useful for these purposes. 

-- a listing of critical official response factors. This 

is the list of questions about \'1hich 'ole accumulate knowledge. They 

should represent the specific decisions which law enforcement and 

other public officials must make 1.n the course of, or prior to, a 

hosteLge incident. They will change from time to time. A few which 

have: struck me in the course of the conference are: 

-- what are the consequences of granting and denying demands 

by hostage-takers for escape? 

-~ what happens when we agree to, or refuse to agree to, 

demands for immunity from prosecution for kidnapping? 

-- what are the consequences of public policies prohibiting 

the payment of ransom or the granting of political t:oncessions to 

hostage-takers,] 
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A few final remarks on the knowledge accumulation process. 

First, it is essential that we gather information on extremely 

practical issues and problems -- the smaller the problem, the more 

narroW the question, the more helpful our analysis is likely to be 

to policy-makers. Second, we should focus primarily on operational 

" 
questions at first -- what did we do, and what happened, rather than 

on theoretical efforts to understand all the dynamics of a hostage-

taking situation. The theory will 810\'11y evolve to explain the real 

life phenomena which occur; when it does, it will be extremely help-

ful to us. But this is one of many law enforcement areSs where the 

inductive rather than deductive approach is needed -- we need to 

observe the phenomena closely £lid then develop theories to explain 

them, rather than running the risk of an over-emphasis on theory 

whi.ch can blind us to what actually occurs in the real world • 

• 
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Panelist's Report 

Jack Shields 

Of all the problems we have seen lately with terrorists and 

hostages, none is more spectacular than the events that occurred in 

early July in Uganda, with an Israeli raiding party coming to the 

rescue of the hostages, who were being held as the result of a hi-

jacking. Involved :in the incident were terrorists, purporting to be 

representatives of a Palestinian TJiberation Group, France, whose flag 

carrier had been hijacked, the Governmep.ts of Germany, Holland, Greece 

and Israel which had prisoners which the terrorists wanted released. 

The governments of seven or eight more countries whose nationals were 

being held hostage were also involved. Eventually the host government, 

Uganda, succeeded in gaining the re\ease of some of the hostages, but 

a majority of the Israeli/Je~:ish passengers were held by the terrorists 

and were only released by the raiding party. 

When and if we finally. are appraised of how negotiations in 

this incident were handled, I am certain that we will find one of the 

most complex probiems yet seen in the field of terrorism, hostages, 

and negotiations. 
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The pr0blem when an aircraft is involved is always much more complex 

than other terrorist/hostage situations in that any number of third 

party countries can become involved, and lines of communication can 

be taxed to the limit. Time can become a critical element since the 

terrorists may decide to extend aircraft fuel ranges beyond safe 

limits. Aircraft flight and cabin crews become exhausted while 

terrorist hijackers make impossible demands on governments miles away 

which may not have ownership of the aircraft or the airport used. In 

some cases, after endless hours of negotiations, flight crews have 

been required to take off again and fly to a different country. To 

say the least, safety under these conditions is compromised. 

In order to negotiate with the terrorist, communications must 

be established over existing telephonic nf.\tworks either of the ai.rline 

companies involved, the government's or commercial long distance lines. 

Responsible individuals will have to establish their credibility 

in regard to their positions in the government and/or airline company 

to the satisfaction of the terrorist prior to any meaningful dialogue. 

The initial verification' of credibility usually begins with the 

terrorists presenting their demands to the flight captain. This then, 

is the first line of communication credibility, 

TERRORIST --------- FLIGHT CAPTAIN 
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Demands presented to the Captain are then transmitted to 

third parties -- ground radio s ta tions, airport control tmvers, etc. 

These can become more involved as third parties or any number of 

other individuals or governments are brought into the picture by the 

terrorist demands. However, it is the flight captain who is the 

accepted key to es tabl j.shing communication. These third parties, who 

are to react to the terrorist demands, will accepl information as 

relayed by the flight crew. It is doubtful if the terrorists would 

be accepted as credible in the initial negotiations with persons out­

side the aircraft. 

At this particular time,if the aircraft is in the air, the 

captain still holds the ultimate responsibility for safety, and in 

every incident that has happened so far this responsibility has not 

been challenged by the terrorists. Once the aircraft is on the ground, 

then the ultimate responsibility shifts and the terrorist assumes 

the responsibility for safety. In many of the more recent hijack 

terrorist cases, the flight crew has been discarded as a bargaining 

medium by third parties to permit face to face confrontation of ex­

ternal authority \'lith the terrorist. This is not the most desirable 

position for the third party to be placed in, since it eliminates 

negotiating and maneuvermg possibilities provided by the crew 'members, 

and establishes a basis for a confrontation of wills between the 

adversaries • 
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• We used to do the negotiating in a different way with much 

success. He never discarded the flight captain as a part of the 

negotiating team. 1he plan was that in almost all cases where the 

hijacked aircraft has been used by terrorists as a basis for bargaining, 

the flight crew has been used to validate the seriousness of the 

situation, and to relay information to third parties without the 

usual challenges of authority by either terrorists or interested 

third parties. Terrorists do RELY on the flight crew to relay infor­

mation to ground stations on all matters relevant to the event. 

Terrorists may monitor the communications for responses, or they may 

rely on translations by flight crew members as to what the response 

from grounrl stations has been to their requests. There is rarely a 

question of authenticity. Terrorists seem to believe that this llse 

of the flight crew establishes the terrorists' credibility and third 

parties will negotiate ,'lith the crew without tricks which could 

injure the crew. Hhen we have proceeded this far, we then have 

extended the line of communication established and validated. 

TERRORIST -- FLIGHT CAPTAIN -- THIRD PARTY(IES) 

Each of these parties now has a role to play in ~he dr~ma 

which will unfold. The terrorist continues to use the flight crew 

as his prime hostage and principle source of contact since the crew 

is recognized as credible, and is with the hijacker as the negotiations 

continue. 
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As long as this relationship prevails, chances are that a 

timely culmination of the problem can be reached w'ith minimal risk. 

Keeping the flight crew involved seems to provide a safety valve, 

and to defuse actions by the terrorists on the one side and third 

parties on the other. As long as an involved person is acting as 

mediator, the chances of resolution are enhanced. 

Lines of dialogue arid P170blems of "Ultimate Wills" adse when 

negotiations get to the point of confr.ontation between terrorist and 

Government or superior authority. This is particularly true when 

the Government or superior authority is being dealt with by radio, 

or phone, and not in person. Terrorists have now captured the 

ultimate in propaganda when they can discuss and get DIRECT response 

from the highest offices of Government, or the President of a corporation. 

Government officials, bound by regulation, cannot negotiate 

beyond a certain point, and because of this, Government agents do not 

have the flexibility of a third party. The same basics apply with 

corporate presidents as with government negotiators. They are the 

highest authority, the ultimate. No one else is above them. It is, 

at this point that negotiation reaches i~most difficult phase because 

terrorists may believe the highest authority MUST be challenged. 

In many cases the Airline Company can fulfil the part of a 

third party negotiator, and can be more flexibile when discussing 

demands. Airline personnel can use the approach that they are being 
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• victimized by both sides and need the terrorist to help arrive at an 

agreeable solution. Terrorists in some cases have been agreeable to 

deal through the company in ehe belief that they can gain more through 

the use of this ploy than they can through direct negotiations. 

Airline companies and terrorists understand the critical 

element of time, where, in many cases, third party governments may 

not. Ignorance of this fact can be crucial to the negotiations. 

Eventually the negotiations will be terminated by one side or the 

other. Success on the part of the negotiators may rest on their 

understanding of the complex credibility problem as well as basic 

communication. When a breakdown occurs, fatalities and total des­

truction may be the result. 

One of the prime lessons to be learned from our previous 

history with terrorists aboard aircraft is that the problem never 

returns to a more passive stage as a result of extremely violent 

actions. Each violent terrorist act seems to provoke a similar violent 

act on the part of Government. Innocent passengers, the hostages, are 

used as the faceless, nameless individuals who can be sacrificed by 

either Side. 

The case referred to in the beginning of this report ended 

with success on the part of a third party government. That terrorist 

act was terminated. However, a very short time later, more terrorists 

attacked another aircraft of the Government of Israel. Again, innocent 
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passengers were killed. The problem is again escalated to a greater 

degree of violence. 

Reaction to terrorist acts must vary according to the occasion 

and the event. However, each event or occasion should provide a 

basic study of how to prevent terrorists from gaining entry to air­

craft or areas where they can take control of aircraft. We can and 

must concentrate our efforts in the area of prevention, but, once the 

event is in progress, governments must recognize the value of the 

use of the flight crew and company representatives as a positive 

negotiating force who are closer to the event than the Government 

representatives involved. 

I trus t I have m8{.Je a case here to be considered by the 

students of this problem of Hijacking and Terrorism. I believe that, 

in the past, all discussions and attitudes have been oriented toward 

this problem as one between Government (la~\T enforcements, the military, 

etc.) and terrorists. Most position papers and studies ignore the 

availability of those persons who are closest to the scene of action, 

the flight creW and, the air carrier officials. 

I hope that in future studies we will place the flight crew 

and airline officials back into the picture of responsible mariagement 

of the terrorist hijack problems. 
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Session Synthesis 

The theme of this session was follow-up and transfer of 

technology. As such, the primary issues dealt with \vere those 

concerning data collec~ion, information transfer, research and the 

blli1d~up of a bank of lIexperience ll with 'vhich to guide future policies 

and training programmes. As pointed out by the chairman, implicit in 

such a focus is an aim of generalization, or the elucidating of com­

monalities among the varying kinds of incidents encountered in practice. 

\~lile some participants expressed reluctance to generalize at all, 

stating that, in the final analysis, each case is unique and must be 

treated as such, it was realized that one must have some degree of 

generalization if follow-up is going to be at all meaningful or pro­

ductive. Laws and policies can be changed according to newly perceived 

patterns and people with pract:lcal experience must give pertinent 

advice. Therefore, discussion focused on ways in which this procedure 

could be efficiently and effectively carried out. 

The main topics discussed were: how to avoid elementary 

organizational mistakes (police perspective); the role of INTERPOL in 

data collection and information transfer; available date sources and 
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evaluation in the aviation industry, ,.,ith comments on possible 

distortion of data which can clutter up the follow-up procedur.e; 

the value of a decision-oriented theoretical approach (research 

perspective); the application of game theoretic modeling to an 

analYSis of hostage-taking. 

A detailed list of things to do before and after any incident 

was outlined as an example of how to avoid the types of mistakes 

characteristic of hasty decision-making. It was stressed that the 

negotiation team should be left alone to do the negotiation and should 

therefore be freed from responsibility for all other possible problems. 

People should be pre-designated to deal with these other problems, 

including traffic problems at the site of the incident, crowd control, 

media handling and,of course, day-to-day operations and routine prob­

lems. 

The use of 12-hour shifts was suggested for long sieges, since 

men get tired and faulty decisions become more probable. Other pa.r­

ticipants suggested 8-hour shifts, but the principle is the same. The 

use of tape recorders and a written log were recommended by several 

participants. The tapes are useful in the aftermath, for reconstruction 

of the inciden~and the log is useful during the incident itself, 

for briefing substitutes and bringIrig them up to date when shifts are 

changed. Both the log and the tapes are useful in preparing the final 

report, whether it be for a governmental (parliamentary or congressional) . 

inquiry, or for police records or as a source book for research. Here 
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we have an excellent example of how one small detail) if included in 

a preMset checklist, can facilitate not only the management of any 

one incident, but also the follow-up and transfer of technology aspects. 

Priorities should also be pre-set. These include: preservation 

of life (hostages, general public, police or government personnel); 

apprehension of the offender; recovery and/or protection of property. 

One should pre-set policies in predictable situations. These 

may include: refusal to negotiate; isolation of hostage-takers and 

demand for surrender (e.g. in a prison setting); initiation of nego­

tiations (give and take); assBult. A list of negotiable items should 

be prepared in advance of any incident. Possible items include: food; 

drink (water, soft drinks, alcohol); drugs; transportation; freedom 

(e.g. prison context); weapons; money; exchange of hostages; media 

coverage. Note that while many of these points were made in previous 

seSSions, the detail given here provides a clearer idea of the opera­

tional procedures lnvol ved. Hhen one realizes tha t all these details 

should and can be considered before any incident ever occurs and that 

other details can be added on the basis of new experience, one gets 

a good impression of the crucial importance of contingency planning that 

was stressed so strongly in the opening sessions. Furthermore, the 

value of precise and pre-determined follow-up procedures can be better 

appreciated in the context of aiding and improving future contingency 

planning • 
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In this regard, the follm'ling points concerning what to do 

after the fact were made. The importance of a critique on what ~-J&S 

done during the incident was stressed, both with a view to assessing 

the possibility of changing procedures and of changing training. 

Some questions which should be asked concern how seriously the safety 

of one's men (e.g. negotiution team) or others (e.g. passersby, hostages) 

was compromised, how one's actions and decisions were perceived by the 

public ('~ one's support personnel. These questions reflect a concern 

for how the incident was viewed by all those concerned and how the 

various perspectives can be co-ordinated and reconciled. As such) 

this approach i;- highly consistent with a systems approach to the 

problem of incident management. The point ,.,as made that, at least in 

the United States, the weakest link in the ,.,ho1e system derives from the 

isolated way in which hostage phenomena are dealt with. A plea was 

made for collecting, co-ordinating and utilizing data on ~'!:l cases; 

instead of operating on an individual basis. 

As an example of such an approach to data collection, INTERPOL 

provides an interesting model at the international level. The par" 

ttcipant from INTERPOL described the general procedures for data 

collection; pointing out that, a1 though his organization isl an inter­

national one, there is a need for centralization at the ~~ 

level) before exchanging information at the international ll\wel. It 

is only the existence of national bureaus which allows INTERPOL t~ 

fUnction. In 1970, a form on skyjacking was devised and seI1lt to all 
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the national bureaus. The primary aim was not to collect data, 

E£! ~, but to develop a bank of information to facilitate information 

exchange both at the bilateral level and at the international ~evel. 

Items included: persons; moJus operandi; tactics; techniques; 

methods of concealment of weapons. In 1975, following the conclusion 

of the first seminar on hostage-taking, a form was drawn up for cases 

involving hostages and was sent to member countries at the beginning 

of 1976. By May, only 14 answers had been received, but this was 

considered a good begihning. The form* contains 14 items and requests 

information concerning all hostage cases, even national ones with no 

international element. Any country can abstain from giving details 

about specific persons, e.g. in political cases, but other detailed 

information is useful. 

While some participants felt that the international nature of 

the operation, with its political ramifications and its legal restrictions 

on certain kinds of information exchange, seriously diminished its 

overall usefulness, most participants were impressed with the operationjs 

potential as a source of data for the "experience bank", which all 

agreed was essential for effective follow-up and contingency planning. 

As regards the aviation industry itself, two sources f.or data 

and information regarding skyjacking and other acts such as bomb 

threats were mentioned: the Federal (U.S.) Avietion Administration 

(FAA) and the Air Transport Association of America (ATAA), the latter 

* see Appendix II for information requested on this form • 
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of which has European and Middle Eastern counterpart~. The FAA data 

is broken down into three areas: domestic orientation, world~wide 

acts and a supplement which lists Fedayeen international incidents 

and non~Fedayeen international incidents. The domestic data includes 

such items as how many threats with bombs have occurred, how many 

bombs exploded, how many hoaxes, potential hijackers. With regard 

to the supplement, it was pointed out that much of the information 

is "sanitized". Because of the way the information is collated 

beforehand, the facts are somf.times not recognizable in the final 

supplement report. 

This clearly reflects the pol itical difficul ties which char­

acterize international information exchange. A third way to gather 

information was mentioned and this one bypasses all such problems in­

herent in "official" statistics. Often, if a particuJ.ar trouble spot 

develops, say in Latin America, one can simply establish correspondence 

directly with the authorities involved. In this way, one gains first­

hand information IIstraight from the horse's mouth" so to speak. 

One interesting pitfall involved in cycling of information was 

mentioned. Sometimes, the information passes around so many times that 

one gets old information and reacts to it as if it were. new information! 

An example , .. as cited where information concerning the use of SA-missiles 

by would-ba terrorists re-appeared two years after the missiles had 

disappeared from the scene, resulting in a totally unnecessary air-

port alert. This highlights the fact that information exchange) if 
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it is to be effective, must be continunlly updated and kept as current 

as possible. 

The need for greater co-operation and information exchange was 

stressed by several participants. By sharing accumulated experience 

acroS8 international boundari.es, there is a greater potential for 

synthesizing knowledge and gaining a clearer view of the total picture. 

One participant pointed out, however, that if data collection is skewed 

in any way, e.g. due to differential reporting by different countries, 

then the results will be skewed too. This highlights the need for 

as widespread information as possible, at all possible levels, be they 

local, national or international. 

As far as analysis of the data, once collected, one participant 

suggested that one should focus on the decision-making and analyze the 

common kinds of decisions that a policy man must make. While this 

method of a.nalysis was not discussed at: any length, it does seem that 

a type of data analysis which focuses on decisions made in various 

situations, and their ramifications on the outcome, would he a most 

fruitful approach ~or planning future policies and for contingency 

planning as regards futUre incident management. 

As far as the value of game theoretical modeling in policy 

and contingency planning, it was pointed out that the purpose of a 

game model is to make the interdependencies among the various elements 

viSible, ~ot to give advice on what to do or not to do. However, 
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after a brief model was described by the chairman it became clear that 

such model ing, by making certain interdependencies clear, c8.n indeed 

be useful to policy and contingency planners by clarifying how the 

decisions of the I1playersl1 in the game model (e.g. hostage-taker and 

primary victim) affect each other. Hhile the main use of such models 

is not directly for policy, the insights into the interdependencies can 

then be used for studying specific questions, for example, the influence 

of policies on violators' (offenders') decisions. 

One participant suggested that I1coping.theoryl1, derived from 

psychological studies of individuals dealing with predictable 1ife­

cycle stress, e.g. birth, marriage, divorce, death, and extraordinary 

stress, such as severe burns, could be usefully applied to the hostage 

situation. Individual coping involves solving tasks, keeping anxiety 

within tolerable limits, maintaining relationships with significant 

others, ret&ining self-esteem, collecting information, rehearsing new 

roles, confronting crlticism sensibly, and using just the right amount 

of denial to prevent an onslaught of depressing reality. It was pointed 

out that the study of individual coping is not based on psychopathology, 

but rather dra,lTs on close observation of the functioning of effective 

individuals. As such, it appears to have great potential for research 

on what makes a good negotiator, or even a hostage. Furthermore, it 

would seem to be a fruitful approach to the important question of 

decision-making under stress • 
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In sum, this session looked at some of the current sources 

of data on skyjacking and hostage-taking and looked at some of the 

methods of data collection and their possible shortcomings. The 

application of game theoretical modeling and other theoretical analyses, 

such as coping theory, to the problem of hostage-taking was also dis­

cus~. The implicationsof such research and data analysis for policy 

were examined. Hhile no effort was made to define precisely the role 

of data analysis and theoretical research in policy-making and contin­

gency planning, this issue was implicit in the shifting focus of 

discussion, which did cover some old ground, particularly those issues 

raised in the first session regarding the need for pre-determined 

operational procedures, etc., but within the context of follow-up, 

evaluation and research. 
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Analysis and Conclusions 

In the words of on~ participant, terrorism, with its attendant 

tool of hostage~taking, is an assault on civilization, not new in 

itself, but made new by the unique characteristics of our age: world-

wide interdependence and technological advance. There were those 

at the conference who were concerned about this threat and whose jobs 

and occupations involved the awesome responsibilities of protecting 

human and technical resources. Then there were those who were 

!~trigued by this threat and whose profession led them to consider the 

problem from a broader perspective, be it psychological aspects of 

human interaction, sociopolitical or criminological analysis or theo-

retical modeling • 

. '" 
Given this unique blend of perspectives, the most striking 

thing which emerged from the seminar is that certain points or issues 

consistently arose under various guises throughout the discussion, 

despite the apparent lack of co-ordination of the subject matter. 

Furthermore, despite the"division of sessions into distinct temporal 

phases, a pattern began to emerge whereby the issues raised during 

• 
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• onerparticular session had some bearing on subsequent or preceding 

sessions; there was considerable foreshadowing and cross-referencing 

and downright repetition of issues. As stated in the working paper 

(see page 16), Ilone should only delineate factors separately in order 

to better understand their inevitable interaction within a coherent 

systemll
• The extent to which it was difficult to confine discussion 

to the particular phase assigned to a session ,.,as a direct measure of the 

inter-relatedness of the various issues. Thus, for example, issues 

related to negotiations were raised in every session, even though 

Session III was specifically devoted to that topic. 

In view of the above, it is clear that, in attempting to sum 

up and draw conclusions from a seminar of this kind, with its wide 

range and diversity of professional and natio~al experience, one 

should not be fooled by the seemingly un-coordinated jumble of topics 

raised and by the apparent superficial treatment of many of these 

subjects, sometimes amounting to a mere mention of the issue without 

any follow-up discussion whatsoever. It is simply a question of 

expectations and objectives. If the conference participants had had 

more homogeneous backgrounds, one would have expected more in-depth 

discussion; if the session had not been divided into separate and 

distinct areas, there might have been a progressive focusing and 

narrowing and refining of the discussion over the course of the 

seminar; if each session had been chaired by the same person or if 

the panel had been the same throughout, there may have been a greater 
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co-ordination of topics; and so on. However, the purpose of the 

seminar was not to determine beforehand the scope or definition of 

the phenomenon under study, nor to anaLyze specific dimensions of the 

problem as opposed to others. The scope was purposely set as broad 

as possible, as reflected in the mix of participants, and the working 

method and division of sessions were so designed, to allow the greatest 

range and flexibility of discussion. The key element underlying this 

approach is "cross-fer.tilization". By providing a forum for the most 

diverse spectrum of experience and interest> it wS.s hoped to gain a 

rich and fertile mix of information, viewpoint, opinion and conceivable 

priorities. This has, to a great extent, been achieved and, as a 

result, leaves us in a good position to sift through the material and 

distil out those issues ~.,hich seemed to persist throughout' the varie­

gated discussion. In this way, the important issues emerge by them­

selves, so to speak, without any prompting from pre-arranged biases. 

That this did in fact occur is the first major conclusion which can 

be drawn from the seminar proceedings. 

The major issue which kept colouring the discussion throughout 

the seminar was the question as to what de.gree of generalization was 

possible in discussing prevention and/or control of hostage-taking. 

Time and time again, a specific issue would be debated, e.g. the 

relative merits of good faith and bad faith negotiations, and the 

disagreements would eventually be traced to different contexts, e.g. 

the criminal vs, the political hostage situation, or differences in 
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nationa.1 experiencc:::, etc. For this reason, some participants felt 

generalizations were meaningless and even potentially misleading, while 

others argued that some generalization was possible and even inevitable, 

if continued interprofessiona1 and international co-operation were to 

bear any fruit. In view of the prevalence of this issue throughout 

discussion, it is interesting to note that no direct mention was ever 

made of the problem of typology, which was dealt with at length in the 

working paper. However, in the final session, the issue of typology 

was finally mentioned in the context of potentially fruitful research. 

One participant went so far as to suggest that the conference partic­

ipants be put on a mailing list to facilitate exchange of information. 

It is clear that any effective research on·typo10gy and the elucidation 

of commonalities among the numerous kinds of hostage-taking phenomena 

depends primarily on as widespread and as unskewed an exchange of 

information as possible. This leads to the second major conclusion, 

that continued information exchange at all levels - national, inter­

national, inter-agency and interprofessiona1 -is essential for a full 

understanding of the hostage phenomenon in all its facets. 

As is usually the case in a polarization of opinion, in this 

case that commonalities exist and that generalizations are possible 

vs. that generalizations are not possib~.e and each case must be dealt 

with separately, on its own merits, both vie\-lpoints are, to some 

degree, correct. Certain important and useful distinctions did 

emerge repeatedly over the course of the discussions, as did certain 



significant and meaningful commonalities. Hhat follows is an 

enumeration first of the distinctions and then of the commonalities. 

Useful distinctions 

1. Skyjacking has some unique characteristics ~'lhich separate it from 

other hostage situations. 

a. The number of hostages is usually large. One implication of 

this, from an operational point of view, is that the hostage element 

(hostage behaviour, hostage needs, etc.) is much more significant in 

skyjacking situations than in, for example, a "simple" kidnapping. 

b. The pilot and crew have ambiguous roles. The pilot, though 

technically a hostage, often turns out to be, if not the direct 

negotiator, at least the one 'llho must make critical decisions which 

could directly affect ongoing negotiations or even the possibility 

of negotiating in the first place. Such decisions could involve the 
, 

feasibility of certain navigational routes, the amount of fuel re-

quired to reach a desired destination {need to land to re-fuel),etc. 

Because they are privy to technical in·~ormation which the skyjacker 

probably does m t know, the pilot and his crew are in a position to 

either assure the skyjacker of his ultimate success ( a useful tactic 

in negotiations) or mislead the skyjacker in some way, to gain time 

or to thwart some demand. 

