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Chapter 1: Crisis negotiations - an introduction to the project 

 
      Ellen Giebels and Marc Van De Plas 

 
1. Brief history 

 
In November 1998, the ‘First European Conference on Hostage negotiations’ took place 

in Arnhem, the Netherlands. This conference brought together police officers and 

behavioral scientists from 21 countries, all of them active in the field of crisis 

negotiations. The conference yielded a number of concrete results. That is, an 

international working group has been formed, a start has been made with the registration 

of incidents at a European level, and arrangements for operational co-operation and joint 

exercises were arranged for (see Adang & Giebels, 1999). Furthermore, it has been 

recommended to start up research projects offering more insight into a number of 

underexposed themes into which only little empirical research has been done so far. 

A first theme follows on the observation that although an extensive range of negotiation 

strategies is documented, there have been surprisingly few empirical studies examining 

which strategies are effective under which circumstances. This means that the choice of a 

strategy is primarily based on experience and is taken rather intuitively. Furthermore, we 

see that, if situational variables are taken into account at all, this especially concerns a 

perpetrator’s clinical classification, like for instance a hostage-taker labeled as inadequate 

or antisocial. The question is which strategies are effective or not in situations in which 

such clinical labels seem less relevant. This is for instance the case in kidnappings and 

extortions that rather have the nature of a business transaction. Within Europe, we see an 

increase in these more instrumentally orientated negotiation situations (see Giebels, 

1999). Moreover, the cultural context often plays a part here as well. Except for a single 

U.S. study (e.g., Hammer & Rogan, 2002), hardly any research has been done on cultural 

influences in crisis negotiations. Yet, due to an increasing mobility of the world 

population and the opening of the European internal frontiers, a clear increase in cross-

border incidents is perceptible. Cultural differences often play a part at this. Researchers 
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also alert to the sharp rise in foreign crime in Western Europe (see for instance, 

Bovenkerk & Van San, 1999). This demands research within a European context, aimed 

at the effectiveness of different negotiation strategies in more instrumentally orientated 

crises negotiations, while also incorporating the cultural context. 

A second theme follows from the observation that the perspective of others than the 

responsible authorities, i.e. the police units, has remained underexposed. The relative 

neglect of the perspective of others, particularly perpetrators and victims, can be called 

striking for a number of reasons. First, negotiation always implies at least two parties, 

who influence each other mutually. This means that the way a perpetrator perceives the 

police negotiator and his or her behavior, affects the process and the outcome of the 

negotiations. Furthermore, the victims of crisis incidents are often in contact with both 

perpetrator and police negotiator and usually have an idea about the conversations taking 

place. Their perceptions, emotions and behavior may influence negotiation processes. 

Taken together, important additional insights seem to be obtainable from the perspective 

of both perpetrators and victims. 

To gain insight into the above-mentioned themes, the police organizations in Belgium 

and the Netherlands together with the State University of Groningen and the Catholic 

University of Leuven, started a research project in 1999. This report is the result of this 

co-operation. Before focusing on our research, we will first provide a general 

introduction to the field of crisis negotiation in this chapter. 

 

2. The phenomenon “crisis negotiation” 
 
Nowadays, police negotiators are deployed at diverse types of crisis incidents, varying 

from sieges, kidnappings and extortions to suicide attempts, barricaded persons, prison 

riots, and problems in the domestic sphere. Within this domain, we can distinguish 

between two types of situations: expressive crisis situations and instrumental bargaining 

situations (see table 1.1.; also see Giebels, 2002; Giebels, Van De Plas, Vervaeke & Van 

Pelt, 2000). 
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Table 1.1   Characteristic differences between expressive and instrumental crisis situations.1 

 

         Expressive crisis situation        Instrumental bargaining situation 

Feature: 

# Perpetrator    individual   group or individual 

Perpetrator state   emotional, impulsive  rational, calculating 

Relationship with victim personal   instrumental 

Demands made?  often not   always 

Interaction with NT*  much and intensive  limited and superficial 

Type of conversation  crisis assistance   business transaction 

 

 * NT = negotiator 
 

Expressive situations usually arise spontaneously, perpetrator and victim often know each 

other and the communication between perpetrator and police negotiator is intense and 

emotional. This type of interaction can be seen as a form of counseling: the perpetrator 

has a ‘problem’ and the negotiator ‘helps’ with the solution of that problem. Sometimes, 

this type of crisis negotiation shows strong resemblance to parent-child interactions, in 

which the perpetrator displays compulsory behavior and the negotiator tries to make the 

other person see that he or she should better stop it. In most instrumental bargaining 

situations, there is no talk of such an asymmetrical relationship between parties. Imagine 

for instance a kidnapping situation in which negotiations concern the amount of ransom. 

This rather looks like a business transaction between relatively equal parties. In this case, 

the perpetrators are usually well prepared and the victims are regarded in a more 

instrumental way. Also, contrary to more expressive crisis situations, demands are always 

made. 

Another important difference between both situations is not only that there usually is 

more interaction between perpetrator and police negotiator, but also that the interaction in 

                                                        
1 The distinction in table 1.1. is, of course, somewhat artificial. Many real life crisis situations 
have features of both or a change in time. Imagine for instance a spontaneous domestic quarrel 
that transforms into a siege with instrumental negotiation elements. In principle each negotiation 
can constantly slide on an expressive-instrumental dimension. 
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expressive situations is especially risky in the emotional initial period. That is, the built-

up frustration easily leads to impulsive use of violence. Because negotiators are not 

always immediately at the scene, the role of potential ‘first responders’ in this first phase 

may be crucial.  That is, it happens regularly that other police officers or social workers 

already have had contact with a perpetrator. Instrumental bargaining situations may 

contain a more continuous risk, because the perpetrators regard the hostages in a more 

instrumental way. Typical examples of expressive crisis situations are escalated problems 

in the domestic sphere and suicide attempts, while kidnappings and extortions can usually 

be defined as instrumental bargaining situations.  

Within Europe, approximately 60 % of the crisis situations crisis negotiators are deployed 

at can be regarded as expressive, while 40 % of the crisis situations can be seen as more 

instrumental2 (Giebels, 1999). Previous research has primarily concentrated on the former 

type of crisis incidents, probably partly because of its higher occurrence. Notwithstanding 

the importance of this research, more insight into instrumental negotiation situations is 

important for a number of reasons: 

• Within Europe, an increase in the number of instrumental bargaining situations 

can be observed. The percentage of instrumental bargaining situations in case of 

cross-border incidents amounts to as much as 95 % (Giebels, 1999). 

• In more instrumental bargaining situations, physical violence is often used3. In the 

incidents we have analyzed, for instance, 40 % of the cases contained wounded or 

dead persons among victims or perpetrators. 