The stewardesses, though technically hostages, are usually 

responsible for taking care of the passengers. As such, they are 
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allowed more freedom of movement than the ordinary hostage and are 

often in constant face-to-face communication with the skyjacker. It 

is often the case therefore, that a stewardess can ttbefriend" ~ sky­

jacker or gain his trust to an extent which another hostage could not. 

This can be a critical factor in defusing a potentially explosive 

situation. 

c. Human lives are not the only thing at stake. There is also 

the airplane, with its usual astronomical cost. This factor automat­

ically involves the airline company in any skyjacking, as a kind of 

tertiary victim. This affects such issues as responsibility for 

damages, insurance claims, government policy (e.g. who pays for 

preventive measures) and even negotiations. 

d. Unique technical problems exist which may affect negotiations. 

These include such items as landing rights, (often a country will refuse 

permission to land), fuel (often there is not enough fuel to reach 

a destination demanded by the skyjackers and re-fueling stops or 

even a change of planes become necessary), navigational charts 

(sometimes skyjackers demand to go places far removed from the original 

flight plan of the aircraft),'etc. All these factors can become 

crucial during negotiations. 

e. Skyjacking is very potent melodrama, probably more so. than 

any other hostage situation. Spectacular skyjackings almost automat­

ically become international news and this plays directly into theatrical 

and publicity motivations of most skyjackers. Furthermore, imitative 
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patterns based on media reports appear to occur more often in the 

skyjacking context. The implications of this for policyhmaking and 

operational contingency planning are considerable. 

£2E.£lusiqn,! policy-makers and contingency planners should take into 

~ccount these unique features of skyjacking, especially from an 

operational point of view. Special attention should be given to the 

unique personnel involved, i.e. pilots, crew, stewardesses, control 

tower personnel, airline officials and ministry of trans?ort officials, 

and their possible roles in a skyjacking situation. 

2. It was found that differences in national and international . - --. 
experience often resulted in different approaches to common problems, 

differing success with common approaches to problems or different 

problems in the first place. 

a. The relationships between airlines and governments diffe~ 

in North America (N.A.) and Europe. In the United States and 'Canada, 

air-carriers are mostly owned privately and in Rurope they are 

government-owned. In N.A., payment of ransom and/or costs due to 

damage or prevention measures are usually assumed by the airlines, 

while in Europe, such costs are generally assumed by governments. In 

vie~., of these two facts, there is, in N.A., a cer.tain degree of conflict 

between government policy and .airline policy and there is an element of 

mistrust and lack of understanding which enters into any co-operative 

efforts. This is generally not the case in Europe and, at least in 

the Federal Republic of Germany, there are now existing laws stating 
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• that a government must assume costs when terrorist demands are directed 

toward government. One participant suggested that this discrepancy 

in national experience in the skyjacking context indicates one area 

for further study and asked how governmental thinking in the U.S. and 

Canada could be more closely aligned with the airlines. 

b. The in<;.j.dence profiles for different types of hos tage-taking 

differ in N.A. and Europe. In the U.S., the greatest amount of ex­

perience has been with the criminal type of hostage-taki~g, e.g. 

kidnapping or the barricaded felon trying to escape from the scene 

of a crime. Very little political hostage-taking has been encountered 

and political terrorism is quite rare. In Europe, there have been 

quite a number of political hostage-takings, not even including 

political skyjackings, and pol i tical terrorism; is quite prevalent. 

The implications of this difference are several. First, hostage~ 

taking is more often a simple police matter in N.A., ,"hile it more 

often involves governments in Europe. Thus, the potential for ju­

risdictional problems is greater in Europe, since political cases 

tend to be more complex. However) since, at least in the U.S., kid­

napping is a Federal crime, thus involving the FBI, jurisdictional 

problems are certainly not unknown in N.A. They are just less likely 

to involve governments. 

Another implication involves deterrence and crime displacement. 

It was generally agreed that the criminal offender is more easily 

deterred by preventive measures, e.g. target hardening, than is the 



• political offender. In the latter case, the offender will simply 

switch to softer targets, e.g. fr.om planes to trains or embassies. 

One would therefore expect preventive measures to be less effective 

in Europe than in the U.S. 

In addition, a frustrated criminal is less likely to become 

a martyr by refusing to negotiate or by killing his hostage(s) than 

is a political terrorist. Thus; negotiation tactics ~'lill likely 

differ with the type of the offender. The difference in national 

experiences was, in fact, reflected in the different approaches to 

negotiation in N.A. and in Europe. A greater sophistication in the 

use of the behavioural scientist at the policy level (e.g. Holland) 

and the team approach with its group dynamic training (e.g. the 

Mun.ich negotiation team) found in Europe perhaps reflects the greater 

complexities demanded by the more commonly encountered political case. 

In the U.S., while the FBI and the New York Police both are known for 

their training programmes in hostage negotiations, most police depart­

ments do not have a "hostage teamll specifically trained as such, but 

rely on teams ~'lith a broader range of duties, e.g. a "barricaded felon 

unit", 

c. The great geopolitical diversity of Europe as opposed to 

that of N.A. complicates the skyjacking picture. In the U.S., the 

incidence of political skyjacking to Cuba dropped when Cuba began 

to return offenders. Ir. Europe) even if some countries co-operate" 

safe havens still exist within reasonable distance and so political 

-228-



skyjackings can still succeed. Also, in Europe, there is a much 

greater potential for multiple skyjackings which affect more than 

two nations and so the potent.f.al for complex, multinational cases is 

greater. This is also true for non-skyjacking cases, e.g. hostage-

taking in embassies. 

d. Some countries have greater experience with one particular 

type of hostage-taking due to a significantly higher incidence of such 

incidents. For example, Italy has experienced criminal kidnapping 

for ransom j,n almos t epidemic proportions. Canada, particularly in 

I 
Quebec and OntariO, has experienced a high inc~dence of bank-related 

kidnappings in which bank officials I families aloe kidnapped and a. 

ransom is demanded. Such regional experiences resul t in regj.onal 

expertise and regional problems. For example, Quebec Provincial 

Police have developed a programme specifically to deal with bank 

manager extortion via kidnapping and there is considerable co-operation 

between banks and police, although problems still exist. In Italy, 

special legislation has been passed to prohibit payment of large 

ransomsand there is, consequently, poor co-operation between police 

and primary victims (relatives of hostages). Such regional differences 

were the source of the most interesting cross-fertilization during 

the conference, as it was generally found that regional approaches 

to regiona.l problems cast r,ew light on related problems in other 

countries. 

Conclusion: The strategies and tactics which one chooses to prevent 
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• or control hostage-taking evolve out of the experiences which one has 

had. One's methods of prevention and control reflect the problems 

with which one has been faced. Regional differences in incidence 

of types of hostage-taking correlate highly with regional differences 

in strategies and tactics. As a result, the potential for cross­

fertilization is greatest when these regional differencel> are shared. 

This does not mean, of course, that all lessons are applicable every­

'l1here, but insights can be gained even though the particular details 

are not directly relevant to one's own situation. 

3. KidnaE~ (site unknown) ~ Barricaded situation. This 

distinction was highlighted not so much by direct reference to it 

during discussion, but by the fact that the former type of hostage­

taking was rarely mentioned at all, except in the context of ransom 

payment. Also, the sample game theoretic model presented in the 

final session chose simple kidnapping as its basis. This was some­

what ironic as most of the discussion throughout the seminar deal t 

with hostage situations in which the site of the hostage is known 

and so the relevance of game theoretic modeling for analysis of 

hostage.·taking was perhaps not as obvious and explicit as it might have 

been h~td the model used) say, a skyjacking or the barricaded felon, 

where certaln options, e.g. attack, are available to the "plaYG!'s". 

A further irony is that, for modeling purposes, the kidnapping is 

the simplest case, while, in practice, it appears to be the most 

difficult to control. The following distinction~ between kidnapping 

and barricaded situRr1 0ns emerged during the course of discussion. 
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a. There has been little success in controlling kidnapping. 

This is perhaps why it was mentioned so little. It is easier to 

focus on areas where practical results have been achieved. When it 

was mentioned, e.g. in the Itaiian context, it was noted that efforts 

to control .the payment of ransom,e.g. by legislation preventing with­

drawal of large sums of money from banks, for ransom payment, met 

with resistance from relatives of hostages. The results of a French 

poll may help explain this. The majority of those asked if the police 

should interfere in a barricaded situation answered in the affirmative, 

while the majority said no to police involvement if their son or 

daughter were kidnapped. As pointed out by one participant involved 

with bank security, effective control is only possible when banks and 

their personnel co-operate with police. It seems that kidnapping, with 

the much greater involvement of the primary victim in critical 

decision-making, is more difficult to control. 

b. In kidnapping, there is often a lack of co~operation on the 

part of the primary victim with those authorities responSible for 

prevention and control (blood is thicker than water). He have already 

seen an example of this lack of co-operation, with regard to payment 

of ransom. It is interesting to note that, in France, banks report 

large withdrawals to police in an attempt to trace ransom payments 

in cases not reported to the police. Whether this would be pc.'ssible 

in, say, Switzerland, with its respect for the privacy of bank 

transactions, or the U.S., with its respect for civil rights, is 

highly debatable. 
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The most clear~cut manifestation of this lack of. co-operation 

being more of a factor in kidnapping than in barrics,ded si tua tions 

occurred during the discussion on initial response (Session II). 

There seemed to be an underlying premise throughout the discussion 

that the police (patrol officer on the beat) would be the first to 

encounter a hostage situation. Much of the discussion focused on the 

role of patrolmen, the need for special training of police -and co~ 

ordination between police and command units. Hhen one P"Lrticipant 

tried to point out that primary victims often neglect or even refrain 

from calling police, a discussion arose as to the deplorability of 

bypassing the most appropriate agency for controlling hostage-taking 

situations, as foolish and short-sighted as not calling the dentist 

when one has a tooth,·ache. Hm"ever, the whole question as to ,,,hy 

people fail to call the police was ignored by the majority of 

participants, al though several tried to point out that fe'" people 

trust the police when their loved nnes are involved. 

c. More sophisticated policies, particularly re co-ordination 

of vF.rious parties (e.g. police, government, press) exist for 

~~caded situations than for kidnapping. Complex and sophisticated 

command units and negotiation units and special weap~ns and tactics 

units have been devised and detailed policies for their deployment 

and co-ordination have been developed, but these have been employed 

almost exclusively for the barricaded situation or skyjacking and not 

for kidnapping. The Quebec Provincial Police's special unit for ~ank 
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• extortion/kidnapping is, however, a praiseworthy exception. Do 

special negotiation units exist for kidnapping cases? No mention was 

made of any. Do policies exist for the setting up of a command unit 

the minute a kidnapping takes place? No mention was made of this. 

While banks and embassies, whose personnel tend to be favourite 

targets for kidnapping, do have pre-set policies for dealing with 

the proplem, little mention was made of them and consequently comparisons 

between kidnapping control efforts and barricaded hostage control 

efforts were not possible. 

Conclusion: The main difference between kidnapping and the barricaded 

situation is that the site of the hostage is not known in the former 

case. IVhile this partly explains why control efforts tend to be less 

successful and less sophisticated, it also seems that the greater 

role played by the primary victim in critical decision-making (whether 

to call police,whether to pay ransom) is also a major factor. In 

general, because of the great emotional involvement of the primary 

victim, there is greater concern for the well-being of the hostage, 

surpassing theoretical and moral notions of the sanctity of human 

life, and consequently a greater reluctance to co-operate with those 

agents who, being vested with the authority for the control of a 

criminal phenomenon, look beyond the i~nediate goal of saving the 

hostage to other potentially conflicting goals, such as apprehension 

of the offender or deterrence of future incidents. 
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• 4. Pol itica' ~ Criminal hostage- takin&. This distinction became 

clear especially during discussion centring around policy and the 

types of decisions which might have to be made during initial response 

or negotiations. 

a. Governments necessarily become involved in political cases. 

Immediately, certain jurisdictional problems must be faced, the chain 

of command becomes more complex and governmental policy becomes a 

potential limiting factor regarding options open to initial responders. 

For example, some cCiuntries (e.g. Israel), as a matter of government 

po1ic) refuse to negotiate with political terrorists. Others (e.g. 

the U.S,) refuse to pay ransoms to political kidnappers, yet will 

enter into negotiations. In the purely criminal case, none of these 

factors are necessarily present. 

b. Governments should bargain in good faith. It was generally 

agreed that governments, when dealing with hostage situations, are 

not only responsible for resolving a specific problem, but, in doing 

so, must maintain public confidence in its actions and faith in its 

integrity. Therefore, a government should always keep promises it 

makes during negotiations. On the other hand, it was recognized that 

in the prison context or in a criminal case (e.g. a barricaded felon), 

promises made under duress need not and should not be binding. Bad 

faith bargaining was seen to be a useful tactic in these contexts. 

In the political context, however, bad faith bargaining was seen to 

be a harmful tactic, not only because it diminishes public trust 
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• in the State, but also because of its possible effect on subsequent 

incidents, either precipitating additional, retaliatory incidents or 

causing future offenders to employ measures (e.g. retention of women, 

children or s:l.ck hostages \'1ho are often released early) to ensure 

meeting of demands and fulfillment of promises. 

c. Disposition of the political offender is often more complex 

than that of the criminal offender. In international cases, most 

notably skyjacking, extradition is often thwarted by the political 

offense rule which refuses extradition for acts committed for political 

reasons which could jeopardize the civil rights of the offender if 

extradited. While the onus for prosecution then rests on the "host" 

country, it is often, even typically, the case that prosecution is 

waived and political asylum is granted. If prosecution is carried 

out, and the offender is found guilty, a pardon or reduced sentence 

or early release is often the end result. 

Even if prosecution is successful, there is the problem that 

an imprisoned political terrorist becomes the object of further 

incidents, designed to secure his release. As a result of this 

pattern, some countries prefer to allow safe passage to offenders out 

of the country as a concession during negotiations rather than force 

the capitulation of the offender, as a result of which they would 

have to prosecute and run the risk of further terrorist activity. 
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It is interesting that, in N.A., the term "political 

priDoner" is not recognized and all acts of terrorism and hostage-

taking are viewed as purely criminal. However, offenders who are 

aware of the grey area between criminal and political acts sometimes 

try to cast their initially purely criminal acts in a political light. 

On the other hand,legislators and prosecuting attorneys attempt to 

cast political activity of dissidents in a criminal light. Thus, the 

phenomenon of terrorism has begun to challenge criminal jUStiCl9 pro-

cedures which attempt to control clearly criminal acts, such as 

murder, s~botage, extortion and hostage-taking, which are carried out 

within a political context.
l 

Legal concepts, such as ~~~, concern with motive, 

mitigating circumstances, amnesties, pardons, safe passage, ~ 

dedcre aut punire all become issues to a much greater extent with 

political cases than with purely criminal cases. 

d. The political offender is more "dedicated" than the 

criminal offender. This factor emerged from discussions on negotiations 

and how to deal with different types of offenders and from discussions 

on deterrence. In general, as regar.ds negotiations, it '-las recognized 

that a politically motivated offender may be willing to die for his cause, 

while a professional criminal would rather give in than die. The 

1 See Crelinsten, R. and Laberge-A1.tmejd, D. (eds)~ The Impact of 
Terrorism and Skyjacking on the Operations of the Criminal Justice 
System. Final Report on Basic Issue Seminar. In Press • 



• implications of this difference for the use of various t&cti~s 

during negotiations were well elucidated during the conference. In 

general, the criminal offender was considered easier to deal with, 

more rational and less likely to kill the hostages if demands were 

refused. 

As for deterrence, it was generally agreed that a political 

terrorist was unlikely to be deterred by stiff legal sanctions and 

would be more lik~ly to look for softer targets in the face of 

preventive measures. A criminal seeking financial gain might be 

deterred by severe sanctions and might give up in the face of preventive 

measures. Again, the difference lies in the ideological zeal and 

"cause" of the pol i tically-motivated individual. 

Conclusion: The political case of hostage-taking seems, in general, 

to be more complex than the purely criminal case. The number of 

parties involved, the legal implications and the nature of the offender 

all have special bearing on the options open to initial responders, 

the conduct of negotiations, the disposition of the offender and the 

effectiveness of prevention measures. While most of the strategies 

and tactics discussed during the seminar were relevant to both political 

and criminal cases, it appeared that the political context added a new 

dimension to these strategies and tactics which were not relevant to 

the purely criminal case. 
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5. Uniqueness of the ~<2.!l context. As with skyjacking, certain 

unique f6ntures of the prison context made it clear at various points 

during the discussion that hostage-taking in prisons could be ~sefully 

distinguished from other types of hostage-taking for purposes of pre­

vention and control policies. 

a. There is a closed community of inmates and those responsible 

for watching over and caring for them. There are two factors which 

derive from this closed community aspect of the prison context. 

First, during any hostage-taking incident, there is the constant 

presence of other inmates and the resulting existence of a potential 

contagion factor. Logistics of containment, for example, will there­

fore differ somewhat from other hostage situations. 

Secondly, the hostage-captor relationship is more likely 

to be tinged with hostility because of the characteristic community 

structure of a prison. Furthermore, unlike many other hostage sit­

uations, where the hostage and hostage-tak~r are strangers to each 

other, it is very likely that the inmate/cBotor knows his hostage and 

has interacted with him on a regular basis for some time. The psy­

chological implications of these differences reed not be elaborated. 

b. Perhaps for the reasons cited in (a), it was recognized 

that early assault may be more appropriate than protracted negotiations 

in the prison context. Most prison policies explicitly state that 

no negotiations be initiated, although, in practice, it was seen that 
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• negotiations more often than not do take place. However, during 

discussions on initial response and the decision to negotiate, when 

it was pointed out that negotiations is but one management tool among 

a variety of options and should not be viewed as the be-all-and .. end­

all of incident management, it was the prison context which highlighted 

this point most effectively. 

c. There are legal restrictions on release due to the status of 

the offender. Safe passage out of the country or release from 

custody were seen as non-negotiable items due to the fact that offenders 

were convicted of previous crimes and serving sentences. 

d. The opportunities for intelligence re potential offenders 

is greater in the prison contex~. Due to the existing correctional 

apparatus for data collection and storage of background information 

on convicted inmates, the facility of information gathering and 

exchange is great. Also, the opportunities for surveillance and 

analysis of "dangerClsity indicators" is great. In fact, as compared 

with the problem of keeping track of the international operations of 

terrorist organizations, the intelligence picture is A dream. 

However, at least in the u.S. and Canada, there is 8 great concern 

with the civil rights of prison inmates and this tends to counter­

balanc~ the greater opportunities for information collection and 

~he greater control over the distribution of potential offenders 

in the prison population. 
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Conclusion: Because of its special community structure, with its 

ever present pools of potential hostage-takers Bnd potential hostages, 

the prison context can be meaningfully distinguished from other 

hostage situations. This is particularly true with respect to initial 

response and negotiations. The legal status of the offender also 

is unique, as are the opportunities for intelligence and monitoring 

of potential offenders. 

Now let us turn to those points which seemed to be relevant to all 

types of hostage situation. 

Significant Commonalities 

1. The need for pre-set policies and advance contingency ,planning, 

(Be prepared). No mat.ter ,,,hat the co'ntext~ there WP.s unenimous 

agreement and repeated emphasis that policies and contingency plans 

should be prepared and set in advance, if effective prevention and 

control is to be achieved. Advance planning was seen to be relevant 

at all stages of any prevention and control programme. 

a. POLICY GUIDELINES which are set in advance enable those.:, 

responsible for incident management to adapt their strategies and 

tactics to conform with existing policy. The preceding survey of 

useful distinctions between different types of hostage-taking high­

lights the role of policy in determining what options are open to 

initial responders or negotiators. '~ile it was recognized 
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that decision-making under crisis conditions cannot and will not 

always conform to pre-set policy, it was agreed that an awareness of 

such policy by those :'::acing a hostage situation is critical if major 

mistakes are to be avoided. Furthermore, advance knowledge of policy 

needs can be integrated into contingency planning so that possible 

conflicts between policy and effective incident management can be 

avoided. 

b. Pre-designation of PERSONNEL facilitates effective incident 

management. Advance planning enables one to recognize one's needs 

before a situation arises. Then one can decide beforehand who takes 

care of what, which kinds of special training and/or equipment are 

required, deployment of various units, whether shifts and replacements 

are required and how the different units are to be co-ordinated. For 

example, over and above containment, negotiation, assault and sharp­

shooter teams, one should consider food supplies, medical supplies, 

hospital teams, public utility (gas, electricity, phone), traffic 

control, public relations, press liaison. Each function should have 

its own personnel responsible for its smooth operation. 

c. Advance planning can facilitate CO.ORDINATION OF SEPARATE 

UN1TS and thus circumvent jurisdictional problems. If it is recognized 

in advance which parties are likely to get involved in a particular 

tYIJe of hostage situation, a CHAIN OF COMMAND can be established l:E. 

~vance, thus avoiding jurisdictional conflicts and facilitating co­

ordination of individual units. The establishment and maintenance of 
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a clear chain of command was seen to be a vital factor in effective 

control of all kinds of hostage situations. 

d. ~RIORITIES should be set in advance so tha.t, during an 

incident, decisions can be made which conform to these priorities. 

For e~atnple, preservation of life and apprehension of the offender 

are otten (.Qnflicting priori ties. If it is decided beforehl\nd which 

priorities are paramount, decision-making during an incident is much 

smoother and more efficient. 

e. A lis_t of NEGOTIABLE ITEMS should be drawn up in advance of 

any incident. Again, this facilitates decision-making if, during an 

incident,negotiations become necessary. 

Conclusion: Effective and smooth decision-making is made possi~le 

only by advance planning. Not only the broad issues, e.g. organizational 

strategies and tactics, priorities, policies and personnel, but also 

more detailed items, e.g. what items are negotiable, what supplies 

or facilities should be on hand, etc. should be considered in advance. 

Such advance planning allows one to consider the demands of each 

particular aspect of the problem ~ stress-free conditions. 

Furthermore, by drawing up a detailed cont:ingency plan, key decisions 

which, ·during an ongoing incident, must bEl made under stress, are 

greatly facilitated by the existence of a carefully prepared contingency 

plan. Unexpected contingencies are thus highlighted and, after the 

incident is terminated, these new aspects can be considered and 
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, 
incorporated into new, revised plans. 

"~, 

2. Certain operational procedures ~ almost universally appl~cable 

to all hO$ tage si tue. tions • l'hese procedures, whether they rela te to 

initial response, negotiations or specific strategies and tactics, 

stand out because they were ell'phasized and re-eruphasized throughout 

the seminar. 

a, Clarity of command (see lc abo'lTe). 

b. §pecial training personnel for each option availa.ble, e.g. 

negotiatio~ team, sharpshooters, assault teams, support teams, public 

relations tea.m. 

c. NegotiatorCs) should NOT bf! ultimate decision-maker. As 

summed up by one participant, 1\ the person ~.,ho is mos t involved should 

make the least important decisions. There is need for a buffer between 

the hostage-taker and the ultimate responsibility. However, there 

must be ability to act qUickly and decisi\rely. tI 

d. The neeci for flexibility in decision-making. l~is poin~ 

was emphasized in recognition of the fact that pre-set policies and 

contingency plans should not restrict or stifle on-the-spot d~cisions, 

especially in novel situations not accounted for in previous planning. 

e. The use of wri~ten logs and recording equipment to ensure 

an accurate record of the incident • 
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• f. R,egular press releases and/or media briefings to ensure 

press co-operation and to avoid possible interference with incident 

managem(mt. 

g. The need fur debriefing after an incident is terminated. 

h. The importance of information exchange both for follow-up 

and for future contingency plans. 

Conclusion: The fact that clear-cut procedures applicable to all 

hostage situations exist and are common knowledge to all those 

responsible for dealing with hostage-taking is solid evidence that 

past experience has produced a p~ol of knowledge which is being used 

in the development of prevention and control programmes. As new 

programmes, based on new experience and continued exchange of infor­

mation, develop \nd are refined, the pool of knowledge will grow and 

become more refined itself. While no ono procedure or set of procedures 

is necessarily a "final solution ll
, as l,)ng as there is a continuous 

exchange of information, analysis of €:xperience and evaluation of 

current procedures in the light of new developments, one can expect 

that existing control programmes will reflect the most current ex:­

pertise and thinking on the problem, One can ask for no more. 

3. The press and ~ ~ ~ !9. be ~ significant element !!! 

hostag~ situations. The relevance of the mass media to prevention 

and control of hostage-taking was a theme which ran through all 

facets of discussion. 
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a. The mass mediI", provide the public forum and the mass audience 

for political cases of hostage-taking. They also tend to sensationalize 

spectacular cases, thus maximizing public impact. 

b. The mass media can facilitate or hinder preventive measures, 

either by publicizing deterrent measures or by broadcasting current 

set-backs or prob1emsin the preventive field. Also, media reports 

can trigger imitative patterns o • 

c. The press can play either a constructive role (as negotiator, 

go-between, information black-out, etc.) or a disruptive role (broadcasting 

po1icG plans, facilitating communication between different offenders, 

providing a public forum for hostage-takers, etc.) during on-going 

incidents. 

d. 1~e mass media are instrumental in shaping public opinion 

and attitudes toward criminal justice policies, the seriousness of a 

particular criminal activity (e.g. hostage-taking), the need for co­

operation, etc. 

Conclusion: As mentioned at the outset of this analysis, our modern 

age is characterized by technological advance and world-wide inter­

dependence. Nothing demonstrates this better than our I\laSS media 

with its sophisticated technology and its almost instantaneous access 

to a world-wide audience. The problems involved in the prevention 

and control of hostage-taking also reflect these two characteristics 

of our age. Consequently, it should be no su~prise that the mass 
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media plays a vital, multi-faceted role in prevention and control of 

hostage-taking. While current control programmes do take the role 

of the media into account, this seems to be a largely untapped,area 

for further research and study, i.e. the possible role of the mass 

media in prevention and control programmes. 

Having looked at those distinctions and commonalities which 

emerged from the proceedings, there remains to consider three more 

points, two of which generated some disagreement and one of which 

generated unanimous agreement. The first two points concern the role 

of the hostage and the effectiveness of deterrence, while the third 

point concerns the need for research. 

The ~ of the hostage: ~'fuile it was generally assumed by most 

participants that the hostage should assume a low profile and let 

others manage the incident, this was not universally accepted. In 

fact, the proceedings were characterized by scant reference to the 

hostage and little regard for the potential of hostages to terminate 

an incident. Some points which were raised concerning the hostage 

follow. 

a. Hostage expectations will determine hostage behaviour. 

A case. was cited in which the West German Embassy in Stockholm was 

taken over by terrorists. ~yo hostages had weapons but did not use 

them because the West German government had previously advised 
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against the use of weapons. Subsequently, two hostages were killed 

and the embassy was blown up. In the future,diplomats may not refrain 

from using weapons because they have lost faith in the government~ 

ability to handle such a situation. 

b. Hostage identification with the captor (the Stockholm 

Syndrome) could be an important factor in incident management. 

Hostage-captor relationships should be studied to gain insights _~to 

the process of identification which occurs bet~leen the hostage and 

his captor. The potential for utilizing this knowledge, both in 

incident management and in training of potential hostages,as well 

as negotiators,has been vastly underestimated. 

c. Post-incident treatment of hostages and restitution for 

hostages are not always commensurate with the trauma undergone by 

the hostage. Little is known about long-term effects of being held 

hostage and correspondingly little is done to aid victims after an 

incident is terminated. Also, debriefing of hostages can have both 

useful (opportunity to talk) ar~ harmful (prolongation of stress) 

effects on a hostage. In general, not enough attention has been paid 

to the role of the hostage and so little is knol''U about the needs of 

a hostage, both during and after an incident. 

The Relevance and/or Effectiveness of Deterrence: Throughout 

the proceedings, it was clear that deterrence ~ .. as considered an 

important issue, however, there was disagreement both as to the best 
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• method of deterrence and as to the effectiveness of those methods 

traditionally employed. In view of the consensus that priorities 

should be set in advance of any incident, it is interesting to note 

I 

that det8rrence. seemed to have a very high priority in the minds of 

most participants, but that little w~s said about how deterrence 

priorities could be effectively integrated into contingency planning 

and policy ... making. Aga.in, it seemed ,that too little was currently 

known about the effectiveness of current deterrent efforts (e.g. 

refusal to negotiate or pay ransoms, successful prosecution, stiff 

sanctions) to allow any fruitful discussion on the best way to deter 

future incidents. 

The above t"lo points, concerning the role of the hostage and 

the relevance of deterrence lead directly to the third ~oint, on 

which there was unanimous agreement. 

The need for research: The unique combination of seminar p~rti------ ' 

cipants, with its mix of practitioners (police, government, airlines, 

corrections) and academics (theoreticians, researchers and social 

scientists) highlighted the great potential for research, both basic 

and evaluative, in the development of prevention and control programmes. 

The academics were impressed with the potential for applying theoretical 

studies or methods (e.g. psychological coping theory, game theoretic 

modeling , the study of situation~l aspects of violence) to hostage 

situations; the practitioners were impressed with the potential of 

research for programme evaluation, training programmes, cost-benefit 

• analyses and other appli(.d problems • 
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• The two main points which ,,,ere rs;c:,gnized as basic pre~ 

requisites for effective research were: 

a,) unsl<ewed data collection and information exchange, 

b) development of a typology of hostage situations. 

Furthermore, simply from the preceding analysis and resulting 

conclusions, the following topics emerge as potentially fruitful 

research topics. 

a) The effect of policy on incident management. 

b) Decision-making during crisis situations. 

c) Deterrent models of incident management. 

d) The potential role of mass media in prevention and control programmes. 

e) 1. The construction of operational flow charts for different 

hostage situations. 

2. A comparative analysis of the different flow charts constructed 

in 1. 

f) The hostage-captor relationship and its relevance to i.ncident 

management. 

Conclusion: It is clear that an analysis of the proceedings of an 

international seminar, whose participants reflect a wide range of 

interests and expertise, can generate research topics which are 

highly relevant to current problems faced in prevention and control 

of hostage-taking. 

In view of this fact and in the light of the enthusiasm of the 

participants for this experimental type of seminar, it is concluded 
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• that a follow-up progre.mme of seminars should be implemented in the 

near future. It should employ the methodology of the present seminar, 

bringing a diverse mix of participants together to share ideas and 

experience concerning a specific problem. The only difference will 

be that the specific problem will be more narrowly defined in that it 

will be one aspect of the entire problem of prevention and control 

of hostage-taking discussed at the present seminar. Seminar proceedings 

will then be analyzed in a manner similar to the analysis in this 

concluding section, pinpointing those issues which persisted throughout the 

seminar and which emerged as major areas of concern to all participants. 

Final Summary 

This seminar represents an experimental approach to the 

scientific study of criminal justice operations concerned with crime 

prevention and control. The idea is to gather together untapped 

sources of knowledge and expertise in combination with traditional 

criminal justice experts. By bringing together a wide variety of 

national and professional experience and addressing one particular 

problem (in this case, hostage-taking), from a broad range of 

perspectives, it was hoped that a cross-fertilization of ideas and 

knowledge would be achieved, resulting in the opening up of new avenues 

of study and providing new insights into old problems. This aim was 

achieved to such a degree that all participants fel t that further 
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• seminars of this kind should be convened as soon as possible. 

The interaction between academics and practitioners, re~ 

searchers and policy-makers, private sector and public sector provided 

a unique opportunity to grasp the full complexity of the problems 

faced in dealing with a particular criminal problem. The result was 

that individual participants established new contacts which are 

deplorably rare in our hyper-specialized society. ·In addition, an 

analysis of the proceedings provided clear guidelines on where to 

go next. This was accomplished by pinpointing which issues persisted 

throughout the seminar and by noting ~'lhich issues seemed to be 

avoided or quickly passed over throughout the seminar. In this 

way, it became clear which problems were at the forefront of current 

knowledge and. expertise and ~.,hich problems seemed to pose difficul ties 

or seemed easier to ignore because of lack of knowledge. 

The follm.,ing are the ma.in cenclusions emerging from the 

seminar. 

1. The three pre-requisites for any effective research on prevention 

and control programmes for hostage-taking are: 

a) continuous information exchange at all levels - interagency, 

interprofession, international; 

b) unskewed data collection (see Appendix II, page 261, for the 

kind of data required); 

c) the development of a meaningful typology of hostage situations 

based on operational needs. 

-251 .. 



• 

• 

2. As a prelude to any work on typology, the following distinctions 

were found to be useful: 

a) Skyjacking as compared to other hostage situations; 

b) Kidnapping (site unknown) vs. Barricaded situation; 

c) Political (terrorist) context vs. Criminal context (political 

offender vs. professional criminal) 

d) Prison context as compared to other (barricaded) hostage 

situations; 

e) Regional dif£erenc~s, such as North America vs. Europe. 

In each case, the distinctions which could be drawn had direct relevance 

to some aspect of prevention or control, whether it was strategies 

and tactics, current policies within that particular context, psy­

chosocial factors, negotiable items, legal implications, etc. 

3. Advance planning is e~sential for effective incident management; 

priorities, policies, personnel and equipment needs, negotiable items, 

etc. should all be set in advance. 

4. Certain well-tested procedures currently exist and are standard 

requirements in any effective control programme. These include: 

a) Clarity of command; 

b) Specia~ training for specialized personnel (e.g. negotiators, 

sharpshooters, assault teams, public relations, crisis management); 

c) Negotiators should NOT be the ultimate decision-maker; 

d) Decision-making during an incident must be quick, decisive 

and flexible; 
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• e) Written logs should be kept during an incident and events 

should be tape-recorded; 

f) Regular press releases and/or media briefings; 

g) Debriefing after an incident is essential. 

4. The press and mass media pose special problems for effective 

prevention and control of some kinds of hostage-taking. 

5. The role of the hostage is vastly underestimated and little is 

known about the hostage-captor relationship_ 

6. The relevance and effectiveness of deterrence regarding hostage 

situations is P90rly understood. 

7. Research, both basic a.nd evaluative, can and should playa major 

role in the future development of prevention a.nd control programmas. 

Based on an analysis of the seminar proceedings, the following topics 

emerge as possible subjects for research, as well as for future seminars: 

a) The effect of policy on incident management; 

b) Decision-making during crisis situations; 

c) Deterrent models of incident management or,more generally, 

Deterrent models of prevention and control; 

d) The potential role of mass media in prevention and control 

programmes; 

e) A comparative analysis of operational flow charts adapted 

for different hostage situations; 
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• f) The hostage~captor relationship and its relevance to incident 

management. 

In conclusion, it is hoped that this report demonstrates the 

feasibility and value, as well as the great potential for future 

productivity, of an international seminar of the kind which gathers 

a wide variety of expertise instead of the more traditional unidimen­

sional approach. A multidimensional problem such as hostage-taking 

requires a multidimensional solution. 
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APPENDIX I 

POSSIBLE TYPOLOGIES FOR HOSTAGE-TAKING 

1. OFFENDER 

2. 10 VICTIM 
(to whom demands 

are made) 

3. 20 VICTIH 
(hostage) 

a. Criminal in act of con~itting crime 
b. Convicted criminal in prison 
c. Terrorist 
d, Psychotic or "despt:.rate character" 
e. Professional kidnapper 

a. Governments 
b. Airline companies 
c. Private institutions (companies) 
d. Police 
e. Public figures 
f. Healthy figures 
g. Parents (child kidnapping) 
h. Family (relatives) of 20 Victim 
i. Public institutions (banks) 

a. Public figures (e.g. diplomats, politicians, 
cultural personalities) athletes) 

b. Private figures (e.g. business executives, wealthy 
individuals) 

c. Operators of vehicle3, public or private (e.g. pilots, 
bus & cab drivers, captains of ships, etc.) 

d. Personnel of various institutions 
security guards 

- bank tellers 
- train conductors 
- doormen (hotels) 
- ticket takers 
- 't'lai ters & wai tresses 
- librarians 
- salesclerks and check-out personnel 

e. T~ansient occupants of various instutions or vehicles 
- customers 
- passengers 

f. Man-on-the-street (~andom choice) 
g. Children 
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• 4. DEMAND 

4a. HOTIVE 

5. THREAT 

6. CONTEXT 

a. Payment of ransom 
b. Release of prisoners 
c. Safe passage to or from a particular place 
d. Publication of manifesto 
e. Cessation of police activity 
f. Alteration of existing conditions or situation 

(e.g. rehiring of workers) 
police in factories) 

(e.g. in prisons) 
g. Amnesty (~.g. in prisons) 

a. Personal gain (money) 
b. Escal'-3 
c. Terrorism 
d. Political (e.g~ release of prisoners) 
e. Publicity (e.g. publication of manifesto) 
f. War.ning to authorities 
g. Freedom from prosecutio~ 
h. Death wish 

a. Death of hostage 
b. Maiming of hostage (e.g. Getty case in Italy) 
c. Disappearance of h.)stage 
d. Further hostage-taking or terrorist acts 

a. Escape from previous criminal activity 
- bank hold-ups or armed rabbery 
- sequestrations 
- kidnappjngs 

any violent crime 
h. Vehicles: 

- airplanes 
- trains 
- shf.ps 
- cars (e.g. driver is forced to drive somewhere) 
- school buses 

c. closed institutions (ofte~ with own security) 
- prisons 
- army bases 
- govarnment buildings 
- restricted entry buildings (e.g. atomic power 

plants or classified research laboratori(~s) 
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7. RESPONSE 

8. OUTCOME 

9. SOCIAL IMPACT 

e· 

d. open instit~t~ons 
- hotels (e.g. Tel-Aviv case) 
- factories or businesses (e.g. department stores) 
- banks 
- schools and universities 
- libraries 
~ airports, train stations 
- hospitals 

e. private homes 
f. on the street; open country 

a. Accede to demands 
b. Feign lccedLg to demands while planning attack 
c. Refuse all demands & ignore the situation 
d. Refuse all demands & attack or seek hide-out 
e. Offer exchange for present hostages 
f. Partial meeting of demands - attempt at compromise 
g. Negotiate via intermediary 
h. Wear hostaue-taker out by incessant but trivial 

communication 

a. Hostage(s) killed; offender killed or apprehended 
b. Hostage(s) released; offender apprehended or killed 
c. Offender surrenders peacefully 
n. Offender flies to other country with or Wit:loUt 

hostages 
e. Offender extradited 
f. Offender prosecuted and convicted 
g. Hostage joins captor; both escape or killed or 

apprehended 

a. Police and security training specialized 
b. Transfer of technology (e.g. airports~ banks) 
c. New or altered legislation 
d. Increased international co-operation 
e. Aggravated public awareness (e.g. press, TV, movies) 
f. New forms of criminality 
g. New directions in research 
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A P PEN D I X I I 

INFORMA~ION R~QUIRED POR INTERPOL 

HOSTAGE-TAKING FOfu~ 

* This form was drawn up in answer to a request made during the 1st 
International Symposium on cases involving hostages, held at Interpol 
Headquarters from 3rd to 5th Februa'ry 1975. If in your opinion the 
case is one where Article 3 of the Interpol Constitution may be applicable~ 
you may refrain from supplying certain items of information and from 
replying to questionLl 12 and 14, in particular" 

(reproduced from 1st page of form) 



•• 

INFORMATION REQUIRED * 

1. DATE: Sp~cific day, month and year 

2. LOCAL TIME: When case started. Also give time of each important 
subsequent event. 

3. PLACE: Name of area; precise location: centre of town, residential 
area, country area, bank, shop, embassy, airport, prison, 

house, apartment, etc. Precise location within building (if 
possible, attach plans or photographs). 

4. HOSTAGES: Number, sex, age, nationality, status (e.g. prominent 
figures, bank employees, prison guards, persons taken 

at random). 

5. :OFFENDERS: Number, sex, names and first names and nationality 
(further details to be given on individual sheets, 

cf. 14). Status: e.g. escaped prisoners, related to hostages, 
etc. 

6. CIRCUMSTANCES: Please specify: 1) whether this is a case of: 
(a) premeditated capture of hostages for ransom 

purposes or to back up some other demand or (b) hostage-taking 
to enable offenders to escape after an armed robbery, etc ••• 
2) whether this is a case of kidnapping. Give a brief description 
of the events from the start: reconnaissance of the site and the 
security arrangements by the offenders, assistance from various 
persons, use of motor vehicles (makes and registration numbers) 
etc. Specify where the offenders came from. Indicate the ways 
in which the hostages were threatened and whether the offenders 
consumed or used on themselves any drugs or medicines (if so, 
pl(;;ase specify precisely ~.,hich drugs or medicines). For kidnappings, 
specify the routes taken by the kidnappers. 

7. W~~ONS, EXH~OSIVES: Imitation/real, number, type, make, serial 
numbers, horne-made. 

* "R.eprinted unedited from t~le fourth page of the original q'lestionnaire". 
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8, MEASURES TAKEN: 

Information: How were 
message, 

hostages, offenders) 
Initial police action: 

the police informed? (alarm signal, 
telephone call) By whom? (witnesses, 

',llS thts taken by a pa trol, emergency 
unit, the nearest police station? 

Command centre: (Composition of command unit - location). Was 
the composition of the command unit determined 

in advance or was it specially set up to deal with the case in 
question? 
Task forces involved: Ordinary police force (where stationed, 

number of officers, composition, weapons 
used), Special units of squads (give same details); indicate 
under whose command these were placed. 
Technic~l equipment: Communications (radio, telephone, etc.). 

Ambulance and fire services. Firearms and 
and explosives experts, vehicles used by the police, vehicles 
made available to the offenders (type, origin, ~pecial equipment 
fitted - indicate whether these vehicles were modified in advance). 
Helicopters, aircraft (type, origin, crew). Other equipment 
(cameras, equtpment for drilling through walls or piercing armour~ 
plating, listening apparatus, location or detection equipment, 
lout-hailers) • 
Indicate, either under this heading or elsewhere, to what extent 
this equipment was used. 
Other measures: Evacuation of the surrounding area. Measures 

taken with regard to the public. Contacts with 
the press, radio and television. 

9 t NEGOTIATIONS: 

Negotiators: Political figures, diplomats, judicial authorities, 
police officers, la~}ers, religious leaders, members 

of the family, friends, interpreters, doctors, psychologists, 
psychiatrists, etc. 
Means used to communicate with offenders and hostages: 
(telephone, direct conversation with oc without loud-hailers, 
written messages, intermediaries). Was l.t possible to observe 
the offenders and their hostages and/or monitor their conV'er~ 
sation? 
Offenders' demands and authorities' reaction: 
1) Possible demands: the release of prisone'rs (specify), a 

ransom (amount, in what form), weapons (type), some means of 
transport for escape (vehicle, aircraft), a specific place of 
refuge, a specific country, immunity from prosecution or lenient 
treatment. Other demands. 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

• 

2) Refusal, partial or total acceptance, concessions (on either 
side); exchange of hostages (proposed, refused, accepted, 
status of those involved in the exchange). 

FINAL STAGES OF THE CASE: Surrender of offenders (reasons, 
circumstances). ~-- Escape of hostages 

(using trickery or force). --- Offenders overpowered, wounded, 
killed (by police shooting from outside, by the hostages, by 
third parties). ))) Attack by task forces (number of men, tactics, 
weapons used, results). --- Handing over of ransom (circumstances, 
amount, type of notes, numbers recorded or not. whether notes 
specially treated). --- Exit of offenders from building (with or 
without hostages - number of hostages kept back -- sex, age, 
status). --- How did the offenders protect themselves? Were 
police marksmen used or was this not possible? (givo reasons). 
Departure of offenders (with or without hostages), means of 
transport, route (exchange of hostages). --- Pursuit organized 
by police (circumstances, means used, contact maintained or lost). 

Other pursuers not connected with the police (press, etc.). 
Arrest (place, circumstances). M __ Place or country of refuge 

(if applicable). 

PERSONS KILLED OR WOUNDED: Offenders, hostages, police officers, 
others (if the hostages were maltreated, 

describe the maltreatment and where it occurred; specify what 
drugs or medications, if any, were administered to them). 

LEGAL ASPECTS: Motives (did the offenders appear to be in full 
possession of their mental faculties?). --- Type 

of case (ordinary law crime or political), judicial ir;vestigation, 
charges,arrest warrant (place issued, number, date, motive, 
iSLuing authority). --- Is extradition requested? (for which 
countries or regions?). --- Offender sentenced in his absence 
(date, place, sentencl~). --- Judgment after trial (date, place, 
decision) • 

REMARKS: ,(egarding the outcome of the case, unexpected difficulties, 
tactics, equipment used, conclusions regarding future 

prever. t i ve measures. 

DETAILED INFORMATION ABOUT OFFENDERS AND ACCOMPLICES: 
Attach individuul sheets giving the following details: name­
fir~t names (in correct order) - date of birth - place of birth 
(town and country) - father's surname - father's firstname -
mother's surname (maiden name) - mother's firstname - state whether 
identity is correct - nationality (state whether this is correct) 
- marital status - usual address - other addresses - profession -
passport (no

$ date and place of issue) - other identity documents 
-alias .; detailed physical description - if possible please enclose 
fingerprints and photograph. 
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Terrorism, Barricaded criminals, and Hostage negotiations 

Part I - Dealing with terrorists. 

Terrorism has no place in a free society, since to defend or 
prc·tect its methqds and goals is to glorify violence and encourage 
the. terrod.st to int.imidate the general public and local authorities 
into accepting frequently i..'rational demands. In light of the dis .. 
turbing increase in the number of terrorist acts, both nationally 
and lnternationally, it has become apparent that terrorism and violence 
are no longer [l. means of last resort. Now they have become a common 
method of communication for real or imagined grievances. 

Certainly, despite all its faults and shortcomings, this 
country (the U.S.) offers many more avenues of peaceful solution to 
problems than any other political system in the world. With few 
exceptions, our national history is speckled with incidents of 
satisfactory and peaceful resolutions to seemingly irreconcilable 
differen~es of opinion. This is the great strength of a democratic 
and free society. Such a political system is able to accomodate a 
vlide range of diverse and sharply divided opinions. As long as 
communications between opposing parties is tempered with rationality, 
reasonable men need never resort to violence in resolving differences. 

Yet, in recent years, there has been an increase in this 
country of militant groups who have adopted foreign-bred terrorist 
tactics as their method of focusing attention on various political 
issues. For example, individuals affiliated with such groups as the 
Black Liberation Army, the Heathermen~ and the Symbionese Liberation 
Front have been linked ~vith the killing and wounding of police officers, 
the assassination of public official~, kidnappings, racist murders, 
bombings, ja~l-break att~mpts, prison riots, urban guerrilla warfare, 
and even posting public notices threatening death to anyone who 
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opposes them. 

While all, citizens should be alarmed and genuinely concerned 
with the threat cf terrorist activities, law enforcement officials 
must pay particular attention to ito dangers because lawful authority, 
as symbolized by the police, represents everything in an established 
society that the terrorist opposes and wants to eliminate. It is 
both ironic and paradoxical that in seeking to destroy precious 
constitutional processes, the terrorist does not hesitate to use these 
same constitutional guarantees to avoid apprehension and prosecution 
for his crimes. 

The law enforcement profession must take a long hard look at 
its capability for stopping the growth of terrorism. All levels of 
the law enforcement profession must unite in an information exchange 
in order to effectively confront the multi-faceted threat of terrorist 
activities. It is an enemy against which solid public support, and 
all the training, skill, and determination at our command are required. 
It is little wonder then that since 1974 several hundred training 
conferences have been conducted by the FBI in cooperation with various 
local, state, and federal law enf~rcement agencies on such terrorist 
activities as kidnapping, hostage-taking, bombings, and civil dis­
turbances. 

Although pressure for some form of legal restraint on the use 
of terror is mounting in the United States and several Western Eu­
ropean capitals, the fact still remains that terrorist tactics have 
become a useful instrument of national policy for many nations in 
the 1970's. 

During 1972, 140 airplane passengers and crew members were 
killed and 99 wounded in terrorist acts affecting 30 airplanes from 
14 countries. The world was horrified by the massacre of 26 persons 
by three Japanese Red Army terrorists at the Tel Aviv airport in May, 
1972 and by the deaths of 11 members of the Israeli team at the 
summer Olympic games in Munich after a raid by the "Black September" 
Palestinian terrorists. International mail ha!;; been used for letter 
bombs directed at innocent, unsuspecting victims and in the past five 
years a total of 30 diplomats from 12 countries have been kidnapped, 
with six of them killed, for political ransom. 

It is a grim and frightening tale, and perhaps the most 
depressing fact is the common belief among terrorist groups that 
Machiavelli was right when he said in ':i:'he Prince that lithe end 
justifies the means." Society seems to have lost its capacity to be 
shocked. But calloused indifference in the face of cruelty to others 
is hardly new: supposedly civilized people said and did nothing 
while Joseph Stalin purged millions and Adolph Hitler developed hi.s 
"Final solution" to the Jewish population problem. Ai though terror in 
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• general has been universally condemned in the "civilized" world as 
outside the norm of ethical conduct, the techniques of terror have 
always b~en, and are increas~ngly so today) used as a means of control 
in nearlY every social order. 

Terrol" is a symbolic act entailing the threat or use of 
violence and is designed to influence political behavior by producing 
a psychological reaction in the victim known as fear. In other wo~ds) 
terrorism is sometimes known as "politics by violence. 1I Terrorist 
acts must be totally ruthless, for moral scruples and terrorism do 
not mix and one or the other must be rejected. There can be no such 
thing as a weak dose of ternn-. However, different people react 
differently to the same act of. terror, ranging all the way from gener~1 
apathy to complete psychologi(.~al pa.ralysis. Therefore, what terro~:Lst 
acts are to be employed wilt depend on the cultural and moral fiber 
of the particular society involved. Ba3ically, the type of terrorism 
to be used depends on who is doing what to whom; who is the subject 
or terrorist, and who is the object or target. 