• The public impact of instrumental bargaining situations is often huge. It usually 

concerns relatively long-term situations that take place under the critical eye of 

the media. 

• The long duration of many instrumental bargaining situations entails an extensive 

deployment of staff and means. This asks for an efficient and effective 

deployment of such means, including negotiation. 

                                                        
2 Within Europe there are some substantial regional and national differences. 
3 This concerns rather instrumental than reactive aggression. In case of instrumental aggression, 
aggression is consciously employed as a means of coercion to secure concessions. Reactive 
aggression is much less instrumental and under control and functions more as a defense 
mechanism. 
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In this study, we will particularly focus on more instrumental bargaining situations, in 

which perpetrators try to gain compliance with demands by threatening the lives of 

others. This particularly concerns sieges, kidnappings and extortions. 

 

3. Sieges, kidnappings, and extortions 
 
Instrumental bargaining situations may concern sieges, as well as kidnappings and 

extortions. Yet, a number of important differences and similarities should be mentioned 

here (see table 1.2.). That is, only in sieges and kidnappings the victim is under the direct 

control of a perpetrator. Extortion cases and kidnappings have in common that the 

perpetrator’s location is unknown to the police and the duration relatively long. 

Furthermore, usually only in case of sieges the police are visibly present. 

 

 

Table 1.2   Characteristic differences between sieges, kidnappings and extortions 

 

   Sieges       Kidnappings     Extortions 

Feature: 

Location perpetrator known  yes  no  no 

Police visibly present   yes  no  no 

Relative duration incident  short < long  long 

Relative duration interaction  long > short  short 

Victim under direct control 

of perpetrator   yes  yes  no 

Location Victim known   yes  no  yes 

 

 

Furthermore, with regard to extortion cases roughly two different types are to be 

distinguished between. The first category concerns incidents aimed at extortion of 

organizations or companies. These actions vary from (threatening with) the poisoning of 

products -so-called product contamination-, and arson to endangering customers or 

people living in the neighborhood. In this type of situations, the direct victims are not 

informed about the threatening situation until something happens to them. Another type 
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of extortion is aimed at individuals whose compliance the extortionist is trying to get by 

threatening the victim or his or her family directly. The actual threat can refer to physical 

violence as well as ruining someone’s live, for instance by publication of certain 

information.  

4. Policy priorities

In sieges, kidnappings, and extortions, the command centre has the difficult task to react 

adequately to a crime in action that often takes place under the critical eye of the media. 

In the Netherlands, those were for instance the hostage taking of a public prosecutor in an 

Arnhem courthouse and the kidnapping of [redacted due to privacy concerns], son 

of a Dutch brick millionaire. In Belgium, there were the notorious kidnapping cases of 

the young Anthony De Clerck and Paul van den Boeynants. In this kind of situations, 

worldwide, negotiation is increasingly seen as an effective means to solve the crisis 

situation peacefully. Often other ways of settling the conflict, such as tactical 

intervention, are undesirable or unacceptable because human lives are at stake. 

Research shows that in about 1 % of the cases negotiation leads to wounded or 

dead persons, whereas in case of tactical intervention that risk is more than 70 % 

(Greenstone, 1995). Negotiation is furthermore almost inevitable when the exact 

location of perpetrators and victims is unknown, as is often the case in kidnappings and 

extortions. 

As a rule, crisis incidents demand much capacity in the sense of staff and means. 

Particularly in siege situations, the first attention will be paid to isolating and 

immobilizing. The command centre will deploy staff to secure the area, a negotiation 

team is mobilized, intervention units are alerted, and the necessary capacity is required 

for the criminal investigation. After the command centre has stabilized the crisis 

situation, a solution is looked for that prevents that the uttered threats are carried out. 

First priority is always “securing the lives of the hostages”. Ideally, of course, all those 

involved remain unhurt. A second priority is the arrest of the perpetrators. Within this 

scope, negotiation serves three goals: gaining time, gathering information and influencing 

the behavior of the perpetrators. 
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 The factor time 
 
From the perspective of the responsible authorities, certainly in the initial period gaining 

time is important to take security measures and for organization purposes. Gaining time 

also yields a number of additional advantages. That is, at the start of the incident the 

feelings of tension for all parties are often so high that they cannot process information 

sufficiently and therefore often take less well-considered decisions (cf. McMains & 

Mullins, 2001). Furthermore, as time goes by, parties usually adjust their expectations to 

a more realistic level, resulting in closer standpoints of the parties involved. Moreover, 

parties also get closer to one another personally because they have had more frequent 

contacts. Classical research shows that mere contact with another provides more positive 

evaluations of that other person (i.e. the Contact hypothesis, Zajonc, 1968). First, this 

often improves the bond between police negotiator and perpetrator, which contributes to 

constructive negotiations. Besides, often also a bond is created between victim and 

perpetrator, something that increases the victim’s chances of survival (see Chapter 4). 

However, gaining as much time as possible seems to be at odds with a number of other 

things. That is, crisis incidents are characterized by a high time pressure for victims, 

police and perpetrators. From the victims’ point of view, the main concern is to save their 

lives as quickly as possible. For the police, the deployment of people and means plays a 

role as well. For many hostage-takers time pressure is also an issue, because they usually 

want their demands complied with as quickly as possible and -certainly in case of 

kidnappings and extortions- minimize the chance of detection. Moreover, it is often the 

case that as time goes by, the perceived time pressure increases as well. This may lead to 

impulsive behavior on the part of hostage-takers, whereas the police run the risk of 

developing undesirable psychological group processes. That is, a group can come to 

inadequate decisions under the pressure to conform, even more because in a group there is 

the tendency to hold on to the first solution found. Janis (1982) calls serious forms of this 

phenomenon “group think”. A phenomenon that is related to this concerns group 

polarization: the tendency that the average reaction of the group is more extreme than the 

average individual response (Myers & Lamm, 1976). This for instance manifests itself in the 

tendency of group members, who are individually inclined to take risks, to take even more 
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risks as a group. This phenomenon is known as “risky shift”. The other way round, 

individual members who tend towards caution become even more cautious in a group. 

Another negative consequence of the passing of the time is that victim and perpetrator 

jointly can develop negative feelings in the direction of the responsible authorities. In 

extreme cases, these feelings can lead to victims siding with the hostage-taker and 

supplying the police incorrect information (cf. the “Stockholm Syndrome”). Taken 

together, especially in the initial period gaining time seems important, whereas as time 

passes, the risk of undesirable processes also increases. 

 

4.2. Information gathering and influence strategies 
 
Another important function of negotiation is information gathering. Asking many open 

questions (What/Why/How) can yield crucial information for both strategic purposes as 

well as for acquiring a thorough understanding of the situation. That is, the police 

negotiators are usually the only ones who are able to get a fairly good insight into the 

emotional state of perpetrators and victims. Furthermore, good listening skills prevent 

aggression and consequently diminish the risk of people getting hurt. In relatively 

expressive crisis situations the ‘active listening’ concept is also crucial for realizing the 

desired behavioral change of the perpetrator. Essential for active listening is to depart 

from another person’s framework and experience in order to really connect (Rogers, 

1951, 1961; also see Lang & Van der Molen, 1993). Furthermore, by asking the other 

person about consequences and confronting him with contradictory or irrational thoughts, 

finally also the desired behavioral change comes about. 

Although good listening skills for information gathering are -of course- also 

indispensable in relatively instrumental situations, this approach seems less suitable for 

bringing about behavioral change. In these situations it will much more come down to 

consciously adopting everyday influence strategies that for instance are used in 

advertising and in business and private contacts. To our knowledge, these influence 

strategies have only been very limitedly mapped within the domain of crisis negotiations. 

Consequently, also in negotiation training relatively little attention is paid to them. An 

exception to this concerns the work by McMains and Mullins (2001), who pay attention 



 INTRODUCTION  15 
      

 

to different influence strategies that a police negotiator can adopt. On page 218 they also 

say the following about that: 

“The negotiator can use all of these techniques on an ongoing basis. If one technique does not 

prove fruitful, leave it, go to another, and later retry the technique… .” 
 

The incorrect application of techniques can however seriously damage the police 

negotiator’s credibility and consequently form a threat to the lives and security of the 

persons concerned. In our research we particularly try to gain insight into which 

strategies are effective under which conditions. 

 

5. In conclusion 
 
In this chapter, we introduced the context of crisis negotiations, and particularly more 

instrumental bargaining type of situations. Purely negotiation-technically spoken, we 

concluded that police negotiators especially appeal to their personal experience and 

intuition, supplemented with negotiation principles from other disciplines such as clinical 

psychology. If saving human lives is concerned, it however is not sufficient to suppose 

that principles of one discipline are transposable to another. Empirical research into these 

matters seems necessary to fill this void. In our study, we will therefore focus on the 

effectiveness of influence strategies in instrumental bargaining negotiations and the 

perspective of others than the responsible authorities. In chapter 2, we will first introduce 

a framework for interpersonal influence behavior in negotiations, the Table of Ten. 

Furthermore, we will elaborate on the importance of distinguishing negotiation phases as 

well as incorporating the cultural context. Chapters 3 and 4 contain the results of our 

quantitative and qualitative analyses. Chapter 3 deals with the analysis of 35 actual crisis 

negotiations. These results are supplemented with insights from two perpetrator 

interviews. Chapter 4 is based on interviews with 17 direct and indirect victims of crisis 

incidents. Chapter 5 summarizes our main findings and discusses implication for crisis 

negotiation practice.  



 



 

 

Chapter 2: Theoretical framework - influence strategies, negotiation 

phases and the cultural context in crisis situations 
 
 
             Ellen Giebels, Wim Kamphuis and Sigrid Noelanders 
 
 
“Early this morning, Russian commandoes have put a bloody end to the hostage tragedy 

in a theatre in Moscow. At the liberation action, certainly ninety hostages and fifty 

Chechnyan rebels were killed. Hundreds of people have been brought to hospitals. 

Dozens of them are in a bad way because they have inhaled gas that has been used at the 

liberation.” (NOS news, 26 October 2002) 

 

The message above shows how much can be at stake in crisis situations. Afterwards, 129 

hostages and 41 hostage-takers proved to have met their death after the tactical 

intervention of the Russian commandoes. In this situation, a tactical intervention has been 

chosen because the negotiations were deadlocked and the rebels began to execute the 

hostages. A crisis situation that is solved by means of mere negotiations obviously leads 

to many fewer victims. However, how do you negotiate with hostage-takers? How do you 

effectively influence them? Is one particular approach best, or are different approaches 

effective in different situations? 

In this chapter, we first briefly discuss what negotiation is and how it relates to crisis 

negotiations. Then we review the social influence literature and propose a framework for 

interpersonal influence behavior in crisis situations, i.e. the “Table of Ten”. Furthermore, 

we will elaborate on the impact of the different negotiation phases and the cultural 

context. We conclude with several expectations about the research results. 

 

1. Negotiation 
 

The many definitions of negotiation that exist share a number of common elements (see 

for instance Fisher & Ury, 1981; Rubin, Pruitt & Kim, 1994; Thompson, 1998; Van de 

Vliert, 1997). That is, negotiation is a way to get something done from others when 



18  THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK   

  

having conflicting interests. Moreover, parties are mutually dependent for achieving 

desired negotiation outcomes. Crucial for negotiation is that communication takes place 

in relatively good trust. Precisely with regard to this latter issue, negotiations in crisis 

situations deviate from more everyday negotiations. That is, trust is usually low because 

of the life-threatening character of crisis negotiations. Furthermore, negotiations at crisis 

incidents usually have little integrative potential because they concern all-or-nothing 

situations in which each party as a rule concentrates on one alternative. A perpetrator 

wants to see his demands complied with, whereas the police negotiator tries to get the 

perpetrator prepared to abandon his original intentions without honoring his demands. 

Thus, both parties primarily pursue their own goals. Interpersonal influence processes 

play an important part at this. 

 

2. Interpersonal influence 
 
Interpersonal influence can be defined as the process by which a communicator tries to 

change the attitude or the belief, and ultimately the behavior, of another person or group 

of persons by transferring a message (Perloff, 1993). Influence processes distinguish 

themselves from more compelling phenomena such as manipulation and indoctrination, 

because the other person has a certain degree of freedom of choice and consequently 

behavioral change is the result of private acceptance (Gass & Seiter, 1999). 

Strikingly, only recently attention has been paid to a more interpersonal approach of 

social influence processes (Gass & Seiter, 1999; Perloff, 1993). The classical approach 

especially concentrates on mass communication, like at commercials, in which a 

persuasive message is communicated one-sidedly to a large group of individuals (also see 

Miller & Burgoon, 1978; Perloff, 1993). However, interpersonal influence is inextricably 

bound up with social interactions. As a matter of fact, in most relations we regularly try 

to get others so far as to change their behavior in a desired direction (Perloff, 1993). That 

is, we try to get colleagues to ask us for desirable projects, we attempt to involve our 

partner more in housekeeping, and we do our best to make a positive impression on 

important others. You could even state that it is almost impossible to communicate 

without influence processes playing a part in it (cf. Gass & Seiter, 1999, p 6). 
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3. Previous research on influence strategies 
 
In previous research and theory on interpersonal influencing, two lines of research seem 

relevant. First, there is the work of the American experimental social psychologist Robert 

Cialdini. He distinguishes between six psychological mechanisms based on many studies 

in well-controlled experimental settings (for a recent discussion, see Cialdini, 2001). He 

showed that people change their behavior because they like someone or because the other 

represents authority. Furthermore, people change their behavior as a result of social 

evidence, so because others do it, or because a feeling of scarcity is created by the limited 

availability of a good. This last mechanism is the result of the value people attach to 

means, possibilities or persons who are less available. Finally, people are strongly 

inclined to apply the “you scratch my back and I’ll scratch yours” principle and to adapt 

their behavior or convictions to bring them into line with what they have done in an 

earlier situation. In the latter case, behavioral change is the result of “cognitive 

dissonance reduction” (Festinger, 1957). 