The rationale behind the use of terror is almost a.lways the 
same: to gain social or political control over the target group. 
For example, an insurgent group may use terrorism against a branch 
of the government in order to take over power; or they may use it 
against a particular social group as a means to promote their cause 
and focus attention on an issue. 

For what purpose do terrorists employ other tactics? Generally, 
terrorist objectives can be broken down inta the following categories: 

1) Political. The terrorist Wishes to disrupt 
and embarrsss the government and raise doubts 
about its ability to protect itself, let 
alone the citizens of the country. They 
want to destroy leadership at all levels 
and deter other potential leaders from 
assuming office. A prime example of 
this type of terrorist activity would be 
presidential assassinations. 

2) Economic. The terrorist wants to bring 
industry and general business to a stand­
still; promote economic stagnation and 
general str:i.ke; discourage investment 
capital; and acquire money for their 
own movement by extortion and bank 
robberies. 
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3) Military. Terrorists plan to sabotage mili­
tar.y installations and lower military morale 
in the process. They wish to drive 6 wedge 
between the military and civilian personnel 
and force the commitment of large numbers 
of troops to security duties. 

4) Psychological. Through the tactic of fear, 
ter.rorists advertise their movement and gain 
public support. This increases motivation 
and morale within the terrorist group. 

and 

5) Social. Through the use of assassinations 
and kidnappings the terrorists destroy those 
elements of society that are a threat to their 
cause. This applies especially to government 
officials and private organizations that 
are trying to implement social programs and 
reforms. 

As alarming as it may seem, the terrorist movement is not 
confined to anyone particular locale in the world. From Berlin to 
BUenos Aires, rrom Quebec to Berkeley, California, from Tokyo to 
Chicago and Washington, D.C., one finds bomb and munitions factories, 
police snipings, arson, kidnappings, assassinations, and pt'ovocative 
demonstrations designed to undermine governmental authority and 
established political policies. 

In recent years a couple of new twists have been added to 
the arsenal of the terrorist. Air piracy crimes in the form ••• of 
skyjackings, airplane bomb threats, and ransom acts on airliners 
represent a ne~1 application of terrorism. Until recently most sky­
jackings took place because persons sought to escape from one country 
to another by free, qUick, and safe transport for reasons of political 
asylum. But with the continual conflict of the Arab-Israeli war in 
the Middle East, skyjackings and airplane d,estruction have brought this 
latest terrorist tactic to full realization. 

Another innovation in the tactics of terrorist groups~ the 
kidnapping of diplomats and ambassadors, is as novel as skyjacking. 
Although holding diplomats captive is not new, this terror tactic 
is well designed for their purposes and difficult to counter. The 
terrorist simply applies pressure against the host government by 
threatening to kill or harm the diplomat if whatever political ends 
he desires are not met. With few exceptions, such kidnappings have 
been alarmingly successful as a lever for the release of political 
prisoners of the terrorist group, a kind of political ransom • 
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Although terrorism has had its fair share of success, it 
has also had its failures. Terrorism is a weapon of diminishing 
returns. If it is abused, it can turn against those who use it by 
sparking counterterrorist movementR on the part of the government. 
It is a fundamental rUle that terrorists cannot hope to succeed un­
less they have a ready supply of arms and the support of the majority 
of the population. It is common knowledge, even among terrorists, 
that such warfare is doomed to failure if its political objectives 
do not coincide with the aspire.tions of the people and if their 
sympathy, cooperation, and assistance cannot be gained. In places 
where the population support is half-hearted or confined to a 
minority, the terrorists are forced to spend their energies in an 
effort to keep what little support they have in line. I think this 
is the primal'y reason ~'1hy in this country the terrorist movement has 
not caught on and such act:fvities have been sporadic at best. 

How does a government combat a siege of terror? How does 
one fight an enemy he cannot see, cannot find because he wears no 
uniform or identification and disappears into a friendly environment 
the moment after he strikes? There is no one answer to the problem 
because each application of terror is surrounded by different cir­
cumstances: the attitude of the government, the determination of the 
terrorist group, the social, economic, moral, and political climate 
of the country, and the presence of outside support by the populace. 
Experience indicates that the best approach to the problem is the 
judicious use of progressive social, economic, and political reform 
backed by an efficient and firm security force - the police. The 
government must identify and alleviate the genuine grievances of the 
people that can be exploited by terrorists. Sheer force alone is 
seldom effective in combating terrorism. Terrorism has been least 
successful when the central government has correctly judged terrorist 
operations to be rooted in social inequities and has set out to 
correct these injustices. Ter~orism can be and has been broken; but 
only when the local population is out of sympathy with the terrorists 
and, in turn, supports measures of repression against terrorist 
activities. 

The fi~st step in combating terrorism is to understand it and 
base any countermeasures on this understanding. We must realize that 
terrorism is more than just the evil work of a few malcontents; it is 
rather a planned movement to undermine governmental authority, 

Both the theorist and the pragmatist agree that there must be 
a combination of repressive measures and political advances. This 
method was successfully used by both the British and Philippine 
governments in putting down insurrections in thei~ respective countries. 
In both cases the tables were turned by adopting enlightened methods 
in combination ~'lith military toughness and political and social progress. 
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Of the various criminal activities undertaken by terrorists 
in this country, the murder of a police officer is among the most 
vicious. Loss of hUman life is always a tragedy, and when the in­
dividual is serving the public, the loss is particularly painful. 
But when a human ~ng is slain because of his public service, hj.s 
death becomes doubly tragic. 

Statistics confirm the priority attention given by the terrorist 
to the police target. In 1973, 131 local, county, and state police 
officers lost their ~ives as a result of criminal activity. Thirteen 
of these killings resulted from known or suspected terrorist attacks. 
Another 61 officers were injured by suspected terrorists. 

In all my years of police work, I have seen nothing more 
heartrending or defiant of logic than those cases involving the out­
rageous attacks on and murders of police officers. And then, as 
though understanding such crimes were not difficult enough, one can 
pick up any number of underground newspapers and read the gloating 
words of some fanatical group taking credit for the slaughter. 

And in the same publications, one may also find articles of 
detailed instructions on how to lure police officers into death traps 
and, once the wounded offic~r is down, how to deftly remove his badge 
and revolver. There can be no conditions that justify such acts, no 
words that can give them reason. 

The question invariably arises as to how such a relatively 
small number of fanatics can cause such substantial damage to our 
society. The answer is this: our nation holds very dear the freedoms 
it has won over the centuries. No major political power has ever 
enjoyed the degree of freedom known to Americans today. But with 
this freedom comes a cross of sorts. Until detected, the terrorist 
is granted as much freedom to operate as is the law-abiding citizen. 
Those who would destroy our freedoms can, at the same time, take 
refuge in them. Terrorist groups can multiply under the right to 
privacy. Inflammatory language can be distributed under the freedom 
of speech. Effective and legitimate police procedures can be hindered 
by the irrational accusation of police brutality. In other words, 
the terrorist can openly gain support, conduct training sessions, and 
hit and run from pad to pad, state to state, in virtual defiance of 
law enforcement efforts because he qualifies for the same degree of 
freedom as the ordinary ,-~ti:;;en. 

The threat of terro'rist activities could be subste.ntially 
reduced by extralegal I:>r illegal law enforcement measures. Uncon­
stitutional police raids and suppressive law enforcement practices 
could undoubtedly wipe cut many of these pockets of terrorists over­
night. But the cure would be far worse than thq disease. The true 
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measure of valid la\,l enforcement is not found in its ability to 
circumvent or abolish individual rights. IL is found in the ability 
to protect these rights while controlling those who would abuse them. 

Thus, we are confronted with groups that - although small in 
number -have a wide area of impact. The bomber, the skyjacker, the 
extortion:st, the kidnapper can strike fear in countless citizens. 
Indeed, the entire country has felt this impact -and we're talking 
about a very small group of fanatics - in the past several years. 
One may question whether such a group could cause our government to 
fall. Even if they couldn't, the horror instilled in our citizens 
by the activities of terrorists is a high price to pay. Fear is an 
erosive element on freedom. Freedom from this type of fear should, 
therefore, be of primary importance to us as law enforcement officials. 

Part II - Barricaded criminals and hostage negotiations 

This brings us to the second part of our topic: how to 
handle a terrorist, especially if he barricades himself and takes a 
hostage in the process. 

A perS0n who has barricaded himself against apprehension and 
arrest presents an extraordinary danger to police officers, hostages, 
and even the suspect himself. In such a situation we are not only 
talking about the terrorist or fanatic with a cause, but also the 
criminal whose escape route has been blocked by police, and possibly 
even the psychotic with a deranged mind. Officers confronted with 
anyone of these three examples must cease to function as individuals 
and quickly unite as members of a well organized and highly coordinated 
team. These are the two key elements to the successful resolution 
of any barricaded situation. At this point, it cannot b~ stressed 
too strongly the need for a uniform command and control over this 
coordinated team. The success or failure of any such operation may 
hinge on the actions of anyone of the members of the team. Therefore, 
it is imperative that each person assigned a specific function during 
a barricaded or hostage situation be thoroughly familiar with what his 
mission is and who he takes his orders from. Since human lives are 
frequently at stake, the challenges facing police officers in such 
situations are delicate and critical. If there is no proper planning 
and training or if police actions are impulsive or uncoordinated, lives 
may be lost unnecessarily. 

One important factor to remember here is that rarely will thl,re 
be a necessity for making an immediate apprehension. Subsequent to 
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• the initial act on the part of the felon of barricading himself, there 
will be periods of negotiations based on the objective of slowing 
down the actions of the suspect. This situation is one of the few 
police emergencies in "lhich officers, who have taken the immediate 
steps necessary to seal off all avenues of escape and protect innocent 
bystanders by evacuation, may take whatever additional time necessary 
to gather the assistance of specially trained personnel, organize 
their efforts, and embark on a planned and coordinated CGurse of 
action. 

This brings us to the primary mission of a barricaded situation: 
the preservation of the lives of hostages and innocent bystand3rs, 
the apprehension of the barricaded person, and the establishment of 
complete operational control at the scene by obtaining tactical ad­
vantage over the barricaded criminal and causing him to release his 
hostages and surrender. 

In nearly all cases, initial contact with incidents involving 
barricaded persons and hostages is made by officers of the patrol 
division in responding to calls for police assistance. Therefore, 
the patrol officer responding to such calls must remain alert and 
aware that a potential barricade or hostage situation may develop. 
If it does, the officer's initial response should be one of containing 
the suspect by covering all possible escape routes with the assistance 
of other patrol officers, requesting the assistanFe of specially 
trained personnel and officials of the department', and effecting the 
removal of innocent persons from the danger area. In addition, 
he should take up a position that affords protection and concealment, 
but "lhich presents a position of direct visibil i ty to the barricaded 
area for constant observation. 

Once the special operations team arrives on the scene, the 
successful conclusion of the barricaded-hostage situation becomes 
their responsibility. With the aid of the patrol and traffic divisions 
in handling crowd control and traffic detours, they will set up an 
inner perimeter area in which only trained negotiators and police 
sharpshooters will be allowed. Why do we negotiate? The answer is 
obvious. In addition to an overriding concern for human life, nego­
tiation accomplishes another tactical objective - that of buying 
time through the use of plain clothes officers specially trained in 
the psychological techniques of hostage negotiations. Hopefully, 
what this does is allows time for anxieties and tension to ease and 
allows the suspect to assess the situation rationally by engaging him 
in conversation. 

Time is a most important factor working for the police. As a 
general rule, clinical psychologists tell us that the more time the 
felon spends with a hostage without taking his life, the less likely 
he will do so because they become acquainted and develop feelings for 
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• one another. In addition to allowing these feelings to develop, the 
passage of time also gives the police an opportunity to prepare for 
various eventualities and increases the possibility that the :eelon 
will make a mistake. The more time he has on his hands, the more 
likely, at some point, he will make a mistake. A mistake by the 
barricaded criminal, when the police are prepared for it, is the 
IIluck ll you read about when a hostage situation is brought to a success­
ful conclusion. As someone once observed: IILuck is the result of 
careful planning and proper preparation on the part of the police". 

Who should be selected as a negotiator? It takes a singularly 
unique type~of individual to deal una.rmed, face to face, with an armed 
felon holding a hostage. He must be cool, resourceful, mature, and 
most of all, effective in verba~ communication. Generally, plain 
clothes officers and detectives have developed these attributes 
through their experience in dealing with the public, interviewing 
witnesses, and interrogating suspects. 

Since no two hostage confrontations are alike, there can be 
no standardized format for negotiations. Each situation has to be 
treated individually. However, the following insights are offered 
as a result of /~xperiences wi thin my own department and those of 
other agencies. 

The negotiator should present a mature appearance so that he 
will be perceived by the hostage-taker as a .person of authority. 
During negotiations, the negotiator should command the respect of the 
captor, but should not portray himself as the ultimate decision maker. 
The felon should be made to understand that there is someone of higher 
authority over the negotiator. This allows the negotiator to delay 
decisions and buy time. It also allows him to maintain rapport with 
the felon when demands are delayed or turned down since he (the 
negotiator) is not the one denying the felon's requests. 

The negotiator should never bargain with the suspect to provide 
additional hostages or weapons. This only compounds an already 
dangerous situation. Neither should the negotiator offer suggestions. 
This speeds up the critical time factor - time that we are trying to 
lengthen not shorten. Besides, if the suspect has to take the addi­
tional time to think up alternatives himself, he won't be dwelling 
on the possibility of killing his hostages. So keeping the suspect 
in the decision-making stage keeps his mind busy and occupied and 
buys you additional time. Never agree to a demand without receiving 
something in return. This sets up a psychological atmosphere of give 
and take. And, finally, always keep the possibility of escape alive 
in the mind of the suspect. If you do, it may make negotiations a 
great deal easier and preserve the lives of your hostages. If yo~ 
don't, the suspect may feel that all is lost and decide to kill the 
hostages. 
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• The negotiator, should also be aware of the following psy­
chological differences among barricaded hostage-takers. Usually the 
easiest type of hostage-taker to deal with is the professional criminal. 
He is considered a relatively rational thinker who, after assessing 
the situation and weighing the odds of getting away successfully, in 
most cases, comes to terms with the police and refrains from unnece­
ssary violence or the useless killing of hostages. 

The psychotic individual, on the other hand, presents a 
different and somewhat more complex problem. He tends to be irrational 
and, therefore, less predictable. His actions, the words he uses, 
and the demands he makes are often valuable clues to his mental con­
dition. The psychotic harbors great inner conflict. He may even 
feel a degree of pleasure from his precarious predicament, as he now 
finds himself important and the center of attention, a position which 
may be unique to him. Time works for the police in this instance 
because the psychotic is emotionally tense and expends a great deal 
of physical and psychological energy which eventually wears him down 
and may caUS0 him to make a mistake. 

The fanatic or t:errorist creates an even more difficult 
hostage situation. In a sense, they can be classified as a group of 
psychopa ths wi th a CaUSE~. When caugh t in a cr:i:;nina 1 ac t, many of 
them rationalize their behavior by claiming to be revolutionaries who 
are merely seeking sociltl justice and willing to die for what they 
believe in. But with the passage of time this resolve to die for a 
cause may deteriorate; thus again we see the importance of negotiations 
in buying time. 

However, in any of these situations, if the captor kills one 
of the hostages during the period of negotiations, the police must be 
prepared to take some action to save the lives of any remaining hostages 
because once he kills one hostage he is likely to kill more. The plan 
here would be the use of a team of police sharpshooters in either 
dispensing chemical agents within the barricaded area or using direct 
firepower if the opportunity presents itself without endangering the 
hostages. The plan would then be to have a tactical team already in 
position to rush the stronghold and overpower the felon while he is 
either preoccupied by the ga~ or his control of the situation is 
reduced by being wounded. Regardless of what tactic is employed, be 
it negotiations or the use of force, every decision of this sort should 
be predicated on the philosophy that human life - the hostageis, the 
police officer's, and the captor's -is sacred and constitutes the 
first priority in devising any strategy and plan of action. 

Up until now we have been talking mainly about the tactic of 
negotiations in resolving barricaded-hostage situations. But the real 
possibility also exists that a direct assaL. ~gainst the barricaded 
criminal and his stronghold might also be taken if the opportunity 
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presents itself and can be accomplished with the maximum chance of 
safety to the hostages. A second possibility also exists: that of 
the captor releasing his hostages ill exchange for allowing him to 
flee the scene by providing him with an escape vehicle. We will now 
consider these two alternatives and the procedures to follow if such 
a situation presents itself. 

Prior to any direct assault on the felon's stronghold, the 
following factors must be carefully considered and evaluated: 

1. Has enough time been utilized to 
analyze the situation and other 
possible alternatives? 

2. Have all means for a peaceful 
negotiated settlement been exhausted 
such as the use of close relatives, 
a pastor, guidance counselor, or 
friends in talking the felon out? 

3. What is the mental condition of the 
felon? Will a direct assault trigger 
him into killing his hostages? 

4. What are the odds of the hostages 
escaping dea th or serious inj \":cy 
if a direct assault is initiated? 

5. Has a tactical plan been developed 
in which the special operations team 
is in a position to conduct a direct 
assault in the least amount of time 
and, thereby, maximize the chances 
of safe rescue of all hostages? 

6. Is the physical layout of the 
stronghold conducive to such an 
assaul t? In other ,,'ords, are there 
easily accessible points of entry into 
the building where the felon is 
barricaded? 

7. Are the weapons to be used during 
such an assault effective enough to 
overpower the felon and his stronghold? 

8. Have the barricaded criminal's demands 
been absolutely determined to be un­
reasonable and not to be met? 
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• 9. \fuat is the possibility of the felon 
escaping if the plan for assault does 
not work? 

10. Are you thoroughly famil iar wi th the 
suspect's previous criminal background? 
Does he have a previous record of violent 
crimes which would lead you to believe that 
he would kill his hostages if an attack 
on his stronghold is conducted? 

11. Do you have a detailed floor plan of the 
building sho~.,ring the exact location of 
the suspect and his hostages? 

12. Have you positioned your firearms 
experts in the most advantageous 
strategic position po~sible? 

13. Has cover fire been arranged for 
your tactical team in case advance 
or retreat is necessary? 

14. Has emergency fire equipment and 
ambulance service been arranged 
for in case of injury? 

15. How many hostages are being held and 
what is their mental state? 

16. If there is one or more hostages being 
held, what are their chances of subduing 
the suspect or escaping if the opportunity 
presents itself? 

17. Would dispensing chemical agents be 
more effective and safer for everyone 
concerned than direct firepower? 

18. If chemical agents are used, has every 
possible effort been made to prevent 
the suspect's escape by gassing adjacent 
areas first and then the suspect's exact 
location last? 

19. Have you allowed enough time for the 
gas to work before assaulting the 
stronghold? 
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• 20. Do you have a clear indication that 
the suspect desires to surrender before 
exposing your police personnel to 
unnecessary danger? 

To summarize, if you are going to conduct an assault on the 
folon's stronghold you had better consider carefully the odds of the 
situation being brought to a safe and successful conclusion without 
any unnecessary loss of human life. If you have any doubts as to the 
relative success of such a tactical plan, there is yet another alter­
native: that of providing an escape vehicle and escort service in 
exchange for the safe release of all hostages. 

Generally, it should not be the policy of any police depart­
ment to permit the suspect to leave his stationary, isolated, and 
contained barricaded situation and allow him to create a mobile one. 
However, if this course of action becomes necessary because the 
suspect holds the upper hand or such a move would benefit the tactical 
advantage of the police, you could agree to such a demand if the 
following conditions are also poss'; ,Jle: 

1. As much as possible, attempt to 
persuade the suspect to accept a 
vehicle of your choosing. 

2. Then equip this vehicle with 
a transmitter bug so all 
conversation can be heard. 

3. If the suspect requests a 
driver, use a plain clothes 
officer if it call be done safely. 

4. You may want to conceal a weapon on 
the driver or somm .. here in the car 
where he can reach it. You'd be 
surprised at the number of suspects 
who forget to search the driver of 
the escape vehicle because they are 
so preoccupied with getting away 
successfully. Hm .. ever, on the other 
side of the coin, if the suspect does 
search the driver and "vehicle, all this 
does is put another gun in his 
hands and unnecessarily endangers 
lives. So whether or not you 
attempt this, .. tactic \01i1l depend 
on what kind 'of individual you 
are dealing with. 
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5. If you can get the suspect to 
accept a vehicle of your choosing~ 
ml rk the top of it so aerial 
observation and pursuit by heli~ 
copter becomes possible. 

6. Try locking the doors on the side 
nearest the suspect so that he is. 
forced to walk around the vehicle. 
What this may do is possibly expose 
the suspect to a surprise assault by 
the officer driving the vehicle or 
to the expert aim of one of your 
sharpshooterl':!. 

7. If this doesn't work, try some other 
diversion to distract the suspect's 
attention so your marksman may have an 
opportunity to fire. 

8, Finally, if in spite of all the above 
tactics, the suspect still manages 
to flee the scene, have an unmarked 
pursuit vehicle follow on a parallel 
route. And be prepared to move in for 
apprehension or establish a perimeter 
qite at a new barricaded location, 
because at some time or other the 
suspect is going to have to get out 
of that car he is in. But this 
t:i.m<:i he w'on I t have his hostages and 
sooner or later he is going to have 
to give it up or risk serious injury 
or death to himself. 

In closing, if eny analogy has to be made, we might compare 
barricade-hostage situations to that of a bomb threat. Just as we 
would send only trained bomb squad personnel to defuse an explosive, 
so too, shOUld we send only trained negotiators to deal with these 
emotionally explosive hostage situations. Just as the training of 
bomb squad personnel stresses what makes a bomb tick and how to 
defuse it, the psychological training we give our detectives and plain 
clothes negotiators stress~s what makes a hostage~taker tick and how 
to neutralize him. 
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• 

In June of 1972 the Third International Symposiwn 

sponsored by the International Institute for Advanced Criminal 

Sciences (Siracuse - Italy) brought together a· number of 

scholars, representing various disciplines from twenty-two 

nations to study "Terrorism and Political Crimes". Their 

deliberations were published in a document entitled "International 

Terrorism and Political Crimes" edited by Professor M. Cherif 

Bassiouni of DePaul University in 1975 and it is significant 

to note the following introductory comment: 

"The p~obZem of the prevention and suppression 

of "te~~orism" arises in part because there is 

no cZea~ understanding of the causes Zeading to 

con1uct constituting "terpo~ism". The Inte~­

nationaZ Community has been unabZe to ar~ive at 

a unive~saZZy accepted definition of "ter~orism" 

and has so fa~ faiZed to cont~oZ such activity. It. 
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Hostage taking is a form or manifestation of 

individual or collective coercive ~onduct employing strategies 

of terror violence. This interpretation is based upon the 

premise that hostage taking is a conspicuously violent act, 

often intended to focus public attention and/or to coerce 

some body into a particular action by endangering, threatening 

or taking lives and jeopardizing fundamental fr~edoms. The 

United Nations Secretariat's study on the Origins and Fundamental 

Causes of International Terrorism describes the psychological 

conditions or states of being which sometimes lead, directly 

or indirectly, to the corrunission of acts of violence as "misery, 

frustration, grievance and despair" and recognizes the contagion 

factor resulting from modern media transformation of local events 

into national or even international news. The extent of the 

problem has not, until recently, been the subject of scholar~y 

or even practicioner study and in some jurisdictions is even 

viewed as remote occurrences of little significance. 

The Fifth United Nations Congress on the Prevention 

of Crime held in Geneva last fall did not deal specifically 

with the Prevention of Hostage Taking but it was significant 

to observe that most speakers who made a National statement 

included reference to the subject of "Crimes Inv'olv'ing the 

Taking of a Hostage" and in some cases this reference was 
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given priority over "Hijacking" . The Japanese National State­

ment, at page 13, provided a most succinct overview and is 

reproduced here as indicative of the current or wave of hostage 

taking facing all jurisdictions today: 

C~imes Involving the Taking of a Hostage 

Taking a hostage in order to achieve an unlawful 

pu!'pose is one of the most vioious orimes. In 19?4~ 

the!'e were 24 suoh oases in Japan. 

Analysis of this kind of o!'ime in Japan reveals 

that the most oommon form was seen when a singZe 

offende!' J 25 years o!' younge.T' ~ afte!' having oommi tted 

a orime J took a hostage at knife-point in order to 

avoid arrest by the po lioe some years ago. 