A second line of research aims at influence strategies of managers in work situations (for 

a recent overview see Higgins, Judge & Ferris, 2003; see also Kipnis, Schmidt & 

Wilkinson, 1980; Yukl & Falbe, 1990; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). These studies focus on the 

frequency of occurrence and the effectiveness of different influence styles of managers. 

Here, a distinction is usually made between six to nine different categories such as 

rational persuasion, inspiring, exerting pressure, consulting and legitimizing. Because this 

usually concerns enduring work relations, this earlier research especially focuses on 

strategies for more permanent behavioral change as result of attitude change. In many 

crisis negotiation situations, however, it involves once-only events and influence attempts 

are mainly aimed at behavioral change, with or without attitudes change. Therefore a 

framework is presented in the following, introducing ten influence strategies aimed at 

behavioral change.  

 

4.  The Table of Ten 
 
By means of interviews with Dutch and Belgian police negotiators and observation of 

their negotiation behavior in practice, eventually ten categories of influence behavior 
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have been identified, the so-called ”Table of Ten” (Giebels, 2002). A distinction can be 

made between strategies that are primarily connected with the sender person and focus on 

the relation between parties (relational strategies) and strategies that are more connected 

with the content of the message (content strategies).4 Table 2.1. gives a description of the 

ten influence strategies as well as the underlying principles. In the next paragraph, we 

will discuss the strategies in greater detail. For each of them we will provide two concrete 

examples, one referring to a more expressive siege situation and one to the more 

instrumental kidnapping of the ten-year-old Irene V., the daughter of a wealthy executive. 

 

Table 2.1   The Table of Ten 

Strategy Underlying principle      Description of behavior 
Being kind Sympathy All friendly, helpful behavior 

Being equal Similarity Statements aimed at something the 

parties have in common 

Being credible Authority Behavior showing expertise or proving 

you are reliable 

Emotional appeal Self-image Playing upon the emotions of the other 

Intimidation Deterrence / fear Threatening with punishment or 

accusing the other personally 

Imposing a restriction Scarcity Delay behavior or making something 

available in a limited way 

Direct pressure Power of repetition Exerting pressure on the other in a 

neutral manner by being firm 

Legitimizing Legitimacy Referring to what has been agreed 

upon in society or with others  

Exchanging Reciprocity Give-and-take behavior 

Rational persuasion Consistency Use persuasive arguments and logic 

 
                                                        
4 Many of these strategies can be placed within five broad categories of conflict behavior and 
negotiation (forcing, yielding, compromising, avoiding and problem solving) used within the 
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4.1. Relational strategies 
In almost all negotiations building up a good personal relationship is seen as crucial to 

come to a climate in which influencing the other is possible. Sometimes one tends to 

forget that people can also be influenced more directly through the relationship. What 

these strategies have in common is that they have more to do with the sender him- or 

herself and the relation with the other person than with the content of his or her message. 

We identified three relational strategies that are frequently applied in negotiations. The 

first strategy being kind is based on the psychological principle that people are more open 

to and let themselves be easier influenced by others they like (Karrass, 1974). A first 

tactics that is based on this principle is trying to get in touch with the perpetrator as much 

and as long as possible. Classical research shows that repeated exposure to something or 

someone will mean that this stimulus is evaluated more positively (Zajonc, 1968; also see 

Chapter 1). Other much-used examples are: show the willingness to listen to someone 

and have sympathy for the situation of the other person. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The strategy being equal is based on the classical fact that the sender of a message has a 

bigger chance of influencing the receiver’s attitude when seen more similar to the 

receiver than when regarded as dissimilar (Perloff, 1993). The reason behind this is that 

people usually find other who resemble themselves sympathetic (Byrne, 1971). Tactics 

that refer to this strategy are sharing own experiences, creating an external enemy and 

emphasizing their mutual interdependence (Giebels, 2002; McMains & Mullins, 2001). 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                     
regular conflict management literature (see for instance Van de Vliert, 1997; Rubin et al., 1993). 

Examples of influence strategies: being kind 
 
Siege:  I am listening. I want to help.   
 
Kidnapping: How are you doing?  
 

Examples of influence strategies: being equal 
 
Siege:  I also have children….. 
 
Kidnapping: Together, we will find a solution. 
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The credibility of the source of a message may be the oldest concept in social influence 

research. According to Hovland, Janis & Kelly (1953) credibility consists of two 

components, namely expertise and reliability. Tactics that refer to the strategy being 

credible are for instance letting the perpetrator know that you have the position and the 

capacities to handle the situation and showing the other person that you can be trusted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.2. Content strategies 
By using the strategy emotional appeal the negotiator plays upon the perpetrator’s 

personal feelings, values, ideals and self-image. Tactics that refer to this strategy are: 

appealing to the sense of humanity of the perpetrator, going along with the human need 

of feeling good by referring to the positive feeling the right choice brings about, pointing 

to the respect the perpetrator will deserve if he chooses the solution brought up by the 

negotiator or shifting the perpetrator’s attention to others who are important to him (for 

instance his family members) and referring to the consequences for them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When negotiators use the strategy intimidation, they utilize the power to impose 

punishments on the one who does not agree to requests or demands (French & Raven, 

1959). All sorts of tactics with a strongly compelling nature such as warnings, threats and 

personal attacks refer to this strategy. This compelling nature considerably curtails the 

freedom of choice of the perpetrator, because of which this strategy is in fact on the 

borderline between influencing and coercion.  

 

Examples of influence strategies: being credible  
 
Siege:  They are bringing in the food as I have promised you. 
 
Kidnapping: As promised, we went to the bank today. 

Examples of influence strategies: emotional appeal 
 
Siege:  Think about the people with you. They are not to blame, are they? 
 