Tho resoue of the hostages has been made by fo!'oibZe 

arrest of the offenderJ in most oases J and also by use 

of persuasion. The olea!'anoe rate in the orimes invoZving 

the taking of a hostage has been zoo per oent. The 

estabZished guiding pri .. oipZes fo!' investigatvrs fo!' 

orimes of this oategory were: Z) to give a top priority 

to the resoue of the hostage without any indurYJ 2) to 

avoid any oasuaZty among the poZioe offioiaZs J !'eporters J 

oameramen, and the general pubZio J and 3) to arrest the 
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offender without shooting him to death or oausing him 

to oommit suioide. In order to aohieve these three 

objeotives) in~ensive training of Zaw enforoement 

offioers is being provided inoZuding psyohoZogioaZ 

teohniques for persuading offenders and making safe 

arrests. In this oonnexion it is worth noting here 

th~t one housewife was taken as a hostage by three 

radioaZ extremists armed wi~h shotguns and rifZes in 

February Z9?2. After many hours of effort J the hostage 

was resoued and aZZ three offenders were arrested 

without injury. Two poZioe offioiaZs J superintendent 

and inspeotor) however J were shot to death." 

Earlier in this decade unlawful interference with 

aviation - hijacking - was in vogue. studies of the crime, 

its history, development, strategies and tactics led to under­

standing, prevention, deterrence and a marked reduction in 

incidence. There are, however, remarkable similarities 

between the crimes of hijacking and hostage taking and, in 

fact, between the psychological profiles of the perpetrators 

of such criminal offences. 

Finally, a potentially long-term - perhaps even 

permanent - psychological effect of hostage taking variously 

referred to as the Stockholm Syndrome or Survival Identification 

appears ill-undeI'stood and the cause of serious eornmunication 

breakdowns between respondents and victims of hostage taking. 
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• Thus, the purpose of this paper is to stimulate 

discussion, study and the exchange of interdisciplinary 

experience and expertise to further understanding and prevention 

of hostage taking. 

PAqT TWO - DISCUSSION 

Richard W. Kobetz, assistant director in the 

Professional Standards Division of the International Associa-
. 

tion of Chiefs of Police calls hostage taking the new police 

priority and suggests that while it is necessary to respond 

throughout the world, on a daily basis to: 

prison hostage takings; 

aircraft hijackings; 

armed robberies in which hostages are seized' 

to facilitate escape; 

incidents in which mentally unbalanced persons 

seize hostages in an attempt to gain recognition; 

and 

seizures of busines~; executives, diplomats, 

athletes, cultural personalities, etc., 

which have been steadily increasing both in frequency and 

ferocity; the prevention and response to such incidents is 



• inhibited by: 

inadequate identification and understanding of 

the nature and causes of hostage-taking incidents; 

~ 

inadequate sharing of information on effective 

training programs and research among law enforce .... 

memt agencies an?- institutions; 

inadequate identification of the roles and tasks 

of responding personnel to hostage-taking incident~; 

inadequate indentification of response objectives. 

As an individual I must endorse Mr. Kobetz's general 

findings but at the same tim~, I am obliged to point out 

that the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police, the Canadian 

National Advisory Network (of correctional services) and the 

Canadian Penitentiary Service have formally agreed that the 

Prevention of Hostage taking and effective response demands: 

the creation, maintenance and sharing of crisis 

situation information - particularly in respect 

of criminal and terroristic violence situations -

between all components of the Criminal Justice 

System; 
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• 
the provision of suitable training courses 

to all components of the Canadian Criminal 

Justice System in respect of common philosophy 

practice and procedures relative to response 

in hostage situations; and 

the co-ordination of on-going Canadian research 

and development to reduce duplicity and effect 

speed of implementation in a cost-effective 

response to hostage situations. 

The Canadian Penitentiary Service has implemented 

guidelines for the management of hostage-taking incidents 

which include a definition of hostage taking as follows: 

Kidnapping - Foraible Confinement - Non Resistanae 

(l) Everyone who kidnaps a person with intent 

(a) to aause him to be oonfined or imprisoned 

against his will; 

(b) to aause him to be unlawfully sent or 

transported out of Canada against his 

will; 01' 

(a) to hold him fo1' ransom or to serviae against 

his wilZ is guilty of an indiatable offenoe 

and is Ziable to imprisonment for life. 
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• 
(2) Everyone who~ without LawfuL authority~ confines~ 

imprisons or forcibLy seizes another person~ is 

guilty of an indictabLe offence and is liabLe 

to imprisonment for five years. 

The policy document also includes basic management 

objectives as follows: 

Manapement Objectives in Hostage-Taking Situations 

The primary objective wiLl be to ensure the 

well-being of the hostage(sJ during the time they 

are held captive and to effect their safe release 

as quickly as possibLe without exceeding to 

unreasonable demands or resorting to measures that 

witl: 

(a) endanger lives or cause serious injury to any 

person or persons incLuding the perpetrators; 

(b) seriousZy compromise the safety of the public 

or the seaurity of the institution; 

(c) establish dangerous precedence that could be 

used to advantage by inmates in future events; 

(dJ percipitate the escaZation of a disturbance; 

(e) cause unnecessary concern or embarrassment to 

the Service or the government. 
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• Why has it been necessary to develop such documents, 

policies and procedures? 

Background 

In a global sense the incidence of kidnapping or 

hostage taking appears to have accelerated sharply since 1968. 

Statistical data is not readily available in any complete or 

accurate form. It is known that some individuals - notably 

Harvey Schlossberg and Lt. Bolz of the New York City Police, 

Pat Mu1hanney of the U.S. F.B.I., Inspector Ernie Rymer of the 

Calgary, Alberta, City Police and this author,whose list is 

at Annex A to this paper,have been endeavouring to collate 

incident data to establish trends and developments. The 

Council of Europe's Conference on Criminal Policy through 

the National Central Bureau of the ICPO - Interpol asked in 

1975: 

"What was the pattern of violent crime in your 

country over the period 19?O-?3 inclusive? 

Please give detailed information~ basing your 
, 

reply on police and court statistics and on any 

other pertinent data. As far as possible~ your 

reply to this question should include: 

(l) Data pertaining to the various categories of 

~ crimes of violence (murder~ attempted murder 
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manslaughter and acts of violence resulting 

in grievous bodily harm~ with indications 

regarding certain particularZy vioZent orimes 

such as bank and other armed robberies~ the 

taking of hostages~ unZawful interference 

with civil aviation~ eta.); 

(2) An assessment of the extent to which firearms 

are used in such crimes (pleas? specify 

whether machine-pistols~ other pistols and 

revolvers~ or other firearms were used); 

(3) A statement of the total monetary damage 

. caused by bank robberies~ other armed robberies~ 

extortion through the taking of hostages eta.; 

(4) An assessment of the extent to which vioZenae 

was apparently gratuitous." 

The replies indicated that three incidents had occurred in 

France in 1973; the Federal Republic of Ge~many provided no 

statistics but stated that: . . 
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• 
"The use of violenae was partiaularly prevalent 

in attaaks on banks and during the transport of 

funds and it was surmised that the proteation of 

bank aounters with bulletproof glass made attaaks 

on banks more diffiault and aontributed to the 

inareased reaourse to the taking of hostages. II 

Belgium, Iceland, Ireland, and Ma11:a reported no hostage 

incidents between 1970 - 1973 and Austria, Denmark and 'Norway 

are said to have made no mention of hostage incidents. All 

of this at a time when over three hundred instances of sky­

jacking (another form of hostage taking violence) was result­

ing in international reaction and .the imposition of world­

wide aviation security countermeasures. In New York, accord­

ing to Kobetz of IACP,such incidents have been steadily 

increasing since 1968 - he goes on to suggest that the degree 

of escalation is from 120 situations in 1970 to over 3JO in 

1973 and that all indications point not only to an increase 

in frequency but also in intensity and ferocity. His 

obseryation has, unfortunately, proven to be accurate. 

Accurate statistics not being readily available, for other than 

Canadian Penitentiary Service related hostage situations, it 

may be of significance to note that the trend there since 
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• 
1970 has been as follows: 

Number of Number of Incidents 
Year Hostage Incidents Per 1,000 inmates 

1970 5 .6960 

1971 4 .4136 

1972 3 .5391 

1973 5 .6197 

1974 0 0 

1975 11 1. 2522 

1976 10 * (as at 1 May 76) 1. 2397 

Thus if the six year average (including the zero occurrence 

year 1974) is taken as a base line - i.e. average 5.6 

incidents per year or .7041 incidents per thousand inmates -

the incidence in 1975 showed an increase of 101.03% over the 

previous hig:.l number of incidents and the year 1976 (first 

four months passed) shows a projected potential increase of 

some 200% IF THE CURRENT TREND CONTINUES. This increase in 

hos tagetaking . is . over teu·. times the reported increase' in o'ther -_.-

forms of violence. For example, in Canada in 1964 there were 

218 murders, but by 1974 there were 545; between 1973 and 

1974 all crimes of violence increased from 117,764 to 126,353 -

7.8%. The incident rate is higher than the motor vehicle 
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• 
accident death ra.te \vhich in 1973 was .000036 and in 1974 

increased to .000043 incidents per thousand persons. 

Reaction 

The responses of Canadian law enforcement agencies, 

the New York City Police, the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

and available documentation respecting other jurisdictions 

shows an urgent requirement for positive guidance and concerted 

effort to react to this trend which exce~ds by 85% the reported 

15% annual increase in violent crime. Thus it is .p:!,oposed 

that three major steps should be taken now: 

1. Establish repositories of information concern­

ing hostage situations so that modus operandi 

and effective response data can be collected, 

collated, analysed and shared between authorities 

to improve effective prevention and response; 

2. Make suitable training courses available to 

all components of the criminal justice system 

within political or geographical jurisdictions 

to ensure commonality and uniformity of 

response in respect of philosophy, practice, 

and procedures; and 
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3. Promote co-ordinated comparative research anc 

development of response by all disciplines and 

both practicioners and theoreticians to 

reduce duplicity and effect efficient utilization 

of the research products. 

The implementation of these three steps will result in positive 

action to: 

a. identify, study and understand the nature and 

causes of hostage-taking incidents; 

b. identify the roles and tasks of personnel 

who provide crisis intervention response; 

c. identify, evaluate and improve the objectives 

for these personnel; 

d. relate existing training programs to the 

knowledge and skills requried for crisis inter­

vention; 

e. incorporate contemporary learning techniques 

in crisis intervention training; 

f. the sharing of information; and 

g. the preparation of training materiels. 

-293-



• 
Thus/one might 0e encouraged to proceed immediately toward 

the first objective and we have been brought together·to 

further the exchange of information. 

The first step in the development of a tactical 

response to any situation is, of course, to gather all of 

the facts on known previous situations. This is particularly 

true of the hostage-type situation. Fortunately some of 

this author's previous endeavours are directly related -

for example in 1972 whilst still a senior Canadian. Forces 

Security Branch Officer on loan to the Department of Supply 

and Services, it was necessary to research,co11ate and 

analyse all of the incidents of unlawful interference with 

civil aviation - aircraft hijacking. In furtherance of this 

task, it was most beneficial to meet and work with Dr. David 

G. Hubbard whose "Hijacker Profi1e" is credited with major 

impact on the measures which have reduced those incidents. 

Part of the chronology of incidents developed included the 

determination and development of a hostage taker profile 

which included factors such as: 

a. age 

b. family background 

c. racial background 
. ~ 



d. education 

e. disciplinary background and pattern 

f. criminal record 

g. stature 

h. marital status 

i. communi ty involvement 

j. mannerisms 

k. record of violence; and 

le other behavioural indicators. 

Over the past eighteen months my Division has been 

engaged in pre-incident indicator studies and in the identi-

fication of dangerous offenders. We have accordingly 

researched a great deal of literature. Our efforts have 

been tremendously assisted first by the field placement 

employment of a student in criminology two days a week during 

the last school year a.nd all summer; secondly I by the a,('1ard 

by the Ministry of the Solicitor General of a research grant 

to the Faculty of Ottawa University's Criminology faculty; 

and finally by the impetus necessitated by efforts in support . 
of the Peace and Security package now being presented to 

Parliament and the Canadian people. We are finding that the 

studies of the Mohr Commission, of the American Corrections 
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• 
Association, and of the 160 hostage situations fully recorded 

and studied show re~arkable similarities. Perhaps these 

similarities are of sufficient significance to be considered 

indicative of a hostage-taker profile. A review of available 

literature and study of some 400 hostage-taking incidents in 

Canada, the U.S.A. and Europe reveals that the successful 

ho~tage reaction plan generally involves three distinct phases: 

Phase One: 

Phase Two: 

Phase Three: 

The Containment Phase which occurs at the 

initial location and time when the hostages 

are first taken and confrontation occurs; 

The Mobile Negotiation Phase, which is that 

period during which containme.nt continues, 

negotiations are initiated and ·demands are 

presented, usually for transportation or other 

means of escape, and it is generally this 

phase which is of the longest duration. 

~he Relocation or Change of Venue Phase, which 

is principally a duplication of Phase One but 

which involves exposure of those holding the 

hostages, the possibility of protracting 

Phase Two, the possibility of arranging to 

reduce the number of hostages held, the 
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• 
possibility of creating improved observation 

and containment conditions and thus enhancing 

opportunities to effect the safe release of 

hostages. 

Techniques have been developed, tested and applied 

with considerable success in hostage taking situations. 

These techniques demand a co-·ordinated team response by highly 

trained personnel. No two incidents will be identical, yet 

similarities in conditiwns may prevail. The over-riding 

consideration of authorities and response elements must be 

the preservation of life - hostages, the public, and the 

hostage-takers • in situations o~ extreme stress which thrust 

the mantle of arbitrator, psychologjstf administrator, and 

law enforcement officer automatically upon the initial responder. 

He, or they, must react non-emotionally, rationally in the 

face of extremes of potential violence, ahuse, profanity and 

criticism dealing with mind barriers to determine the intentions, 

objectives and capabilities of the hostage-takers and hostages. 

The first objective, if one cannot immediately and safely 

resolve the situation is to negotiate - to talk - to gain time. 

In all instances, by all available accounts and 

experience, there are but three acceptable possible conclusions: 
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a. the hostage takers may recognize the futility 

of their actions and surrender; 

b. the hostages may effect their own release; or 

c. the hostages will be rescued and the hostage­

takers apprehended. 

The first possibility is, of course, the preferred 

one. The second and third are fraught with danger. The 

former most difficult to predict and generally uncontrollable. 

'1'hE'~ l~.tter requiring planning, and precise response by well­

trained and equipped specialists. 

A methodology of crisis intervention through 

negotiations was developed for such situations in order to 

ease anxieties and tensions and, if possible, to allow the 

captor to assess the situation rationally. This methodology 

is based on an understanding of the psychological forces 

which are present during hostage confrontations. 

~ince no two hostage confrontations are alike, ~here 

can be no standardized format for negotiations. Each situation 

is treated individually. However, the following techniques 

have been developed as a result of experiences and from the 



outstanding efforts and leadership of the New York City Police: 

Members of the Hostage Negotiating Team should 

have a mature appearance so that they will be 

perceived by the captor as a person of authority. 

The negotiator should not portray himself as 

the ultimate aecision maker. This will permit 

the negotiator to defer decisions, buy time 

and maintain rapport with the cap.tor when demands 

are delayed or refused because he, the negotiator, 

is not the person denying the captor's request. 

The negotiator should be aware of the following 

psychological differences among captor types according to 

Schlossberg, Bolz, Mulhanney and even Sir Robert Mark of 

Scotland Yard: 

Usually the easiest type of captor to deal with 

is the professional criminal. He is consi~ered 

a relatively rational thinker who after assessing 

the situation and weighing the odds, in most 

cases, comes to terms with the police and refrains 

from unnecessary violence or useless killing. 
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• 
The psychotic individual, on the other hand, 

presents different and more complex problems. 

He tends to be irrational and 'therefore less 

predictable. His actions, the words he uses 

and the demands he makes, are often valuable 

clues to his mental condition. The psychotic 

harbors great inner frustration and conflict. 

He may even feel a degree of pleasure from his 

precarious predicament as he now finds himself 

important and the centre of attention, a position 

'i"hich may be unique in his life. Time works for 

us in this instance because the psychotic is 

emotionally tense and expends a great deal of 

physical and psychic energy, which eventually 

wears him down. 

The terrorist creates an even more difficult 

hostage situation. Many rationalize their 

behaviour by claiming to be revolutionaries 

seeking social justice. In these situations, 

the resolve to die for their cause may 

deteriorate with the passage of time, thus 

allowing mistakes to be made. 
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• 
A review of the Canadian Penitentiary Service 

incidents reveals some rather startling information concerning 

the hostage-takers: 

a. Age: Average age of hostage-takers 22.6 

years; in first two yeaTs of average minimum 

of four year sentence; 

b. Family Background: 87.3% from family of 4 

or more children with inadequacies of finances 

and domestic stability; 

c. Racial Background: bears no significance; 

d. E"ducation: Averages Grade 8.2 

e. Disciplinary Background and Pattern: Indicates 

100% record of school truancy, 92.4% school 

bully or victim of school bully record, 83.4% 

record of foster home assignment and 81.8% 

record of running away; 

f. Criminal Record: in 91.08% of cases reported 

started at age 16 or earlier with petty theft 

and includes B & E and auto theft in a pattern 

of increasing violence; 

in 63% of the cases; 
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! 

g. Stature: is a factor in 86% of cases where 

subject is under 5'10" in h~ight and weighs 

less than 160 lbs.i 

h. Marital Status: Does not appear to be a major 

factor, although none of the individuals showed 

a strong marriage situationi 

i. Community Involvement: was negative in all caseSi 

j. Mannerisms: Indicated an inadequate personality 

in 87.9 instances; 

k. Record of Violence: indicated a pattern of 

increasing violence from age of 13; 

1. Other behavioural indicators were present with 

a combination of at least five of the above; and 

m. Organized Crime figures were conspicuous by 

their abstinence. 

When one considers that the population of ~ederal 

penal institutions in the main,houses individuals who may 

generally be said to have exhibited anti-social characteristics 

and been caught, it is not surprising to expect a large 

proportion of the population to display some of the foregoing. 
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• 
It is interesting, hmvever, to compare these 

characteristics with the Cochrane-Johnson escape-prone ~nmate 

profile of eleven characteristics: 

1. weak or non-existent home ties; 

2. served less than forty per cent of term; 

3. more than 18 months remaining before parole 

eligibility; 

4. more than four years remaining before attainment 

of maximum sentence; 

5. history of habitual offences; 

6. not reached age thirty; 

7. detainers (added warrants) on file; 

8. poor employment r.ecord~ 

9. uncooperative attitude; 

10. daring and aggressive personality; 

11. mental instability and inferior intelligence. 

One might then consider Hans Toch' s ten classifications 

of violent men: 

1. Reputation .defenders 

2. Norm enforcers 

3. Self-image defenders 

4. Self-image promo tors 

5. Self-defenders 
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6. Pressure removers 

7. Bullies 

8. Exploiters 

9. Self-indulgent personalities 

10. People who use violence as a catharsis 

Hostage-taking in a penal setting is not unlike 

hostage-taking in any other setting. The risk, however, is 

greater due to the concentration of a particular type of 

individual already established as anti-social. Care must be 

taken to make every effort to identify - in advance - the 

potential hostage-taker and in so doing to remember also that 

conditions and circumstances may induce the action of the 

inmate who takes a hostage to create change, to achieve 

recognition, to enforce demands, to escape in an impulsive 

or planned reaction against the system and/or his/her particular 

circumstances. 

Having said all this, what do we dr) to train 

adequate response resources. Our suggested topic coverage 

includes: 

a. Pre-incident indicators; 

b. Dangerosity indicators; 

c. Initial response to crisis situations; 
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d. Hostage taking; 

e. Crisis Intervention; 

f. Crisis reporting; 

g. Crisis negotiation; 

h. Alert recall; 

i. Crisis situation assessment; 

j. Reconnaissance; 

k. Crisis response deployment; 

1. Crisis information collection; 

m. Crisis information analysis; 

n. Crisis decision making; 

o. Organization of Crisis Response; 

p. Situation appreciations; 

q. Canadian Law on the Use of Force; 

r. Electronic surveillance; 

s. Response force deployment; 

t. Armed response tactics; 

u. Narcotics; 

v. Weapons training; 

w. Gas training; 

X. Exercises; 

y. Report writing; 

z. Crisis response research; 
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aa. Crisis response critiques; 

bb. Communications; 

cc. Equipment maintenance; and 

dd. Unarmed combat. 

To meet the training requirement and with the full 

assistance and co-operation of our Correctional Staff College 

(particularly the Ontario Staff College) and the Canadian 

National Advisory Network's mandate to: 

"DeveZop tactical, pl,ans and training pZ'ograms 

in ordeZ' to respond pZ'ofessionaZl,y to hostage-

taking incidents" 

a phased training program has not only been developed but 

presented as of this date to a respectable number of Peniten-

tiary Service and other personnel a~ follows: 
SOIlClter General SolllClleur general 
Canaca Canaca 

Penllennanes 

Ott.awa, Ontario 
28 April, 1976 

HQ9600/76 (OPS) 
0." til. ~." f.' .... ftC. 

HOSTAGE TRAZNING SI~ATION, 

In acc~rdan?e ~ith direction issued by the Commissioner 
o! Pen~tent:J.ar~es on Pebrua::-,r Sell, , 076 "lnde~ le"-er 
3 '1~"/' ) ..' - ... .. ~- .• (~ (?PSl host:age eaJ:l.:lg ?revendve security 
t::aJ.n~~g nas ~een ~roVJ.ded as :0110ws: 

REGION CPS :;STAB STA..~ NON-STAFF ~~ 
TRGN TRGN 

Atlantic 579 220 lS Completion date is 
expected to be Jl May 

Qu~bec 1644 211 0 

Ontario 1761 131S expect.ed to be compleeed 
by 31 May 76 

?:a.i:ie 1046 900 79 courses are scheduled 
unt:il July 1975 

?ac:i!ic: 1026 139 training is not expected 
to be completed until 1977 

Total "ffi6 nsa 9i 
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identification of the problem, its location (audible and visual) 

and a capability to monitor the situation. Such systems are 

already in use by the Canadian Penitentiary Service on an 

experimental basis. 

PART THREE - CONCLUSION 

Hostage taking is a relatively new, but growing 

criminal and terroristic phenomena. It is intensifying in 

both frequency and ferocity. Richard W. Kobitz claims and 

recent Canadian experience confirms two reasons for the 

growing popularity of hostage taking can be isolated: 

1. The "contagion factor" chich spurs inunaginative 

well-publicized acts; and 

2. Society itself is becoming more violent, more 

readily accepting violence and the threat of 

violence. 

Canada is experiencing, like Europe and the United 

States previously, realization that such incidents as: 
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The training proposed and in various stages of 

development incl1ldes: 

a. General Training - a one-day general staff 

preventive program as described in the detailed 

syllabu~ attached at Annex B to this paper; 

b. Management Training - a one week management/ 

decision maker training course directed 

specifically toward crisis inte~vention; 

c. Negotiator Training - a one week specialist 

negotiator training course; and 

d. Tactical Training - a one month specialist 

emergency tactical team response course. 

Technology too, plays an extremely important part 

in response to this violent phenomena and great care should 

be taken to ensure that technical equipment employed in 

response is cost-effective. A myriad of equipment is 

already available and other equipment off the shelf can be 

modified or adapted to meet envisaged requirements. To 

expose such technonogy would be foolhar.dy and compromise its 

effectiveness thus suffice it is to say that Personal Security 

Alarm Systems are available which provide immediate alarm, 
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a. Prison takeovers and escape attempts in which 

hostages are seized; 

b. Aircraft hijackings; 

c. Seizures of business executives, diplomats, 

d. Armed robberies in which by-standers are seized 

to aid in escapes; and 

e. Incidents involving mentally unbalanced citizens 

who seize hostages in an attempt to gain 

recognition 

are an increasing danger wi'ch which the community at large is, 

at present, not totally prepared to effectively deal in a co­

ordinated common adequate defence. 

While tactical response plans must ultimately be 

designed by individual departments or jurisdictions to meet 

specific needs, there are existing commonalities which relate 

overall to effective crisis intervention and further there 

is an urgent requirement for commonality of national crisis 

response and crisis intervention training~ 
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III .... 
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COURSE POPULATION: 

PURPOSE: 

PREVENTIVE SECURITY DIVISION 

CANADIAN PENITENTIARY SERVICE 

PROPOSED DETAILED' SYLLABUS 

CRISIS INTERVENTION - HOSTAGE SITUATIONS - NEGOTIATORS 

Specially selected personnel meeting prescribed pr8requisites who have 
volunteered for hostage negotiator training and employment. 

a. To equip attendees with some of the special skills and recommended 
techniques established to be effective in negotiating the release 
of hostages and the surrender of hostage takers; 

b. To provide attendees basic behavioural guidelines to be followed 
to reduce the adverse effects of a hostage-taking situation; 

c. To provide attendees increased understanding of the motivations 
and typology of hostage takers; 

d. 

e. 

f. 

~. 

To provide attendees increased knowledge of the dynamics of inter­
personal relationships of hostage takers and hostages; 

To provide attendees an understanding of prescribed hostage reaction 
policies; 

To provide attendees an opportunity to improve communication skills; 
and 

To provide the service an opportunity to further assess volunteers' 
potential as a hostage negotiator. 