Kidnapping: Do you take good care of Irene? Her parents are very worried. 
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The strategy imposing a restriction is based on the “scarcity principle”. According to the 

scarcity principle, people find certain things or possibilities more valuable as they are 

more difficultly available (Cialdini, 1984). This is because we have learned that things 

that are difficult to get are often also more valuable. Besides, we also feel limited in our 

freedom of choice by the limited availability and we react to this by wanting to have it. 

Scarcity can relate to the amount of a certain good, but also to the time one has to obtain 

a good or to make a choice. A tactic that results from the scarcity principle is the 

postponement of certain concessions, but also the linking of a time-limit to an offer, so 

that the perpetrator has to take a decision quickly (McMains & Mullins, 2001), as well as 

the disregarding of the perpetrator so that the negotiator himself becomes a “scarce item”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

With the strategy, direct pressure the negotiator raises the pressure, just as with the 

strategy intimidation. Direct pressure is however more neutral behavior and lacks the 

compelling and threatening nature of intimidation. A concrete tactic that refers to this 

strategy is persisting behavior by repeating a demand. Another tactic consists of going 

back to a subject the negotiator wants to direct attention to.   

 

 

 

 

 

Examples of influence strategies: imposing a restriction 
 
Siege: Do you want to talk about a solution now or shall I call you back in half an 

hour? 
 
Kidnapping: I cannot give you the answer now. We are working on it. 

Examples of influence strategies: direct pressure 
 
Siege:  I am asking you again. Why don’t you just quit?! 
 
Kidnapping: I would like to talk again about … 

Examples of influence strategies: intimidation 
 
Siege: I cannot stand in for command decisions when you are hurting the people 

with you. 
 
Kidnapping: That is not true. You are not telling the truth now. 
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The strategy legitimizing is an indirect form of influencing, in which the negotiator refers 

to external things. To that end, the negotiator can refer to existing rules, laws and 

procedures. The negotiator can also appeal to the perpetrator’s moral sense, by referring 

to certain standards and values and moral rules. Finally, the negotiator can also call in 

persons who are held in high regard by the perpetrator to confirm his or her message. 

 

 

 

 

 

The strategy exchanging is based on the “principle of reciprocity” (Cialdini, 2001), 

suggesting that people feel obliged to give something in return when receiving something 

from someone else. This sense of obligation is ingrained and practically universal. The 

negotiator can use this principle by making concessions, but also by asking something in 

return (the “you scratch my back and I’ll scratch yours” tactic). Even if the negotiator 

asks nothing back for his favor, the perpetrator is likely to feels obliged to “pay back the 

debt”. Besides, small concessions are often followed by much bigger favors (Cialdini, 

2001; McMains & Mullins, 2001). Another tactic, which has become known as the 

“door-in-the-face” technique (Cialdini et al., 1975) means that the negotiator begins with 

a request so big that it will almost certainly not be accepted by the perpetrator. After 

rejection, the negotiator considerably lowers the request. This lowered request of the 

negotiator suggests a concession is being made, pressuring the perpetrator to do the same. 

The chance that the lowered request will now be complied with by the perpetrator is 

considerably higher than when it was the first request made (Cialdini & Ascani, 1976). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Examples of influence strategies: legitimizing 
 
Siege:  You know that I cannot do that. Law prohibits it. 
 
Kidnapping: I am sorry, but I have to adjust to regular bank procedures. 

Examples of influence strategies: exchanging 
 
Siege:  If I would arrange for the food, would you release the pregnant woman? 
 
Kidnapping: If we can be sure that Irene is still alive, then we will pay the ransom. 



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  25 
      

 

The last strategy of the table of ten, rational persuasion, aims at behavioral change 

through a change of attitude. By means of logic and factual information the negotiator 

tries to convince the perpetrator that what’s asked for is logical and in accordance with 

joint goals (Eagly & Chaiken, 1984). With this approach, reasoning and arguing are 

central elements. In this way, the negotiator can make use of “the principle of 

commitment and consistency” (Cialdini, 2001). This principle refers to the need to bring 

our thought or behavior into line with earlier displayed behavior or an earlier taken 

decision. This is caused by the commitment to choices already made.  This means that the 

perpetrator is more easily inclined to agree to a solution that seems “logical” in the light 

of the past. The negotiator can make use of these principles by eliciting promises or acts 

from the perpetrator, as a result of which the perpetrator will feel obliged to act in 

accordance with it in the future as well (cf. the “self-perception theory”; Bem, 1967). 

Another tactic that is based on the principles of commitment and consistency is known as 

the “foot-between-the-door” technique (Perloff, 1993). Here, the negotiator makes use of 

the fact that the perpetrator will rather comply with a second, bigger request if he has 

already complied with an initial, smaller request. The more often the perpetrator agrees to 

a request, the more difficult it becomes to reject a new request. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Now that we have discussed the Table of Ten, we will go into two variables that can 

impact the effectiveness of different influence strategies. We expect that the effectiveness 

of the different strategies depends on the negotiation phase and on the cultural 

background of the perpetrators. 

 

 

 

Examples of influence strategies: rational persuasion 
 
Siege: If you are not planning to hurt anyone, why then don’t you put down your 

weapon? 
 
Kidnapping: I do not think it is a good idea to let her parents drive the car because they are
   really stressed. 
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5.  Phases in a negotiation 
 
Since the case studies of Ann Douglas (1957, 1962) researchers within communications 

and social psychology carry out small-scale research into the phase structure of 

negotiations. Douglas’ model still finds much response in the development of a theory 

about phase models of negotiations (Holmes, 1992). According to Douglas (1962) a 

negotiation consists of three phases. In the first phase, the meeting between the parties 

takes place and both parties try to tell their story and indicate what they want. This makes 

the apparently unbridgeable gap between the parties clear. In the second phase, the 

negotiators’ attention shifts from their own demands to points of agreement, which 

enables the negotiators to go and occupy themselves with problem solving. Much 

interpersonal interaction takes place in this phase, which is characterized by all sorts of 

mutual influence attempts. The third phase marks the end of the negotiation; the parties’ 

standpoints come closer and parties occupy themselves with the wording of the 

agreement reached and its implementation. Researchers after Douglas have come to 

similar phasing of the negotiation process (see for instance Gulliver, 1979; Putnam, 

Wilson & Turner, 1990). Therefore, the dominant descriptive model for negotiations is 

the three-phase model with successively the initial phase, the problem-solving phase and 

the ending phase. 

This division in three phases seems to apply to crisis negotiations as well (see Abott, 

1986). In addition, Donohue, Ramesh & Borchgrevink (1991) conclude after exploring a 

number of siege situations that both criminal as well as domestic sieges are characterized 

by a three phased proceeding; in the first phase the perpetrators end up in an intense 

crisis, characterized by strong competitive behavior. What follows is a long phase of 

normative negotiation. In the last phase, there is again talk of a crisis and fear within the 

perpetrator, when the release of the victims and the surrender of the perpetrator comes up. 

We expect that these three phases are particularly relevant for sieges and are less 

applicable to more instrumental bargaining situations such as kidnapping and extortion.  
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6. High- versus low-context cultures 
 
Culture is a system of values, standards, ideas, attitudes, ways of behavior, means of 

communication and their products, which is shared by a community and handed down 

from generation to generation (cf. Hofstede, 1980; 2001). The term culture is often used 

to refer to visible behavior. This is for instance the case when we see that in some Arab 

communities the woman as a sign of her subordination to the man should walk a couple 

of yards behind him or that in the Chinese culture a gift is often wrapped in red – the 

color of luck. Hofstede (1980; 2001) used the metaphor of the onion to show that often 

something much more profound and fundamental lies beneath this visible outside. If you, 

so he states, peel off the outer layer of the onion then there always appears a deeper layer. 

Seen this way, deeper layers such as norms and values underlie the outer layer of the 

behavior that we see in first instance. The core consists of a general basic attitude with 

which a certain community looks at the world and interprets it. It for instance involves 

the social roles the two sexes should play in society or how one looks at predestination. 

Therefore, culture can also been seen as a mental programming or as “software of the 

mind” (Hofstede, 1980; 2001). 

An important aspect of culture is that it is not innate, but acquired, mostly in the earliest 

youth. Furthermore, not everyone in a community shares culture to the same extent. 

Some strongly identify with the views and ways of behavior within a community, 

whereas for others that is much less the case. This partly depends on the closeness of a 

culture. Simple societies with a small professional differentiation are usually closer-knit 

than societies with an extensive differentiation in professions. If the culture is close-knit, 

the identification will be bigger; if the culture is rather loose, then the members have a 

greater freedom to put aside elements of a culture. 

Culture is also not the same as nationality. Psychological literature often compares 

persons of two different nationalities – particularly popular is the comparison of 

Americans with Japanese or Chinese – and subsequently attribute differences in behavior 

or thought to cultural differences. The United States then represent the western, 

individualistic culture and Japan or China an eastern, collectivist culture. In itself this 

analogy is not so bad, because nationalities are often formed according to a common 

culture, and associated with a common religion or language. For example, for new 
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countries such as Croatia (Roman Catholic), Serbia (Orthodox) and Kosovo (Islamic) 

from ex-Yugoslavia the religious dividing lines have played an important role. At the 

same time ex-Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union are examples of nationalities that were so 

heterogeneous that one could not speak of one culture. In general, research shows that 

differences between countries are larger than the individual differences within a country 

(see for instance Hofstede, 2001). Therefore, nationality is usually considered a good 

assessment of culture. However, one should keep in mind that the attribution of 

characteristics to a national culture may encourage stereotyping and prejudice. 

There is a growing awareness that cultural differences play an important role during crisis 

negotiations (see, for example, Hammer & Rogan, 2002). Although a multitude of 

cultures can be distinguished and also a large amount of dimensions on which those 

differences are described, an important basic distinction can be made between low- and 

high-context cultures (Hall, 1976; Ting-Toomey, 1985). By a high-context culture we 

refer to a culture in which an extensive set of rules of conduct exists for each situation 

and in which implicit communication plays an important role. Many societies in Asia, 

Africa and South America are regarded as high-context cultures, whereas (Northern) 

Europe and the Anglo-Saxon world can be regarded more as low-context cultures. 

An important dimension high- and low-context cultures differ on is the cultural 

dimension individualism versus collectivism, one of the main and most examined cultural 

dimensions (Hofstede, 2001; Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001; Triandis, 1995). 

Individualism-collectivism refers to the strength of the bonds between the individual and 

all sorts of groups (family, company, neighborhood and the like). In collectivistic 

societies, people are integrated into close-knit groups. These groups occupy a central 

place and protect people during their lives in exchange for loyalty. In individualistic 

societies, the bonds are looser and individuals are considered to be independent and 

autonomous. The individual is central and autonomy, self-development and self-interest 

are central concepts. In comparison with people from individualistic cultures, 

collectivistic societies lay more emphasis on social standards and duties, shared 

convictions and co-operation with others (Wheeler, Reis & Bond, 1989). 

A second cultural dimension that is connected with high- and low-context cultures is 

power distance. Power distance refers to the extent to which the less powerful members 



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  29 
      

 

of institutions or organizations in a country expect and accept that power is divided 

unequally. In high-context cultures there usually exists a large power distance. Concepts 

such as hierarchy, privileges and status symbols are central concepts. Previous research 

has shown that societies that are more collectivist usually also are higher in power 

distance (Hofstede, 2001). An obvious explanation for this is that in order for groups to 

function effectively, there is the almost inevitable need for task division and level 

differentiation. 

Another distinction between high- and low-context cultures has to do with the way in 

which concepts such as shame, disgrace, loss of face and honor are dealt with. In 

collectivistic, high-context cultures these concepts play a bigger part with respect to the 

motivation for behavior than in individualistic, low-context cultures (Ting-Toomey & 

Oetzel, 2001). The opinion of the outside world, in particular from one’s own social 

network, is highly important. Preservation of face with respect to this network seems 

crucial (also see Box 1). Conversely, in the more individualistic low-context cultures 

one’s own identity is to a lesser extent determined by the groups to which one belongs, 

but more by one’s own achievements, actions and needs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 1. Loss of face 
 
Avoiding loss of face is a universal psychological mechanism to have and to 

keep a positive self-image. The main condition for the occurrence of loss of face 

is the presence (visible or perceptible) of an audience. Loss of face is important 

in crisis negotiations for police negotiators as well as perpetrators because of 

the confronting nature of the interaction and because there is almost always an 

audience (Rogan, 1999). The need to avoid loss of face strongly increases as (1) 

a person feels incompetent, (2) sees the audience as competent and evaluating, 

and (3) only the actor knows the precise costs the avoidance of loss of face 

entails. 
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Cultural differences can also be directly related to attitudes and behavior. That is, recent 

research shows that the way in which we try to influence others is strongly culturally 

determined (see for instance Fu & Yukl, 2000; Langeloo & Giebels, 2003; Tinsley, 2001; 

Wosinska, Cialdini, Barett & Reykowski, 2001). Research for instance shows that 

individualistic cultures attach much more importance to logic and rationality than 

collectivist cultures. This means that behavior and attitudes in many western low- context 

societies are more quickly adjusted on the basis of logical arguments and much less, for 

example, because of the power position of the messenger or the emotional load of the 

message. The latter is much sooner the case in many non-western high-context cultures. 