SERI1U, 

I 
W ..... ..... 
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1 

2 

TIME ALLOTTED 

6 hours 

2 hours 

SUBJECT 

Physical Fitness 
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sessions .. 

Introduction to Hostage Taking 
Violence 

- Sit-ins 
Riots 
Hostage Situations 
International 
National 
Penitentiaries 
Patterns 

REFERENCES 

1. Dr. Kenneth H. Cooper, The New Aerobics; 
Bantam Bqoks, 1970 

2. Mildred Cooper and Dr. Kenneth H. Cooper, 
Aerobics for Women; Bantam Books, 1972. 
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5. Frederick B. Roby and Russ~l P. Davis; 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 
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Fit-Kit - National Health & 
Recreation Canada. 

The Y's vlay 
Press Inclj lS~ 

1-'7elfare, 

Akman, Dogan p.IIHomicides and Assaults in 
Canadian Penitentiaries II , Canadian Journa': 
of Corrections, October 1966, Vol 8, No. ~ 

Dawe, D. IIChronology of Unlawful Inter­
fe.rence with Civil Aviation", Canada, 
Department of Supply and Services,Dec. 191 

Dawe, D. liThe Pr7\vention of Hostage Taki: 
strategies, Tactics an<'l Historyll, CanadL 
Penitentiary Service, Apr~l 15, 1976. 
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Hostage Situations -
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Assessment of Potential 
Problems. 

REFERENCES 
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Canadian Journal of Criminology & 
Corrections II , 1975. 

13. Hubbard, Dr. David, "The Skyjacker", 
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The wave of violence that has exploded allover the world 
since 1970, with in turn, socio-political and common criminal moti­
vations, has also reached Italy, and Police Forces in our country 
have been confronted from several sides, each one with specific 
characteristics and methods of action', 

In particular, the taking of hostages has proved to be a 
determining weapon at the disposal.of terrorists, used on various 
occasions, and the weakness and uncertainty of governments in facing 
this phenomenon of taking of hostages for political purposes, or so 
claimed to be, has even favoured the development of a criminal mentality, 
by which the common thief, too, or the robber, caught in the act of 
committing a crime, thinks it is convenient to abduct innocent wit­
nesses in order to ensure his own impunity, flight or profit. 

As a matter of fact, the crime of abduction was already 
historically known in our country, even before the 170s. 

Kidnapping in Italy, in fact, once occurred and was considered 
a typical crime of the mountains of Sardinia; in particular in the 
Province of Nuoro, where bandits and people wanted for murder took 
shelter. Kidnapping was also a crime of some secluded areas in Sicily 
and in Southern Calabria. 

In the years between 1965 and 1972, we have had 50 cases of 
abduction in Sardinia, 13 in Calabria and 8 in Sicily. The Italian 
Police solved 44 cases and have identified. and arrested 254 suspected 
people. 

An 
took place 
.l!bduction. 
the Foreign 
arrest in a 

important result was the arrest of the bandit MESSINA which 
in March, 1969. He was responsible for many cases of 
His accomplice, Miguel ATIENZA, a Spanish deserter of 
Legion in Corsica, was killed a few days before MESSINA's 
shoot-out between police members and bandits. 
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It is surprising to see, at this point, that the rapid in­
crease in cases of abduction in Sardinia,from 1965 onwards, (between 
1960 and 1965, there had been only 3 cases of abduction) was, social­
ly and from a criminologistic point of view, ascribed to police action 
when their preventive and repressive measures were better and the 
living conditions in Italy had changed to A better standard. In 
villages of Sardinia" the classical type of economical, agricultural 
and pastoral crimes of the island, such as cattle-stealing and robbery 
became less fruitful and more difficult to carry out. 

Although every case of kidnapping has its own story, there 
were some constant, typical characteristics of techniques used in 
Sardinia which were followed. For example: 

1) the individualization of the victim to be kidnapped and his 
possibility to pay the ransom price; 

2) the study of his habits, in order tb better choose the time and 
place of ~is kidnapping; 

3) the arrangements made beforehand to find places (grottoes, ravines, 
huts, tents, or dwelling places) to hide, at different moments, 
the kidnapped person, until his ransom has been handed over. 

4) the choice of itineraries specifying where to pass through and 
means of transportation to meet middlemen or negotiators. 

The most dramatic aspect of this matter, in all cases, was 
formed by the fact that, after a victim had been captured, his 
relatives became the bandits' accomplices and the bandits were there­
fore given a remarkable advantage. 

Among the many enquiries carried out by our police services, 
one, in particular, is worth mentioning, as it was possible, thanks 
also to the cooperation given by the victIm's relatives, who were 
not from Sardinia, to prepare a good operational plan, making use of 
all modern techniques which our Services had at their disposal. 

On September 1st, 1969, in the t ~ea of Silius, in the Province 
of Cagliari, Sardinia, one Mr. Enzo BOSCHETTI, an engineer, was kid­
napped. He came from Padua, which is situated in the northern part 
of Italy, and was employed in Sardinia in a mining company. The technique 
used by the kidnappers to capture him was the usual one. The car 
which he was driving was brought to a halt by placing heavy stones in 
the middle of the road. He was caught and taken to the mountains 
through \-lOods which exist in the area, and subsequently to the place 
of hiding of the bandits. 
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The reaction of the Police, at the beginning, ~."as the classic 
one. Enquiries were started in the usual manner and every possible 
witness ,."as seen and questioned. Police patrols were sent up to the 
mountains with police dogs. Road blocks were set up all around the 
district in the hope of intercepting the kidnappers and following 
their movements. And, this, in order to cause them difficulties. 

The bandits turned up some days later and sent to the family 
of the kidnapped person a letter asking to pay a ransom of 60 million 
lire for his release. This time, however, the family and the managing 
staff of the Mining Company decided they were ready to cooperate with 
the police force. 

It was therefore agreed that one Mr. CARABELLO, another 
engineer of the Mining Company, in charge of carrying out negotiations 
with the bandits, be accompanied by a driver, who was in this case a 
police officer, of Sardinian origin. 

The engineer was given a radio-microphone, which he hid under 
his suit. The device was connected by radio to a taperecorder placed 
in the car operated by the driver, that is, the police officer. The 
latter was in possession also of a camera. The car was also equipped 
with a modulation oscillator, monitored to a receiver in another 
vehicle. 

The meeting with the bandits was arranged some days later 
along a road in a deserted place. The engineer, on his arrival, had 
to get out of his car and walk into the woods. He could not see the 
faces of the bandits as they were wearing masks. He was not even 
able to understand from their speech and dialect accent from where 
they were coming from. But the radio-microphone worked properly and 
the police officer who was in the car could follow all the speech 
and tape-record it in full. 

It was therefore possible tb establish the district from where 
the bandits originated and other important factors. In fact, Mr. 
CARABELLO gave the bandits only part of the ransom, 10 million lire, 
pleading he had difficulties collecting the whole sum in so short a 
time. He asked to meet the bandits again and he promised that next 
time he would give them the remaining sum of ransom, which they 
agreed would be 25 ~Iillion lire. The bandits, at this stage, obvi­
ously felt sure of themselves and gave him all the indications of the 
place to meet the second time. It was a determining factor for the 
final stage of the police enquiries. The police officer in the car 
was not able to take any pictures of the bandits and the power of 
the oscillator was too weak to be picked up by the other police ve­
hicles. The Chief of the Provincial Police Headquarters in Cagliari, 
Dr. L1 DONNI, t.herefore decided to use another device, a radio-goniometre 
(direction finder) when the bandits were met the second time. The 
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impulses of the radio-goniometre, could be easily picked up by an 
helicopter flying around the place of meeting. 

Mr. CARABELLO's car was ~hen equipped with this radio device 
which could be put in operation by simply closing a circuit and would 
send out a pre~fixed radio signal, to indicate the place where' the 
meeting was taking place. This "signal" would be received by another 
apparatus on board a helicopter and put automatically into operation 
a device called "Homing", another radio finder, which would allow 
police to trace the car, even if it was covered by tr.ees in the woods 
and out of sight. 

On October 11, 1969, the operation took place according to 
the plan agreed upon. The car of Mr. CARABELLO left Cagliari, following 
an itinE. 'ary arranged in advance and which was about 50 kilometres 
long. At 11:20 in the morning, one of the helicopters caught the 
signal and found out that the place of meeting was at the 30th kilo­
metre of a secondary provincial road. Guided by the first helicopter, 
the other helicopters, ~ .. hich were also equipped with the "Homing" 
device, surrounded the area and landed our policemen. At the same 
time the roads of the district were blocked. 

Hidden inside the vegetation~ two men were immediately found 
and arrested. Not far from them the money paid for the ransom was 
also found. As the money and the plastic envelopes containing the 
bank-notes were sprinkled with fluorescent powder, the two men were 
put through a'n ultra-violet test. Their suits and hands were found 
containing plenty bf this powder. The criminals could but confess 
their crime. They even indQcated where another accomplice of theirs, 
not very far from where they were caught, was holding the engineer 
in custody. The third criminal was not seen, however, because he 
took flight in time, but the engineer could free himsel:~ and run 
away safe and sound. 

In all these cases which I have mentiored above, the abductors 
were typical as to their social-criminal characteristics. In fact, 
as far Sardinia is concerned, it was usually a question of shepherds, 
people accustomed to the hard life in the mountains, most of whom 
were in flight because they were wanted for some criminal case of 
violence which they had previously committed. Therefore, by committing 
the abduction they not only expected to obtain an economic advantage, 
more or less important, but they also found themselves compelled by 
the necessity of finding their means of support and the means of 
obtaining help and complicity in order to avoid being caught by the 
police. 

In Sicily and in Calabria, the outstanding criminals involved 
in cases of abduction were, on the contrary, people connected with 
the organized crime world, particularly the "Jv!afia" type, and the 
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economic advantage was the principal motivation which brought about 
the criminal plan. 

Then, in the years 1972-1973, some criminal cases of political 
terrorism occurred in various Italian cities, which caused the Police 
services to take special measures of surveillance i~ airports, air­
crafts, embassies, railways, highways and prisons, as well as to 
protect Italian and foreign V.1.P.'s who --as was experienced either 
in Italy or in other countries -~might have been at any time victims 
of attempts or taken as hostages. 

It was just at that time that public opinion realized with 
fear and consternation that taking of hostages with the purpose of 
extortion might occur also in large Italian cities, where it proved 
to be even more suitable to carry out such crimes. 

The cases we had in Piedmont, in Calabria and Latium, proved 
to follow a common li~e and some were very like the kidnapping case 
which took place in Sicily and in the Calabrian region. 

1. The" technique" followed by the kidnappers was based on ambushes 
and on celerity when the kidnapping took place. 

2. Before getting in touch with the families of the victims, the 
abductors deliberately allowed a long time to elapse, in order 
to increase the anguish of the families. 

3. The negotiations for the release of the prisoners were handled, 
although seemingly in a patient manner, in a relentless and 
merciless manner because of the constant threats made of killing 
the victim. 

4. The conditions under which the victims were held, according to 
what was narrated by the hostages freed, provided no respect for 
any of their physical needs and moral requirements. 

5. The huge sum of money demanded for the ransom and the release of 
the prisoners, amounted nearly always to several thousands of 
millions of lire. 

(Some papers wrote with a tragic sense of irony, that the bandits 
were better informed of the financial conditions of the persons 
kidnapped than the Revenue Office of the Government). 

The technique used by the kidnappers was typical of that of 
the Hafia and the investigations were carried out in this direction. 

Then, in the summer of 1973, we bad the case of the kidnapping 
of Paul Getty III, a young American boy, nephew of the big petrol 
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company owner, which I am sure you have already heard about.-

Following long and complex investigations, our investigators 
soon found out that they had to do with the Mafia group coming from 
the Calabrian region. When they found out that they would not get 
the 5 million dollars they asked for the ransom of the boy, they 
cut off his ear and sent it to his family. The family was therefore 
forced to pay the ransom. The conditions dictated by the bandits 
were that a car, with those in charge of paying the ransom on board, 
was to leave Rome for Naples and proceed to Salerno. Then along 
the autoroute in Calabria, go to a certain point and come back. After 
a 1,500 km drive, the car was to arrive at a point "x" where the 
bandits would have made signals for it to stop. The request was so 
made to make any action of the police impossible. The bandits were 
very clear in dictating their conditions: at the slightest doubt, 
they would kill the boy. 

It was not an easy task for our Flying Squad men, that is to 
say, the Investigating Squad in Rome; in fact, the investigators,even 
though well aware of the extreme necessity of safeguarding above all 
the life of the boy, could not leave the field completely to the 
abductors and let the negotiators fall. into a trap prepared by the 
bandits. It was therefore decided that three police officers, each 
riding a different car, would go to places where they could observe 
the movements of the bandits and report all information they could 
acquire for their identification. The cars were not to be equipped 
with any radio sets and the officers could not carry any camera or 
field glasses, so as not to make the bandits suspect anything. 

The serial numbers of the bank-notes which were used to pay 
the ransom price were all introdu~ed into the computer. The plan 
succeeded in full. Along the route, a car, (plate number CZ 103770) 
was occasionally seen, following the car of those in charge of paying 
the ransom. By telephone, this plate number was reported to the 
Police Headquarters in Rome and it was found out that it was owned 
by a well-known Mafia boss in Calabria. 

Meanwhile, the car of Mr. Chase, the man in charge of paying 
the ransom by Getty's family, was ordered to stop at a linking road 
along the highway~by a shot of a hunting gun. Two individuals with 
masked faces told him to deposit the money on the ground and to go 
away. Luckily enough, one of our police officers who passed by soon 
after could see the bandits' faces well - as in that moment, they 
were no longer wt:<aring masks. He fixed their featulres in his mind 
as he could not arrest them or take pictures for fear of compromising 
the life of the kidnapped boy • 
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• Later that night, in Rome, Mr. Chase and the offi(!er could 
recognize by the pictures shown to them that the persons driving the 
car following Mr. Chase's car and one of the individuals seen carrying 
the sacks of bank-notes were Bros. MAMMOLITI Saverio and MAMMOLITI 
Vincenzo. 

No action, hm-lever, was taken until Paul Getty was released, 
and this happened two days later. They were arrested in Calabria not 
far from the place where they collected the monev for the ransom. 
All the members of the gang, consisting of 7 individuals, were 
arrested. Only one escaped being arrested. Part of the ransom money 
paid was also found and recovered. At the time of this writing, the 
trial of Paul Getty's case is taking place and he has arrived from 
the United States to attend the,hearings. 

The efforts of our Police Forces in cases of abduction were 
certainly important and we had successful results. Nevertheless, 
cases of abduction have progressivffi.y increased. From 8 cases we 
had in 1972, we passed to 17 cases in 1973, to 38 cases in 1974 and 
to 62 cases in 1975, despite the fact that, in November, 1974, a law 
was approved, increasing the punishment, as laid down in our Penal 
Code, up to 24 years of imprisonment. 

The action of our Police services were adequate and out of 
125 cases, 84 were resolved positively. 440 individuals were arrested 
or accused of this crime, of which 85 were arrested and 85 are still 
wanted. 

It has been discovered that the authors of cases of abduction 
should have a different classification, according to whether they were 
members of the Mafia family, or Mafia members who moved to northern 
Italy and joined the local underworld organizations, or just criminals 
originating from the world of smugglers or free-lance abductors. 

Drug smugglers, cigarette smugglers and professional bank 
robbers often prefer to leave their activities, where risks are much 
more and the profits limited, and dedicate themselves to cases of 
abduction where prospects were brighter and more interesting. In 
fact, they are free to choose their victim, the day and place of crime 
and .~,mbush, sure that their booty will be more consistent and the 
intervention of the police hampered for fear of the life of the 
victim. 

One of the more spectacular cases in this field took place 
recently in Rome. Our Flying Squad, in liaison with Interpol, was 
able to identify and arrest the members of an Italo-French gang of 
criminals which was involved in cases of robberies and murder and. 
passed on to abduction and to taking of hostages. This gang was 
responsible for 5 r,ensational cases of abduction committed in 1974 
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and in 1975, in Rome and in othe~ Italian cities. 

The technique used by the police is now adequate to the 
ci~cumstances and they have ~eacted adequately, both investigatively 
and technically, pa~ticula~ly wheneve~, they got the indispensable 
coope~ation of the ~elatives and f~iends of the victim. ' 

Cases of hostage-taking involving ll.~med kidnappers in Postal 
0ffices, banks and shops,with the pu~pose of assu~ing their flight 
when surrounded by Police forces, number -from 1966 to today -
30 cases in total. The hostages held were 58, four of which we~e 
killed. 

An interesting study, based on eithe~ the experiences and the 
suggestions of the police service in this £ield, has been ~ecently 
prepared by the Gene~al Di~ection of Public Security and has been put 
at the disposal of investigato~s and of all those who want to get 
acquainted with the measures to be taken in order to prevent an 
a bd\l'~ tion. 

As a matter of fact, abduction is to be regarded as a c~ime 
which can be carried out ve~y easily and which is difficult to deal 
with fo~ the police services because preventive and rep~essivA 
action meets up with a number of difficulties due to the very nature 
of the crime itself. 

The rema~kable increase in the numbe~ of cases of abduction 
occuring in 1975 has revealed that harsher penalties are not sufficient 
to efficiently control this kind of crime and public opinion, in­
creasingly alarmed, has demanded legislative measures to be taken 
which are capable of making it possible to o ,'>:>rcome the difficul ties 
met by the investigato~s~ in thei~ inquiries to find out the pe~sons 
responsible for such crimes. 

Fo~ instance, it has been proposed that: 

- it would be advisable that the jurisdiction (If a single case of 
abduction be given to the tribunal of the place whe~e the crime 
has been committed and not to the court of the place whe~e the' 
victim has been released; 

- among the other main issues that have been dil;cussed with r'egard 
to this criminal phenomenon, there are some oj: particular interest, 
i. e.; 

- the request to suspend the investigations oftEm put forward by the 
relatives of the Victim; 

- the divulgence of information on the developmemt of the case; 
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- the intervention of insurance companies concerning the risks 
connected _:th abduction; 

.. the seizure, ordered by the magistrate, of the victim's funds and 
other problems concerning the technology of the police services and 
their rapidity of intervention in such cases. . 

In a recent case of abduction, a magistrate in Milan ordered 
the police to taka measures so that the extortion could not be brought 
to conclusion, by prohibiting the payment of the ransom price. 

The decision to block the payment of the ransom price when 
the negotiators had already contacted the criminals, made it possible 
~o seize big sums of money and this has brought, Ss a consequence, 
a decrease in crimes ~n that region. 
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THE NETHERLANDS - ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS. 

The Police Organisation 

Each,municipality of over 25,000 inhabitants has a municipal 
police force. The other municipalities are policed by the State 
Police Force. There are 134 municipal police forces, counting about 
19,000 men, about 7,000 of them in the 3 largest towns. Each separate 
force is administered by the "burgomaster" and is competent only in 
its own territory, in effect, creating an enormous splintering of 
resources. 

For the past 5 years we have been working on reorganisation, 
but this will most probably not come about for the next 10 years. 
The State Police Force polices the remaining approximately 700 munici­
palities and has an establishment of about 12,000. The force is 
administered centrally by the Minister of Justice. 

Operationally, the police -municipal and state police alike 
- are subordinate to the "burgomaster" and the public prosecutor. 
The "burgomaster" is responsible for the maintenance of public order 
and the publ ic prosecutor for the detection of criminal offences, a 
division which, I believe, is not known in the United Kingdom, since 
the dividing line between these two tasks is not clearly drawn. 

It means that the "burgomaste-c" as well as the public prosecutor 
can give orders to the police. We call this, in our jargon: duality 
in authority. 

In certain serious cases the police can receive assistance 
from military personnel. In the first place from the Royal Military 
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Police, which has an establishment of about 3,500 men and which 
force is, inter alia, also charged with the control of the frontier 
under the supervision of the Minister of Justice. In special cir­
I~umstances also from what the Police Act calls "other military", in 
case of attacks on airports and of hostage-taking, such as the Royal 
Marines and armoured infantry battalions. 

9rganisation of the Judiciary 

Now for a bird's eye view of the organisation of the Nether­
lands judiciary. The country is divided into five departments, in 
each of which there is a Court of Appeal. To each of these courts 
belongs an Attorney-General, who acts at the same time as Director of 
Police, which means that he sees to it that the police fulfil their 
task in aid of the judiciary properly. Each department is sub­
divided into a number of districts, in each of which there is a 
District Court. Attached to each District Court is a Public Prosecutor~ 
who is responsible for the prosecution of criminal offences. 

In this organisation the Attorney-General is the superior of 
the Public Prosecutor. Likewise, the Queen's Commissioners in each 
of the·ll provinces are the superiors of the "burgomasters". I give 
you this outline as a working-hypothesis. The reality is much more 
complicated. 

In other words: in the handling of hostage situations, the 
following are involved: 

the "burgomaster" of the municipality where the incident 
occurs; the chief of local police (in a State Police area a high­
ranking Officer of the State Police Force); 

the Public Prosecutor in whose district the site of the in­
cident is situated; 

the Attorney-General, acting Director of Police in question; 

the Queen's Commissi ner in the province. 

The parts they play will presently be discussed. 

A permanent squad of 17 police officers has been formed to 
detect, in advance, if possible, terrorist ~ of national importance. 
It consists of members of the State Police and of municipal police 
forces and its activities are guided by a Public Prosecutor, who is 
attached to all district courts for giving guidance to investigations 
of this nature • 
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You will have noticed meanwhile that in these matters sim­
plicity is not the seal of truth. I will return to this in due time 
when I discuss the investigative aspect. 

The Organisation in cases of hostage-taking. 

Immediately after the incident has been reported, three 
groups assemble to handle the case. 

a. As close as possible to the place of the incident a 
special police headquarters will be set up. The site of the incident 
will be isolated. As a rule, the police make no effort at that 
moment to terminate the incident by violent means. FOl: that matte}., 
circumstances can be imagined in which immediate action would be 
justifiable, e.g., when there is only on~ assailant who would expose 
himself. In cas~where there is no suitabie accomodation in the 
vicinity of the incident, we use caravans which provide office room 
and other facilities. The police unit has direct telephone and two­
way radio communications with what is termed "the competent authority". 

b. This competent authority (i.e., the local Police Centre) 
meets at some distance from the location of the incident, preferably 
not much farther than about a ten minutes' drive by car. This is 
because frequent contacts between the two units is necessary. Leader 
of the Policy Centre is the Attorney General of the department in 
question. Hostage-taking is regarded as a most serious crime and as 
an incident that must not be treated as an infraction of local public 
order. As a result of this, the Minister of Justice is responsible 
for its ~landl ing, and on behalf of him the highest judicial authority 
in the area responsible for crime detection. Members of the Policy 
Centre are: the Queen's Commissioner, the local chief of police and 
the "burgomaster". To this group are added tactical and technical 
experts in the field of the behavioural sciences. I will return to 
these latter aspects later on. 

c. At the Ministry of Justice in The Hague, a Crisis Centre 
will be formed, headed by the Minister of Justice. Taking part in 
the deliberations are, dependent on the case, the ~rime Minister, 
the Ministers of Home Affairs, of Foreign Affairs hnd of Defence, 
and also, if necessary, another Minister whose domain is involved in 
the incident (e.g. the Minister of Transport in case of hijacking 
of an airplane). To the Crisis Centre are further attached officials 
of th~ Ministry of Justice, Home Affairs, Defence, Foreign Affairs 
(if it is a case with international aspects) a~d, if necessary, a 
representative of another Ministry involved in the case (e.g., Social 
Affairs in the cases of the Moluccans) • 
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• The.re is a special Steering Committee which is responsible 
for the preparation of measures for the suppression of terrorism. 

ReprE.~sentatives of the Ministries of Justice, Home Affairs, 
Defence and of the Prime Minister deliberate in this committee 
under my chairmanship. This commi.ttee is responsible to the Minister 
of Justice for organisation, tactics and techniques. A sub-committee 
occupies itself with technical means and logistic problems, another 
one with the analysis of hostage cases in our country and abroad and 
a third one wi th S:raining and equipment and tactical use of the 
special assistance-units. 

The Investigative ASEect 

I mentioned already that a special detective squad has been 
formed. This squad investigates cases in which there are suspicions 
that a terrorist action is being contemplated. It collects information; 
observes suspects, etc •. 1 in close coo·operation w::"th the local police. 
The squad is also fed with information, by the Central Criminal Infor­
mation Service and it in turn reports the information gained on its o\~ 
initiative to this Service. The Central Criminal Information Service 
collects and compiles, compares and co-orqinates all information about 
convicted criminals as well as criminal intelligence; there is a 
close co-operation between the Central Criminal Information Service 
-which comes under the Ministry of Justice - and the National Security 
Service, which comes under the Minister of Home Affairs. The in­
formation compiled by the Central Criminal Information Service is 
forwarded, partly in the shape of general surveys, partly as reports 
on specific incidents)- to the police forces involved and, if pertaining 
to the terrorist crime, also to the special squad. 