Especially in many Latin-American and African societies, showing one’s emotions is an 

important means of communication. In western cultures, on the contrary, you see a 

rational approach of emotions by talking about emotions to “deal with things” and to put 

things “straight”. Triandis (1995) also points at the differential importance of reason and 

emotion for different cultures. He states that individualistic, low-context cultures attach 

more importance to the rational analysis of advantages and disadvantages, whereas high-

context cultures lay more emphasis on mutual relations. 

 

7. Expectations 
 
Based on the previous discussion we can formulate a number of global expectations. 

First, we expect that the use of relational strategies by a negotiator, in particular “being 

kind” and “being equal”, have a positive effect. We also expect that strategies from the 

Table of Ten that are based on coercion or authority, or that can be associated with that, 

will have a more negative effect. Besides, we expect that influence attempts of a 

negotiator in a hectic and emotional initial phase will have less effect than influence 

attempts in the following problem-solving phase. This will especially apply to relatively 

expressive crisis situations and to a much lesser degree to instrumental bargaining 

situations. In these instrumental situations we furthermore expect that more businesslike 

negotiation strategies such as “exchanging” and “rational persuasion”, have a positive 

effect. A last expectation is that “rational persuasion” is especially effective for 

perpetrators from a low-context culture rather than for perpetrators from a high-context 

culture.



 

Chapter 3: Analysis of the negotiations 5 

 

       Ellen Giebels and Sigrid Noelanders 

 

In this chapter we discuss the main results with regard to the 35 analyzed crisis incidents. 

For that purpose, we will first go into the procedures followed, and the method of data 

collection and analysis. Next, we will give an overview of the actual use of the Table of 

Ten by police negotiators and perpetrators. We also report to what extent this behavior 

varies as a result of the type of incident. Furthermore, we pay attention to the 

effectiveness of influence strategies in negotiations for different types of crisis incidents. 

Particularly for sieges, we will also address different negotiation phases and we link the 

main findings to some additional insights that followed from a couple of interviews with 

hostage-takers. As far as kidnappings and extortions are concerned, we especially pay 

attention to the interaction patterns between police negotiators and perpetrators and to the 

cultural context.  

 

1. Research method 
 
1.1. Procedure and information gathering 
 
After approval of the research project by various judicial and governmental bodies and 

after a protocol between the parties was signed, the Belgian and Dutch police negotiators 

were approached with the question to put audiotapes of negotiations at our disposal. In 

the Netherlands this was done through the Nederlands Onderhandelaars Platform (NOP) 

(Dutch Negotiators Platform), in Belgium via the Directie Speciale Eenheden (DSU) 

(Special Units Direction) of the Belgian Federal Police. We asked the negotiators for 

material that met the following criteria: 

1. The negotiations had to be audio-taped. This is not obvious, because it is not always 

possible to make sound-recordings. Especially the last few years this is done more 

and more systematically; 

                                                        
5 We would like to thank Evert van de Vliert for his comments on an earlier version of this 
chapter. 
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2. There had to have been enough communication between negotiator and perpetrator to 

be able to draw sensible conclusions about the negotiation’s effectiveness. Therefore, 

we used a minimum limit of 10 minutes of contact; 

3. Additional information about the incident had to be available. Preferably, we could 

consult police files or databases with respect to the crisis incident as well as consult 

with a representative of the negotiation team; 

4. The incidents had to be of relatively recent date. Preferably they took place in the 

course of the past 10 years; in any case they should not be older than 15 years. 

 

Besides, we also decided to leave aside a number of incidents that still had to be handled 

before court. Finally, 19 Dutch and 16 Belgian cases proved to meet the above-mentioned 

criteria. The Dutch cases came from the police regions Rotterdam-Rijnmond (3), 

Amsterdam-Amstelland (3), Utrecht (3), Limburg-Noord (3), Limburg-Zuid (2), Brabant-

Zuid-Oost (2), Brabant-Noord (2) and Noord-Oost-Gelderland (1). The Belgian cases 

concerned in five cases Walloon cases, the other 11 incidents took place on Flemish 

territory. More than 70 % of the incidents took place in the past 5 years. All perpetrators 

were male. Appendix 1 gives an overview of the cases that have been included in the 

research. 

 

1.2. Overview of the cases 
 
Of the 35 incidents 9 cases involved sieges, 16 cases involved kidnapping and 10 cases 

involved extortion. After a first inspection of the selected siege incidents it turned out that 

they fell apart in three subcategories. The first category concerns hostage taking as a 

result of problems in the relational sphere that escalate. An example of such a situation is 

a father who quarrels with his ex-wife about an arrangement for parental access and 

spontaneously takes her hostage when this quarrel escalates. We have previously labeled 

this as a typical expressive crisis situation (see chapter 1). A second category of sieges 

concerns hostage-takers who deliberately take hostages to receive attention for a problem 

or to raise a case. Extreme examples of this were the Dutch sieges in the seventies by 

Moluccans who strived for a free Republic of South Moluccas. Particularly in this type of 

situations there is talk of a planned siege. The third category concerns individuals with a 
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criminal background who try to escape the police. The siege then results, for example, 

from a bank robbery that gets out of hand, a prisoner who tries to escape detention or 

criminals who are chased by the police. These situations are usually not planned, but also 

concern instrumental negotiation situations. That is, concrete demands are often made 

and victims are considered more instrumentally.  

All 26 kidnapping and extortion cases could furthermore be typified as instrumental 

bargaining situations. Twenty-five of the 26 incidents concerned demands for money or 

other valuables, and in one case the perpetrators demanded specific classified 

information.  

 

1.3. Coding the material 
 
In 20 cases the negotiations have been carried on in another language than Dutch; these 

negotiations have been translated by an interpreter during the negotiation or by a 

translation bureau after the negotiation. Next, all negotiations were coded by two 

independent raters. Each speaking turn from the negotiator and the perpetrator received a 

code, which represented the dominant message of that speaking turn. For that purpose an 

exhaustive coding scheme has been developed. This coding scheme is based on 

exploration of earlier incidents and discussions with the Belgian and Dutch negotiators. 

The coding scheme contained 13 possible codes. The first ten codes corresponded to the 

“Table of Ten” (see Chapter 2). Besides, three categories of statements have been 

identified that not directly relate to interpersonal influence, but rather to information 

exchange between the parties, namely: 

1) Exchange of business information, for instance when asking for the presence of 

weapons or the number of people held inside the stronghold; 

2) Exchange of emotional information, for instance statements indicating sadness or 

happiness; 

3) Exchange of procedural information, for instance when discussing a delivery or 

surrender plan. 