Until now the criminal investigation services in The Netherlands 
have succeeded in preventing two hostage-takings. Some 10 months ago 
a conspiracy of Holuccans to take Her Majesty the Queen hostage Wi!3 

discovered. The conspirators were arrested and convicted. About six 
months ago, four Syrian terrorists who intended to hijack a train were 
arrested and convicted. Probably it was the discovery of this plan 
and the publicity it received, which inspired a group of Moluccans 
recently to hijack a train near Beilen. 

The Tactical Aspects 

In this connection a few words about the strategic approach. 
Hostage-taking is a serious encroachment on the legal order, which has 
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• to be restored as soon as possible. This r~;t0ration must not be 
achieved by complying with the demands made 01 the terrorists. The 
lives of the hostage9 must in principle be saved. However, not at 
any conceivable cost. The aim to be reached is in principle the arrest 
of the terrorists and the liberation of the hostages, safe and sound. 
~~at, now, are the tactics that enable us to reach these aims as 
fully as possible? To begin with: it is necessary to establish as 
quickly as possible who the terrorists are and what their objective is. 
Sometimes this is immediately clear. In other cases (e.g., Bei1en 
and Amsterdam) it takes contacts with the terrorists and further 
inquiries. Establishing contact is also necessary for another purpose, 
namely to keep the terrorists talking. Hostage-takings based on the 
illusion that the demands will be met within half a day, and, if not, 
that the hostages will be killed, have not been encountered so far. 
This is not to be expected either, for in that case the purpose of 
the action would not.be reached, since publicity would be short-lived 
and utterly negative. Moreover, the terrorists would lose their lives 
or their freedom. Up till the present the impression has not been 
obtained that terrorists, however brave they pretend to be, are anxious 
to sacrifice their lives and to go down in the history of their group 
as martyrs. Should it be the intention to kill the hostages immediately, 
the terrorists would resort to other methods such as bomb attacks or 
other direct killings. This means that tactics may be based on the 
assumption that time as a rule will be available. This does not alter 
the fact, however, that the organisation, the communications and the 
necessary instruments of power must be put into a state of readiness 
as soon as possible. 

In two situations the use of weapons will be necessary. 
Firstly, when the terrorists actually proceed to putting to death one 
hostage after the other. In that case they force the government to 
use armed intervention. Emergency plans for such intervention must 
therefore be prepared right after the hostage situation has arisen. 

A second necessity to use force arises when the government, 
considering that the situation is dragging or too long, that the 
hostages are suffering excessive damage, or for other reasons, should 
decide to put an end to it. For this pu~pose, plans of attack should 
be devised immediately, and afterwards, the emergency and attack plans 
will merge into each other. Un1ess~the circumstances are such that 
an intervention can with a high degree of certainty be carried out 
without bloodshed (e.g., Scheveningen prison), an intervention not 
induced by repeated killings by the other party remains an utterly 
dangerous undertaking, literally an u1timum remedium. In some cases 
a show of strength, and so intimidation, may have wholesome effects. 
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Tecqnical Means 

Group action by normal police units, aimed at the termination 
of a hostage situation, be it with use of weaponry differing from the 
standard police equipment or not, would in itself be in line with our 
notion that the handling of hostage situations is a task for the police. 
The following considerations have nevertheless induced us to reject 
this solution. In the first place, it is OUr opinion that training 
police officers for such duties would render them unfit for the 
exercise of normal police duty. Secondly, it stands to reason that 
such personnel would then have to be established in barracks so as to 
have them immediately at hand in the few instances that hostage situa­
tions occur and to enable continuous training. For these reasons, 
too, they would no longer be usable for daily police duty. And 
finally, the setting apart of a number of policemen would be utterly 
inefficient. 

We must not forget that the Armed Forces have professional 
personnel, who, as regards training and discipline, are already of 
excellent quality and who need only a relatively small additional 
training to be able to act effectively in hostage situations. For 
this purpose a company of Royal Marines is now being trained and, in 
a sense, retrained. Retrained because their normal training is aimed 
at using violence with intent to cause a maximum of damage to the 
enemy. In a hostage situation, however, the damage caused by the 
action is to remain as small as possible. So they have to be taught 
what I would call for convenience's sake "controlled violence", at 
least utterly selective action. For this reason the Marines who 
receive this training are most thoroughly tested on mental ste.bility. 
Their training is given in close co-operation with a psychiatric 
expert. They form a close combat unit of carefully selected men, hard 
trained in sports and combat, skilled in the use of all kinds of 
weapons and led by Officers, competent through study and experience 
to design plans of attack which enable termination of a hostage situation 
with a minimum of bloodshed. This as regards the close combat unit, 
which operates in platoons of about 25 men. 

A second group that has been formed consists of sharpshooters. 
The group consists of hlO units, at present about 40 men each. One 
of these units is made up of officers of the State Police Force, and 
so an exception -and in our opinion an acceptable one - to the rule 
that policemen should not be specially trained for these purposes; 
the second, of Army personnel. They use Fal rifles and Heckler and 
Koch rifles, for distances of up to 500 and 350 meters respectively. 
They are regularly trained as a team to shoot at the same time at 
their targets at an order given by radio. Three marksmen will be 
assigned to one target • 
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Close combat unit and sharpshooters act in unison. As soon as the 
sharpshooters have terminated their action, the Marines take over 
and occupy the object. The lessons of Munich, where only sharpshooters 
carried out the action, lie at the base of this joint action. A 
Co-ordinating Officer, who also maintains the communication with the 
Policy Centre, co-ordinates the activities of the two units. . 

Finally, we can dispose, if necessary, of one or more battal· 
lions of armoured infantry to assist the police in sealing off the 
place of the incident. 

This as regards the special means of power at our disposal in 
hostage situations. We use them - I repeat that -as an ultimum 
remedium only. In this connection, I take the liberty to cite an 
undisputed expert on violence, namely Napoleon Bonaparte, in his 
Memorial de St·gelene: liCe qui me frappe dans le monde, clest 
1 'impuissance de la violence; de ces deux puissances, la violence et 
l'intelligence, c'est a 1a fin la violence qui est toujours vaincue". 
Or in English: "What strikes me in this world is the impotence of 
violence; of these two forces, violence and intelligence, it's in the 
end always violence that is the lose r". 

Communications 

Marines and sharpshooters communicate with each other by 
means of portable radio. Telephone lines, often specially installed 
for the purpose, connect the Police Headquarters with the Policy 
Centre. The enormous and often impeding interest of publicity makes 
it necessary to scramble the radio messages as much as possible and 
to check the telephone lines fo~ tapping. 

For the recording of arrangements in these confusing circum­
stances, a teletype communication will usually be indispensable. The 
General Post Office and the Police Communication Service attend to 
these things at the initiative of the Steering Committee. 

Logistics 

As a rule, the police, the assisting units and the staffs of the two 
centres will be able to provide for their own housing and catering 
as well as for food and drink for the hostages. 

One can think of circumstances, however, -and this was 
actually the case at Beilen .- in which it is difficult to make sui­
table provisions for these needs on the spot,nead over heels. A 
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• working group of the Steering Committee prepares the logistic privisions 
for food and drink and medical care, particularly for the hostages 
after the event. It seems unnecessary to build up a special logistics 
unit. What has to be done in advance is that arrangements must be 
made with medical services of the largest cities, with catering busi­
nesses, supply units of the Army, etc. It would be well to reckon 
with tete possibility that scores of hostages will have to be sus-
tained for weeks and weeks, possibly at places where central faci­
lities are lacking. 

Recording 

Among the technical aspec~, I also reckon the recording of 
everything that happens and that is being done. The purpose of this 
recording is in the first place to enable staff-members of the centres 
to work in relays, so that the centres are adequately manned day and 
night. Do not wear yourself out by Yf~aining on the spot continuously 
and taking a dogsleep now and then. If you do that, your capacity 
will deteriQrate; you will easily get irritated and that is unaccept­
able in such circumstances. The first 12 days, 12 hours per 24 hours 
on duty, and after that only 8 hours. So those functionaries who 
play a permanent part in the handling of the incident have to supply 
substitutes. By consultation of the logbook the latter can inform 
themselves in a short time about what has passed during their absence. 
If you had to tell them all that, it \V'ould cost you a lot of time 
and your account would probably be inco~plete. 

For this purpose we use memo-recorders, the tapes of which are 
typed out regularly. A second reason to record at the Policy Centre, 
as well as at the CriSis Centre, everything that happens, is that 
this recording makes it possible to compose a public report afterwards, 
which may also serve as a basis for discussions in Parliament. 

The third reason is to create the possibility of analysing 
the incident afterwards and introducing improvements in organisation, 
tactics and techniques. 0 

One more observation in this connection. The soldier marches 
on his stomach. But so does the general. See to it that you, your 
collaborators and all other personnel are well cared for as regards 
food and drink. Nothing proves more frustrating than to find it 
impossible to have a cup of coffee, a hamburger or a drink when you 
feel the need of it. 
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Other technical means 

Other technical means such as thermic lances to remove locks 
and parts of walls, explosive devices to blowout closed doors (e.g., 
a door of a train) need further development and should be available. 

Various kinds of roles of the psychological aspects 

I remarked earlier that Napoleon already was aware of the 
fact that intelligence is of more value than violence. The intellectual 
means to be used also include, in our opinion, the knowledge geined by the 
behavioural scientists. Consequently, psychiatrists and psychologists 
are attached to the staff of the local Policy Centre. It is our 
experience that making an appeal ad hoc to a psychiatrist or a psy­
chologist who happens to be present near the place of the incident 
is not the right thing to do. They, too, must have had the opportunity 
in advance to prepare themselves for such a situation, to think about 
it, and to consult literatur8 on the subject. In view of this, we 
are now forming a group of four or five psychiatrists and psychologists 
who are willing and able to assist a Policy Team if needed. This 
assistance is not confined to the keeping up of contacts with terrorist~ 
and hostages but also extends tc advice about the policy to be adopted. 
They may, e.g., have a say in the design of plans of attack and in 
the choice of the right moment to carry out such plans. To give an 
example: the use of much noise and of star shells -son et lumiere 
in the course of the termination of the hostage situation in the 
prison at Scheveningen was in part based on psychiatric advice. 

Sometimes it will be best for a psychiatrist to act as a 
negotiator himself, in other cases it may be better to leave this 
task to a policeman, instructed by a behavioural scientist. This 
also depends on the man who arranges the first contact with the 
terrorists. We beli~ve that the behavioural scientist, if he is to 
be able to give valuable advice, must have a place in the Policy 
Team. His place should not be on a side Ii ne, whence he will no 
doubt say wise things, but often things that are useless in practice, 
however. 

I will not tire you with wisdom which I myself have largely 
from the mouths of behavioural scientists. I restrict myself to 
bringing a few slogans to your attention: 

- Get to know who and what the terrorists are. 

- How far they are trained 

- How much stress they can take 
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- The terrorist lives in a state of narrowed consciousness. 
His functions of thought are aimed at one goal only, ~.,hich> certain­
ly if it is of a political nature, may become a "sacred" goal. In 
that case their end also $nctifies the means. They are prepared, or 
imagine so, to sacrifice their own lives for their goal, so why not 
someone elsels too? The terrorist must have the impression that he 
is being taken seriously, in any case in the beginning. He must be 
"recognized". After all, he has the power over the hostages which 
he threatens. When the situation has been stabilised more or less, 
a second stage enters. At this stage we often see develop a strange 
relationship between terrorists and hostages. A relationship \"hich 
sometimes continues long after the incident, as we have seen, parti­
cularly in the Beilen case. 

Finally, the third and last stage, which may become very un­
stable again. The terrorist becomes less certain of himself and may 
then be tempted to sho~., just once more who he really is. A sobar­
minded, contemplative, rational, realistic approach, demonstrating 
inner certainty --even if actually non-existing --is called for. 

Until the present we have not yet trained police officers 
in the technique of negotiating as applied by the New York police. 
We are still in doubt on this p0i.nt. The hostage-takings in the 
United States have so far essentially been criminally motivated and 
were carried out by Americans. We, on our part, have larg6ly been 
confronted with politically motivated hostage-takings, in most cases 
carried out by aliens or people of foreign origin. In such cases the 
language problem starts playing a part. We are giving further thought 
to this subject. 

"Publicity" and "Information" 

We take the view that public relations officers should be 
posted at the site of the incident to take care of the communication 
between the Policy Centre and the news media. Such officers should 
for the same purpose also be present at the Crisis Centre, as well as 
at the Ministry of Justice. Since the Minister of Justice is the' 
final one responsible for the handling of the incident, it is natu.ral 
that the Information Service of his Ministry is charged with these 
dutieso Without prejudice to its own responsibility, this Service 
may, and will, make us~ of public relations offi~ers of other Ministries 
and organisations involved in the handling of the case. In this way 
the supply of information is in onta hand, under clear ministerial res­
ponsibility • 
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• To enable him to fulfil his task in the right way, the Head 
of the Information Service of the Ministry of Justice must be a 
member of the staff of the Policy Centre (and he must keep close contact 
with the Crisis Centre). Supply of good information forms part of 
the overall policy and should be made instrumental in a good solution 
of the incident. 

In many cases one of the aims of the terrorists will be world­
wide publicity for their cause. In principle, the policy to be 
adopted would therefore be to deny them this publicity. This, however, 
i8 a dream that may turn into a nightmare. For, the simple fact is, 
that a hostage situation does arouse worldwide interest. When the 
government itself fails to satisfy this curiousity as much as possible, 
the media will make their own inquiries and publish the results, which 
may lead to a disastrous flow of rumours. Another aspe~t is that the 
people have a right to know that the government is dealing with the 
situation in an adequate manner. For these reasons we strive for as 
much openness as possible as regards facts, backgrounds and the policy 
decided upon. This opermess makes it possible sometimes to prevent, 
by mutual agreement with the media, publicity which might have 
damaging effects. As a prime example in this regard, I considGl7 the 
preparations for an attack to end the hostage situation. 

Apart from the external news supply, the public relations of­
ficers also have a task with regard to internal communication. They 
show the policy team how their policy is represented by the media to 
the public and advise them about the effects on,the public of certain 
measures. 

Both elements, external and internal supply of information, 
have to be attended to. The information officers are not only there 
to release news and to give interviews on being asked, but they also 
take active action, if possible, to release information immediately 
after ne.w developments. This is necessary to prevent 'rumours. 

Press conferences and interviews to be given by Ministers will 
be arranged by the public relations officers. 

Following are two case reports which demonstrate all these 
organiza tional aspects "in action". 
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Case Rep2.E.!:...1. 

On Friday, the 13th of September, 1974, at 16:28 hrs, the 
police of The Hague received a report that an armed Japanese had 
forced his way into the French embassy. During an enquiry by a number 
of police officers, a shooting occurred bet~een a terrorist and the 
police. Two constables and the terrorist got wounded. Later on, it 
appeared that 11 persons, the French Ambassador among them, ~ere being 
held hostage by 3 armed Japanese, belonging to the so-called JapanesG 
Red Army. The terrorists had ensconced themselves, ~ith the hostages, 
in the office of the French Ambassador. 
Immediately &:ter the alarm, and in accordance with the existing 
directives, the necessary measures were taken. A policy-making centre 
and a crisis centre were set up. The Minister of Justice alerted the 
special assistance units and ordered them to the place of the incident. 
The embassy building was evacuated and cordoned off by the police. 
At 18:02 hrs, the terrorists made their first move. They threw a 
pamphlet out of a window, in which they stated their demands. They 
demanded the release of their comrade Furuya, who ~as detained in a 
French prison. This Furuya would have to join them in the Embassy. 
They further demanded that a bus should be made in readiness to take 
them to Sc'hiphol Ai:.'port, where a Boeing 707 should be ready to take 
off immediately. All these demands would have to be complied with 
before 03:00 hrs on Saturday, September 14, otherwise hosttiges would 
be executed. 

The negotiations with the Japanese terrorists took place by 
telephone through an interpreter of the Japanese embassy. 
In connection with the demands of the terroris t : ~ ;;he government took 
up contact with the French govetnment. The French government decided 
to convey Furuya by airplane to the Netherlands. At midnight that 
day, the airplane with Furuya landed at Schiphol Airport. He remained 
under guard in the airplane at Schiphol. 
After contact between Furuya and the terrorists, it ~as agreed that 
Furuya would stay at Schiphol. The other demands of the terrorists 
were maintained. The ultimatum was extended several times because 
the terrorists' demands could only be granted by the French government, 
which cost much time, The Egyptian ambassador was found prepared to 
act as negotiator. 

The Netherlands government took the view that on no .account 
would it be possible to allow the terrorists to leave the country with 
one or more hostages and that everything possible should be done to 
prevent the terrorisl;s from leaving by airplane, taking their arms 
with them. At first the French government refused to supply a French 
airplane and the terl~orists did not accept a Dutch airplan~, so that 
a stalemate occured. 
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A visit by the Netherlands Prime Minister to Paris, on the 
evening of Saturday, September 14th, which was also used for a dis­
cussion between him and the French President, opened the possibility 
to break this dead-lock. The French viewpoint was formulated on the 
morning of Sunday, September 15th. It was to the effect that the 
French government would release Furuya i'l exchange for all the hostages. 
The exchange should take place on Netherlands ter'ritory and under 
Dutch guarantee. The departure of the terrorists 47as a matter within 
the competence of the Dutch authorities and could take place via an 
airplane of any nationality, provided no French crew operated the 
plane. That Sunday afternoon, a French Boeing 707 arrived at Schiphol. 
The terrorists reacted to this by releasing two female hostages and by 
granting permission for the catering of the hostages. 

Next, the negotiations arrived at a new dead-loe·k, because 
the terrorists wanted to keep their arms when leaving. At the same 
time, they demanded one million dollars from the French government. 
The negotiations assumed an lntimative character again. The Netherlands 
government made a proposal.. This proposal. 'Ilas: exchangp of Furuya 
for all the hostages, handing in of all weapons, pistole excepted, 
supply of an airplane with a Dutch crew, supply of an amount of 
300,000 dollars. At 08:30 hrs, on the morning of Tuesday the terrorists 
accepted these terms. About noon that day was the earliest that the 
agreement could be put into effect. At 19:45 hrs, the bus with driver 
arrived at the embassy. After searching the driver, one of the 
terroris~- fearing that during the drive, gas would be released in 
the bus - smashed all the windows. After all the hostages but three, 
who were released, and the terrorists had got into the bus, it left 
for Schiphol, under escort, by roads that had been cleared of traffic. 
In the meantime, Furuya had received the 300,000 dollars and he had 
inspected the airplane. 

The bus stopped at 80 metres from the airplane. At that place, 
the Egyptian ambassador was already present. He was to supervise the 
exchange. After leaving the bus, the terrorists laid down their 
explosives and subjected themselves to a search by the Egy~tian 
ambassador. They were allowed to keep two pistols. Then the exchange 
procedure started. Three hostages were exchanged for the crew. The 
remaining hostages, the French ambassador last of all, were exchanged 
for Furuya and the money. At 22:22 hrs on Tuesday, September 17th, 
the airplane took off from Schiphol. 

After some wandering, the Boeing landed the next day in Syria, 
after the Syrian authorities had granted landing permission • 
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Case Report II 

On Tuesday the 2nd of December, 1975, at 10:07 a.m., the 
Groningen - Zwolle stopping~train~ soon after having left Beilen Station, 
"las brought to a stop by means of the safety-brake. Inside the train 
a group of 7 young Moluccans, firing handguns, moved to the driver's 
cabin. By closing the door, the driver tried to keep them out. However, 
he was shot down. through the door and badly wounded. Later on, in 
the luggage compartment, he ",las killed by the terrorists. 

The train consisted of two carriages. The passengers in the 
front carriage were rounded up in the rearmost compartment, thos(~. in 
the se..:.ond carriage remained under guard in that part of the trl.tin. 

The passengers of the front ~arriage were forced by the 
Moluccans to blind the windows with newspapers and adhesive tape. 
The doors of the train were locked by means of chains and padlocks, 
to which they attached what looked like dangerous explosives, but 
after.wards appeared to be fireworks. Everyone who tried to find out 
what was going on was shot at by the terrorists. 

After about an hour of uncertainty the responsible authorities 
were alerted in conformity with the existing directives. As of about 
11:30 a.m~a policy-making centre at Beilen and a crisis centre at 
The Hague were in operation. The Minister of Justice called in the 
special assistance units (sharpshooters and close combat unit) and 
ordered them t~ the site of tre incident. Without delay the necessary 
measures to cordon off the site of the incident were taken. An inner 
ring was formed at a distance of about 300 metres from the train and 
an outer ring of 8 kilometers in circumference. In forming this 
cordon, use was made of a battalion of armoured infantry, because 
there were rumours that quite a few Moluccans were on their way tu 
the train. 

At 11: 15 a.m. three hostages werp. allowed to leave the train, 
bringing with them the demands of the terrorists. They demanded 
among other things: proviAio~ of a bus, handcuffs for the hostages 
B:ld an airplane in readiness at Schiphol Airport. Obviously they 
wanted to move to Schiphol, taking; a number of hostages with them. 
The destination of the airplane was not stated. Attached tu these 
demands was an ultimatum, which expired at 12:45 hrs, when executions 
would .{ollow. 

Tht.. answer was to the effect that the demands had been passed 
on to the government, which had to decide. 

At 13:47 hrs the murdered driver was thrown out of the train 
onto the track. A few minutes later some shots were heard. They were 
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fired at a hostage, who managed to avoid execution and who reached 
the police cordon. 

At 15:02 hrs that day, a Moluccan appeared in the open door 
of the train with a handcuffed hostage. This hostage --a 22-year­
old man -was executed while he was pushed out of the train. 

r,er this execution new efforts were made to contact the 
terroris~~. This was done through a State Police constable. who acted 
as a courier. In the days to come this courier was to be threatened, 
repeatedly by the terrorists during his contacts with them. On some 
occasions he was even beaten. Maintaining their earlier d~mands, the 
terrorists asked for food, medicine, cigarettes and so on, while in 
addition they demanded a new driver for the train. The government 
agreed to the demands regarding food and medicine. It rejected the 
demands regarding the bus, the airpll"'T'le and ';he train driver. 

In the course of the night, from Tuesday the 2nd to i-Jednesday 
the 3rd of D()(::.,=mber, a number of hostages escaped from the then un­
guarded rear carriage of the train. The next night the remaining 
hostages escaped from that carriage. 31 hostages remained in the 
front carriage. 

On Wednesday,DecemiJer 3rd, the earlier demands 'Viere repeated 
with a new ultimatum, which would expire at 11:30 hrs. Prior to 
that 'i.louI; the policy-making centre answered the. t the demands regarding 
the supply of food and medicine would be met. The other demands were 
not yielded to. 'I'hat day, with the consent of the terrorists, a 
field telephone was installed in the train. As from that day, the 
train would be provisioned ".rery day. The ultimatum ran out wlthout 
anything happening. After the installation of the field telephone 
the Moluccans talked with Mr. Manusama, their president. They asked 
for the Rev. Metiary and Pessireron to act as intermediaries. They 
maintained their demands. A new ultimatum was issued: the demands 
would have to be granted before 10:00 hrs on Thursday, December 4th, 

On Thursday, December 4th, the captors handed a statement to 
Pessireron, which they demanded to be published by the press. They 
stuck to their other demands. Th~ ultimatum was extended to 12:00 
hrs. The answer of the government was that no bus would be supplied 
and that the statement would not be published until the aged hostages 
were released. The terrorists did not accept this and at 12:45 hrs 
they executed another male hostage. After this execution, they 
repea ted their demands. ' 

Tha t same day, a nU:Jber of you.ng Mol uccans occupied the 
Indonesian Consulate General in Amsterdam. In this case, too, a 
number of people were taken hostage • 



• Towa~ds the endcr the afternoon of this day, the terrorists 
changed their demands. They talked no more about the bus, the air­
plane and the engine driver. They now demanded the release of a 
number of Moluccans from prison and in addition made some demands of 
a political nature. No ultimatum was offered. 

The period from the afternoon of Thursday, December 4th, till 
the evening of Sunday, December 7th, is to be regarded as the stage 
of negotio.tion. 

For the negotiations with the terrorists, the government made 
use of a group of people, a11. of them South Holuccans, consisting 
of Mrs. Soumokil and Mssrs. Manusama, Kuhuwael and De Lima. They 
acted as a permanent group of negotiators. 

On Friday, December 5th, the terrorists allowed the dead 
bodies of the killed hostages to be taken away. In the evening of 
that Friday, an accident happened in the train. It was due to clumsy 
handling of a firearm by une of the terrorists. In this accident 
this terrorist and one of the hostages were seriously wounded. The 
two wounded men were put outside the train, together with a hostage 
who suffered from shock. 

During the other days of this period, the Moluccans stuck to 
their demands of December 4th) but in this period they released some 
of the elder hostages. 

The period from Monday, December 8th, till noon of Sunday, 
December 14th, can be regarded as the closing stage. On the preceding 
days, the contacts with the terrorists had been kept limited on purpose. 
The waiting was for an initiative from their side. However, this 
waiting could not last too long because of the physical condition and 
the mental state of the hostages. In this, the freezing cold played 
an important part. The heating of the train functioned badly and as 
of Wednesday, December lOth, it failed altogether. In this period, 
a termination of the situation by use of force was seriously con­
templated by the government. In the course of this period, a further 
number of hostages were released. 

On Saturday, December 13th, after discussions between the 
terrorists, Mrs. Soumokil and Mr. Kuhuwael, the terrorists announced 
that they were willing to surrender, on the condition that they would 
be allowed to surrender to Mr. Manusama, who could next hand them 
over to the police. This announcement was a surprise for the 
government. Although the terrorists asked for a simultaneous termination 
of the hostage situation in Amsterdam, they did not make this a condition 
to their surrender. 
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At 12:00 hrs, on Sunday, December 14th, the terrorists left 
the train unarmed, accompanied by the members of the group of 
negotiators. At some distance from the train, they were arrested 
by the police. 
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Problems, means and method~ of police action in the Federal 
Republic of Gennsn,y (FRG)~. 

Cr"lmina.ii.stic pat solutions or infallible models for action 
do not exist. One can only set up general principles, offer empirical 
knowledge in the form of aids to decision-making, and discuss suggested 
solutions for particu.lar operational situations and particular 
problems. 

Basically, the police are always called upon to solve the 
situation by employing their o~m, that is to say police, resources. 
But this already may involve problems of a most difficult nature, 
especially when police leaders are deprived of tae initiative or the 
making of decisions, either temporarily or within certain fields of 
decision-making, on the grounds of overriding political considerations, 
be it that foreign policy requires a certain course of action to be 
taken, or t}:48.t pol i tical influence is being exerted from abroad 
(which may even take the form of gentle pressure), or in the presence 
of domestic considerations I)r necessities (public opinion, factors 
of social policy, !;.;::c.). In all those cases, all that police leaders 
can do is to make f ;., lsistent and unswerving use of conventional and 
tested, as well a~ of newly and empirically gained, principles and 
knowledge in the field of police tactics end police strategy in 
those areas wh0re they are still able to decide for themselves. It 
is now proposed to discuss briefly those points which we have found 
to be the most important ones, looking at the tasks and probl.ems 
involved. 

There is n.:> doubt that the supreme rule governing all police 
actio~ and decisions is to protect the lives of the hostages; this 
means that the principle not to endanger human life has absolute 
priority over the necessities of law enforcement. Several incidents 
that occurred abroad and the way they were handled have shown, however, 
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that there may be -and must be! - exceptions to this fundamental 
rule for overriding reasons of state policy_ Should the Federal 
Republic ever be blackmailed in an unacceptable way, reference must 
be made to the declining attitude which the Federal Government 
adopted on the occasion of the cruel assault of politically motivated 
violent offenders directed against the diplomatic representaiion of 
the FRG in Stockholm in February 1975. 

Regarding the process of decision-making on the part ~f the 
police, the fact that in all relevant cases the offence is still in 
the course of being committed when the first act~on is to be taken 
has again and again been found to be particularly tricky and disad­
vantageous. An error or failure to act, 61specially in this p'l:lase of 
the incident, may have literally fatal consequences which it is after­
wards impossible to undo; it is therefore imperative that this. be 
always kept in mind and that all action and all decisions be planned 
and ensue with utmost caution. It is not infrequent that the offenders 
threaten to kill hostag~s and thus compel the police to passivity or 
almost complete inaction, which implies the loss of most valuable time 
urgently needed for clearing up the matter or securing evidence. 
Therefore, j.n these phases, pre-set comprehensive preparations must 
~n every posslble way be made, so that the whole police machinery 
can be massively and successfully set to work once police leaders 
have regained full freedom of action. 

Often, police activities are rendered more difficult by a 
negative or irresolute attitude on the part of the relatives of, or 
those responsible for, the hostages, by opposing police intervention 
or - for fear of incurring an additional risk for the hostages - by 
not calling the police in time or by informing them only incompletely 
about the facts of the case. However, in such cases there must be no 
doubt that the police remain under the obligation to do all they can 
- al though under the best possible camouflage. for their activities 
and with utmost caution -to employ their own means so as to free the 
hostages, clear up the case, and have the offenders punished - if need 
be, against the ~vill of the relatives or those responsible. 

Cert8\lnly, in all relevant cases reaching a certain level of 
impact - be it as a result of the incident itself: or because of 
spectacular effects on the public - it is indispensable to have an 
operation control team with a staff of leaders and - depending on 
the requirements of the particular case -s number of working· groups 
or specialist teams. No complete enumeration of services which may 
be needed in this cC)ntext can be given here; instead, some important 
experiences shall be mentioned that have been gained in the FRG during 
the past few years. 
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As it is practically always im~~ssible to make an accurate 
estimate of how long a large-scale operation ~"ill take, it is necessary 
that all decision-making, coordinating, and liaison bodies and posts 
within such an apparatus be manned around the clock and always have 
at their disposal a complete stock of the latest information available, 
thus ensuring th~t instant decisions can be made at any time, including 
night-time (such as re::sponses to demands or action on the part of the 
kidnappers, resumption of contacts established, etc.). Friction in 
the gears of the operation control apparatus, and delays thereby 
caused, are liable to start inadequate developments that are impossible 
to rectify afterwards. The setting up of an information room to which 
all intelligence and all information is centrally channelled on a 
permanent basis for processing and distribution to all personnel in­
volved has been found to be particularly useful in such operational 
situations (for example, permanently updated situation reports, 
statements on the development of the case, su~naries of measures 
taken and their respective success); like this, one can avoid a 
situation in which leaders of individual specialist teams make 
decisions or take action which in view of the whole situation might 
turn out to be out-of-date, or even rash or detrimental, under the 
aspect of overall strategy. At the same time, it is necessary for 
such a ~olice apparatus, which often is a motley assembly of members 
from different police units and therefore constitutes a highly unho­
mogeneous machinery, to ensure that all working groups and specialist 
teams be immediately and comprehensively informed of any decisions 
made by the operation control staff and that, vice versa, all intelligence 
developed by these units be promptly and entirely channelled to the 
control centre. On the other hand, it must also be gua.ranteed that 
all confidential informatio~ action planned> and operational plans 
meant for official use only will in fact be kept secret and will not, 
throtleh neglectful handling, become known to persons outside the 
poLice, especially to press reporters. Too often already, rash press 
publications have seriously jeopardized the succees of painstaking 
preparatory work. 

In the event th~t not only local units of the detective, and 
uniformed, police forces are deployed but also officers from neigh­
bouring, or non-police, forces, a well-defined chain of command is 
indispensable in order to avoid a confusion of orders and authority. 
It is clear that operations of that nature often involve difficulties 
in the relations with the public prosecutor -who under German law 
is the "master of the procedure" - especially when it comes to decisions 
in the fjeld of police tactics and coercive measures (e.g., firing shots 
that are meant to kill); however, appropLiate, that is to say 
pragmatic, solutions must be found for such )lroblemc within the frame­
work of valid norms. Where police forces from various federal states 
and b:::lrder police units or police cadet units are deployed together, 
it is necessary for the operation control staff to inform themselves 
in time on organizational structures, equipment and weaponry available, 
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and level of training, so as to avoid potential mishaps and setbacks 
in operation. Such considerations must be made, particularly when 
there is an intention to use helicopters, armoured vehicles, special 
equipment, precision firing teams or mobile operational units 
(details on these specialized units wj~l be given later on). 

Experience has shown that hostage-takers and kidnappers 
essentially make the following demands: do not call in the police or 
the press, pay a certain amount of ransom, and observe certain 
modalities when handing over the ransom. In case of the hostage-takers 
being in direct or indirect contact ,.;rith the police, they normally 
demand to be granted safe-conduct and to be given escape vehicles as 
an additional condition for releasing the hostages. There are no 
obj~ctions to pretending to accept the kidnappers I demands. But 
apart from the fact that some of the additional demands that are some­
times made are downright impossible to fulfil (e.g., separation of a 
part of the country from the rest of the national territory, revocation 
of inalienable constitutional rights, humiliation of a government, 
etc.), there would be a great risk of escalation of this most brutal 
form of crime if the offenders could be generally sure that the 
police will strictly a)ide by the concessions forced upon the author~ 
i ties. This also hol(ls true entlrely for the granting of safe-condu.ct 
which is demanded regularly. 

Another essential objective which the police must aim at is to 
maintain contact "7ith the kidneppers once it has been established, 
and in the course of negotiations to obtain above all an exchange of 
the hostages for money, without (if possible) making advance concessions. 
At the same eime -and especially if there are no other sources of 
information - the police, while negotiating,must endeavour to learn 
significant details on the number of offenders, their weapons, the 
number and condition of the hostages (children, women, infirm persons) 
and the whole background of the incident, in order to be able to make 
a valid assessment of the situation, identify the offenders, draw up 
a psychological profile allo~ing one to analyze their personalities, 
and anticipate their actions and reactions. All experience gained 
so far goes to show that, especially in the initial hectic phase of 
events~ it is appropriate to avoid affective or aggressive acts on 
the part of the offendet's by seemingly complying \vith their demands 
and showing understanding for their specific situation, to try to 
gain time, and finally to practice delay tactics designed to tire 
and wear down the kidnappers. At the same time, it must be attempted 
to take over the initiative unnoticeably, and to aim at a clear and 
carefully prepared solution without, however, ever being at a loss 
for an equivalent alternative solution which could flexibly be 
adopted in case of a setback. In all those efforts, a mediator, if 
h. is accepted by the hostage-takers, can be of great help. However, 
experience has shown that this may involve unpleasant surprises as 
well, for instance when the mediator after establishing contact with 
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the offenders invokes his professional secrecy - or an alleged secrecy 
he claims to have title to -and thereby, at least temporarily, 
impairs the work of the police (e.g., lawyer in the Luhmer case). 

Among other possibilities, the making available of "substitute 
hostages" has been discussed and practiced i'"1 the FRG. As a general 
rule, this method does not appear to be an adequate means for putting 
an end to the situation; above all it does not improve the position 
of the law enforcenent authorities. Ir. one case of hostage-taking in 
Cologne in 1971, two senior police officers volunteered as substitute 
hostages for the offenders, and it was not least thanks to their 
assistance that the incident could be brought to a good end. Apart 
from the fact that the hostage-talters themselves generally do not go 
for substitute solutions of that type, such an intermediate solution 
is not a suitable model to follo~; not the least reason for this is 
that -as is also the case when top politicians act as substitute 
hostages - the police (and in the case vi the top politician, the 
government) too easily could get into a delicate situation, and in 
extreme conflict situations could have their freedom of action and 
their freedom of decision curtailed. 

Another delicate problem of its own in all major cases o£ 
kidnapping or hostage-taking is the behaviour of the press. In spite 
of all legitimate shielding effor.ts on the part of the police, it 
often turns out to be practically impossible to evade the onslaught 
of the reporters and their detective instinct when hunting for sen­
sational stories. In extreme cases, reporters have been known to 
literally siege the operation control centre permanently and sometimes 
even to keep watch on and follow members of the emergency staff, 
annoying them day and night only in order to obtain the latest in­
formation. In one case, such improper behaviour even made the offenders 
believe some busy press photographers to be police observers, where­
upon they disappeared from the scene; and press reports published 
against the will of the police caused the kidnappers to call the 
press and communicate information designed to mislead the police 
(the Luhmer case). This state of affairs, which often leads to an 
intolerable strain on the officers in charge or on officers performing 
special tasks, can only be cOllntered to some extent by setting up a 
press room staffed with a press liaison officer specially commissj,oned 
for that purpose by the operation control team and closely cooperating 
with them. If the flow of information is sparse, some press reporters 
must be expected to cause all kinds of trollble, possibly even in­
cluding the threat to bring into p+ay their good relations with 
persons having political influence if additional information is 
further denied. Extremely extraordinary circumstances have to be 
put up with by t~e police leaders and o~ficers.involved in the operation 
if - as it happened for instance in the case of the top candidate of 
the Christian Democratic Party, Lorenz, who was kidnapped just before 
the 1974 Berlin state el.ections - the kidnappers d~mand television time 
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• for their political agitation and the demand has to be met, thus 
making the mass medium television become the immediate stage of events 
for the entire population of the FRG and a large p~rt of the neigh­
bouring countries. The task of keeping a level head then, in the 
face of reactions and emotions of all types, calming the turmoH of 
indignation, and at the same time remaining in control of the situation, 
no doubt is a psychological test of endurance that can hardly be 
surpassed. 

Out of the numerous and manifold conclusions that have been 
drawn on the basis of the experience gathered in the FRG during the 
past few years) it is noW proposed to discuss briefly at least some 
cr the most important ones. 

Normally it is impossible to foresee who will take whom hostage, 
nor when and where; experience goes to show, however, that in order 
to operate successfully, the kidnappers have to make most diverse 
preparations (e.g. selecting the victim or target; studying the 
victim's behaviour, habits, and profeSSional activities, or the 
nature of the target; obtaining weapons, ammunition, identity documents, 
vehicles, and other means for carrying out their plan; renting flats 
or hide-outs to be u~ed as store-rooms or strategiC points of support, 
for observation purposes or accomodating the hostage, e.g., the con­
verted basement of a rented shop in the Lorenz case). As such pre­
parative work is generally carried out not only on a local, but also 
on a supraregional, and sometimes even international, basiS, a central 
facility for collecting all re1ev.ant information has been created 
within the Federal Criminal Police Office at Wiesbaden, where 
immediate analysis of all incoming information, as well as appropriate 
processing of intelligence developed, takes place. As far as legis­
lation is concerned, this situation ha~ been taken intu account by 
an amendment to the Law on the Establishment of the Bundeskriminalamt 
of June 29th, 1973, providing that the Bundeskrimina1amt shall be the 
central information and communications agency for the police in Germany 
and handle the exchange of information within ICPO-Interpol. This 
law also authorizes the Federal Criminal Police Office to assist the 
Federal states in any way, through its own specialists and specialist 
facilities (in particular the Forensic Science, Criminal Identification, 
and Research departments), and to take enforcement action itself in 
certain cases of politically motivated delinquency. These provisions 
meant considerable progress in the close, and good, cooperation be­
tween police agencies on the Federal, and State, levels in the FRG. 
Practical experience has already shown that this cooperative system 
is a very good one, for instance ip the prosecution and destruction 
of the hard core of the Baader-Meinhof gang and of the "Movement of 
the 2nd of July", a group sympathizing with the Baader-Heinhof gang 
and responsible for the Lorenz kidnapping. 
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In order to be in a position to plan, and carry out, joint 
operations of Federal, and State, police forces in a uniform manner, 
a permanent "regulations commission" has dra\'ln up uniform service 
regulations for all German police forces to be observed in cases of 
kidnapping or hostage-taking; these were introduced with the Federal, 
and State, police forces in October 1973. These regulations govern 
the chronological preparation of such operations, immediate measures 
to be taken, and, in general, the tactics to be pursued by the police. 
They thus guarantee that police operations taking place in more than 
one area of jurisdiction or involving neighbouring police forces will 
be carried out along identical lines. But they also contain general 
principles, as well as detailed information, on measures to be taken 
in relevant cases and in particular in such incidenminvolving air­
planes. 

Experience gained in the FRG has led to the conclusion that 
when dealing with cases of serious crime involving the taking of 
hostages, particular importance must be attached to the use of a 
IInegotiating team" whose task it is to operate in the forefield, so 
to speak, between the operation control staff and the hostage-takers. 
For som~ considerable time already, seminars for the training of such 
negotiating t~ams have been organized in Bavaria, and they are now 
also being held at the Federal Criminal Police Office and in other 
Federal states, or ,vill be started shortly. In the ma:i.n, the nego­
tiating teams have the following overall mission: establish contact 
with the offenders, and conduct negotiations along the lines determined 
by the operation control staff, with the objective of IIpsychologicallyll 
defeating the offenders; try to gain time, delay, identify the offenders 
and study their personalities, particular-ities, and specific behaViour; 
obtain release of the hostages; make the hostage-takers give up their 
plan. In addition to d~tective officers acting as neg0tiation leaders 
and spokesmen, the t~ams include psychologists having police experience. 

With a view to operational deployment, both the Federation 
and the Federal states have created specialized police units trained 
and equipped to deal with kidnappings and hostage situations. These 
units include: 

IIMobile Operational Units": their main tasks are detective ones, and 
their working methods are largely the same B.S those of a State 
Investigative Team (collection and analYSis of background knowledge, 
observation, ensuring an optimum of enforcement action directed 
against the perpetrators); 

"Specia.l Operational Units": their task essentially is to save the 
lives of persons endangered by violent criminals and to apprehend 
the offenders (for example by a serried advance •. - either open or . 
concealed -and by coercive measures or a surprise attack); 
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"Precision Firing Units ll
: their deployment in cases of most serious 

crime has the objective of incapacitating the offenders in order to 
save the hostages' lives. They must not be brought into action 
unless this is the only remaining means of saving lives in danger; 

"Border Police Group 9": this is a unit within the Federal Border 
Police that, with regard to organizational structure, training, 
and equipment, as well as its mission, constitutes a synthesis of 
Special Operational Units and Precision Firing Units. 

In this connection, the reader might be interested to know 
that the Federal Criminal Police Office plans very shortly to conduct 
a study on the behaviour of hostage-takers from the points of view of 
criminalistics and the psychology of motivation. This survey is to 
be accomplished jOintly with an acknowledged institute of psychology 
in Munich and has the following objectives: to study the effect of 
all the circumstances surrounding the crime on the behaviour of the 
offenders; to analyze the processes of interaction between offenders, 
police, victims, and mediator; in order to provide the security 
autnorities -on the basis of results so obtained - with information 
and means helping them to deal with offenders in hostage situations, 
to make them aware of structures of motivation and patterns of 
behaviour, to make them realize the necessity of seeking psychological 
and tactical advice, and, in general, to give them more confidence 
and assurance in the way they cope with the situation and in their 
strategies and tactics. 

Finally, considerable efforts have been made in the field of 
equipment and technical means for operational purposes. 

A procurement programme for specially trained units has been 
carried out on the Federal level as well as in the Federal States, 
covering such items of equipment especially for cases of kidnapping 
or hostage-taking as tape recorders fer phone calls, radio communica­
tions etc. 
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PROGRAMME 

Wednesday evening, May 12, 1976 

8:00 - 10:00 

Thursday, May 13, 1976 

8:00 - 9:00 

9:00 - 9:15 

9:15 - 10:45 

10:45 11:00 

11 :00 - 12:00 

12:00 - 12:30 

12:30 - 2:30 

Dinner 

Meeting of pane1ists* for the day 

Opening Remarks 

Denis Szabo (Canada) 
Peter Lejins (U.S.A.) 
Ronald Cre1insten (Canada) 

Session I 

Before the Act 

Chairman*: 
Panelists: 

:IL. Hulsman (Holland) 
W.G. Estelle (U.S.A.) 
R. Kupperman (U.S.A.) 
J. Loos (F.R.G.) 

Discus,sion A+ 

Coffee break 

Discussion B+ 

Summary & Conclusions 
(Panelists) 

Lunch 

* See Note on Procedure following this programme, for details 
on the role of panelists and chairmen. 

+ The distinction between Discussions A and B is explained in the 
Note on Procedure. 
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Session II 

Act Occurs: Initial Response 

2:30 - 4:00 

4:00 - 4: 15 

4:15 - 5:15 

5:15 - 5:45 

6:00 - 7:00 

7:00 - 8:00 

8:00 - 10:00 

Friday, May 14, 1976 

8:00 - 9:00 

9:00 - 10;.30 

10:30 - 10:45 

10!45 - 11 :45 

11:45 - 12:15 

12:30 - 2:30 

Chairman: J. Leaute (France) 
Pane1ists~ R. Bourne (Canada) 

A. Cooper (U.S.A.) 
C. Hassel (U.S.A.) 

Discussion A 

Coffee break 

Discussion B 

Summary & Conclusions 
(Panelists) 

Films 

Cocktail 

Dinner 

Meeting of panelists for the day 

Session III 

Negotia tions 

Chairman: 
Panelists: 

Discussion A 

A. Reiss (U.S.A.) 
D. Dawe (Canada) 
P. Mullany (U.S.A.) 
F. Ochberg (U.S.A.) 
W. Sa1ewski (F.R.G.) 

Coffee break· 

Discussion B 

Summary & Conclusions 
(Panelists) 

Lunch 
• 
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2:30 - 4:00 

4~00 - 4:15 

4:15 - 5:15 

5 :15 - 5:45 

6:00 - 7:00 

5:00 - 10:00 

Saturday, May 15, 1976 

8:00 - 9:00 

Session IV 

Outcome 

Chairman: J. Sundberg (Sweden) 
Panelists: A. Fariello (Italy) 

Discussion A 

W, Frackers (The Netherlands) 
K, Gemmer (F.R.G.) 
D. Godfrey (Canada) 

Coffee break 

Discussion B 

Summary & Conclusions 
(Panelists) 

Cocktail 

Dinner 

Meeting' of panelists for the day 

Closing Session 

Follow-up or transfer of technology 

9:00 - 10:30 

10:30 - 10:45 

10 : 45 - 11: 45 

11 :45 - 12:15 

12:15 - 12:30 

12:30 - 2:30 

Chairman: 
Panelists: 

R. Selten (F.R.G.) 
A. Bossard (France) 
M. Cullinane (U.S.A.) 
J. Greacen (U.S.A.) 
J. Shields (U.S.A.) 

Discussion A 

Coffee break 

Discussion B 

Summary & Conclusions 
(Panelists) 

Closing Remarks 

Denis Sz~vu (Canada) 
Lloyd Ohlin (U.S.A.> 

Lunch 
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~ Note on Procedure 

1. Special note should be taken of the role of the 

panelists, as this has been slightly modified since the memo on 
structure and methods. 

2. Panelists, including the chairman, will function 

as privileged discussion leaders, poubling as rapporteurs. The 

role of rapporteur, r,er ~, has been dropped and his functions 

have been amalgamated with those previously conceived for panelists. 

In addition, the chairman is no longer conceived of as a mere 

policeman, but is a full-fledged panelist himself, with the extra 

duty of presiding over discussion and ensuring a fruitful exchange. 

3. In principle~ a panelist is expected to bring forth 

the issues~ to ensure that no important perspective is overlooked, 

to delineate and integrate the various problems which emerge and to 

lay the groundwork for a composite picture of the inter-related 

problems and their possible arrays of solutions - or impasses. 

4. The individual sessions have been so structured as to 

facilitate the achievement of these goals. The f~rst part of each 

session (Discussion A) should be devoted to rBising issues, 

exposing conflicting approaches, needs and concerns, and ensuring 

that all relevant perspectives are raised. The second part of each 

session (Discussion B) should be devoted to attempts to reconcile and 

integrate the various concerns and problems into a coherent 
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framework. (Here the working paper's analysis of the hostage-

taking phenomenon should be useful.) In both these parts, 

discussion by all participants should be fully encouraged and it 

is here that the panelists will function as privileged discussion 

leaders. The cnairman, although responsible for "keeping order", 

should also feel free to engage in active participation as a 

panelist. 

5. In the final part of each session (summary and 

conclusions), the panelists will function primarily as rapporteurs. 

At this time, they should lay the groundwork for a final, written 

statement, summarizing and integrating the proceedings of the 

particular session. Structuring the discussion in this way allows 

for the panelists to benefit from one anothers' on-the-spot 

analysis and commentary. By scheduling it for the closing period· of 

each plenary session, all participants will, in effect, be involved 

in this summing-up procedure, even though only the panelists will 

be doing the on-the-spot analysis. 

6. Each panelist, including the chairman, will be expected 

to write a brief report (around 5 pages), reflecting his own 

personal perspective. These reports will be used in the final 

report on the proceedings, and will constitute a significant 

portion of the final publication. 

7. While chairmen have already been designated, the 

• bulk of the panelists will only be designated once the final roster 

• 
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•• of participants is assembled at the conference site and last 

minute cancellations or unexpected arrivals are accounted for. 

Only then will the full range of expertise and perspectives be 

clear. Panelists will be chosen to ensure that all perspectives 

and all experiences relevant to the phase in question during a 

specific session will be represented. This will maximize the 

expertise of the group and wil1.en.sure that the panel reflects 

the ' .... ho1e complexity of the problem under consideration. 

8. In sum, the sessions have been structured in the 

manner outlined above in order to facilitate and to maximize 

fruitful exchange. Participants should feel free to express their 

views fully and to relate their experiences when appropriate. 

However, it will aid the panelists, particularly the chairmen, 

if the distinction between discussion A and discussion B is fully 

apprecia ted and adhered to. Discussion A is for Ilgetting" 

everything out in the openll - differences, agreements, stalements, 

even insults, if delivered with finesse. Discussion B is for 

IImaking some sense out of the whole mess ll or for making order out 

of chaos. Keeping this distinction in mind and working within 

this operational framework should go a long way toward ensuring a 

stimulating and productive seminar. 
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