The raters’ training proceeded until an interrater reliability (Cohen’s Kappa) of .75 was 

reached. This training lasted approximately 30 hours. Then the raters started coding the 

actual research material. Independently, they gave each speaking turn one code. The 
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interrater reliability of this was also good: per incident this varied from .70 to .92 with an 

average of .85. In case of disagreement, the raters discussed the particular speaking turn 

and jointly decided which code was the best applicable. 

Together with some incident characteristics from police files, we entered all data into 2 

statistical programs, namely SPSS (Statistical Program for the Social Sciences) and 

Analyzing Interaction: Sequential Analysis with SDIS and GSEQ (Bakeman & Quera, 

1995). When discussing the results, we will only present significant results at p < .01. 

 

2. Results 
 
2.1. The police negotiator’s behavior and the perpetrator’s behavior 
 
The police negotiator’s behavior 

The 35 incidents contain in total 8,935 speaking turns from the police negotiators. 2,444 

of these speaking turns could be typified as information exchange (27 %). This for the 

most part concerns the exchange of business information (19 %), followed by procedural 

information (7 %) and emotional information (1 %). Furthermore, 6,491 speaking turns 

(73 %) could be typified as influence behavior. In table 3.1 a division is made according 

to the type of influence strategy. Because the duration of the incidents varied 

substantially, we calculated the relative degree of occurrence of each type of influence 

behavior per incident first (in %). 

Overall, approximately half of the influence behaviors could be labeled as relational 

strategies and the other half as content strategies. On average, the strategies “being kind”, 

“direct pressure” and “rational persuasion” were used most often. Interestingly, this 

applies to sieges, kidnappings and extortions. Furthermore, we found some differences 

between sieges on the one hand and kidnappings and extortions on the other. For sieges 

in general, we see that a higher percentage of the hostage negotiator’s behavior can be 

labeled as influence behavior. More specifically, in sieges the relational influence 

strategies “being kind” and “being equal” were used more often, whereas “intimidation” 

is more often employed in kidnappings and extortions. Furthermore, police negotiators 

used an emotional appeal more often in sieges and kidnappings then in extortions. Finally 

and as expected, we found a strong resemblance in influence strategies used in 

kidnappings and extortions.  
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Table 3.1   Influence strategies used by police negotiators per incident type 

         Siege        Kidnapping Extortion        Total 

 

Relational strategies 

Being kind                                   32 %    > 21 %  17 %               22 % 

Being equal   4 %    > 1 %  1 %                           1.5 % 

Being credible   8 %  5 %  5 %   6 % 

Content strategies 

Emotional appeal  3 %  2 %      >  0.5 %   2 % 

Intimidation   1 %    < 6 %   7 %   5 % 

Imposing a restriction  3 %   5 %   7 %   5 % 

Direct pressure   18 %  16 %   17 %              17 % 

Legitimizing   1 %  0.5 %   0.5 %     0.5 % 

Exchanging   1 %  2 %   2 %   1.5 % 

Rational persuasion  9 %  8 %   9 %   8 % 
 

Total    80 %    >  66.5 %     66 %             68.5 %  
Note. Significant differences are indicated with a < (smaller than) or a > (bigger than) sign. 

 

 

Interrelations between the influence strategies 

By means of a statistical technique, named factor analysis, it is possible to map how the 

different influence strategies relate to each other. This means that behavioral strategies 

that are placed more closely in each other’s vicinity frequently occur together. The 

pattern found is represented in figure 3.1. On the left side we see that forcing strategies 

such as “intimidation” and “imposing a restriction” often occur together. These strategies 

can be seen as manifestations of competition. At the other extreme of this horizontally 

described dimension we find that the strategies “being equal”, “being kind” and 

“emotional appeal” frequently occur together. These more affective strategies are 

strongly aimed at co-operation. “Exchanging” falls about halfway this dimension, a 

strategy that is characterized by a mix of co-operation and competition. 
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The strategies that are placed close to the vertical axis seem more cognitive by nature. On 

the one side, this concerns indirect strategies such as appealing to rules and procedures 

(legitimizing) or making an appeal to the knowledge you possess as a negotiator, in the 

form of being credible. On the other side of the dimension, we find direct strategies in 

which one tries to convince the other person by bringing up arguments and frequently 

repeating them. The pattern found shows strong similarities to earlier research into the 

way in which Dutch and Flemish students perceive the interrelations between the various 

strategies (see Giebels, 2002). 

 

Figure 3.1   The Table of Ten: interrelations 

 

  Legitimizing 

     Being credible 

 

Intimidation        Being equal 

Imposing a restriction             Exchanging    Being kind 

         Emotional appeal 

      

           

Rational persuasion 

Direct pressure 

 

 

The perpetrator’s behavior 
In the 35 incidents a total of 8,991 speaking turns from perpetrators have been coded. 

2,944 of these speaking turns could be typified as information exchange (33 %). Just as 

with the police negotiators this for the most part concerned the exchange of business 

information (23 %), followed by procedural information (7 %) and emotional information 

(3 %). Furthermore, 6,047 speaking turns (67 %) could be typified as influence behavior. 

In table 3.2. a division is made according to the type of influence strategy. We see that 

not only negotiators but also perpetrators regularly display relational behavior and 

especially opt for “being kind”. In addition, they frequently apply “intimidation” and 

“direct pressure” and to a somewhat lesser degree “rational persuasion”. Only one 
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significant difference came up from the analyses. That is, in kidnappings and sieges the 

perpetrators use emotional appeals more than in an extortion situation.   

 

Table 3.2   Influence strategies used by perpetrators per incident type 
    

    Siege        Kidnapping Extortion     Total 

 

Relational strategies 

Being kind                                   19 %      14 %   13 %        15 % 

Being equal   1 %   1 %   0.5 %          1 % 

Bing credible   3 %   5 %    4 %          4 % 

Content strategies 

Emotional appeal  1 %   1 %    >  0.1 %        0.5 % 

Intimidation   15 %   16 %   19 %      16.5 % 

Imposing a restriction  5 %   4 %   4 %           4 % 

Direct pressure   14 %   17 %    18 %      16.5 % 

Legitimizing   0.2 %   0.3 %   0.3 %        0.2 % 

Exchanging   1 %   2 %   1 %           1 % 

Rational persuasion  9 %   8 %   7 %           8 % 
 

Total    68.2 %   68.3%  66.9 %       66.7 % 
Note. Significant differences are indicated with a < (smaller than) or a > (bigger than) sign. 

 

In the following sections, we try to gain a better insight into the effect of the various 

influence strategies. To that end, we take the negotiator’s behavior as a point of 

departure. We first examine the siege situations, followed by a discussion of the results 

for kidnappings and extortions. 

 

2.2. Sieges: the Table of Ten and effectiveness 
 
A first way to be able to say something about the influence strategies’ effectiveness is by 

relating these to the incident’s final outcome. In principle, negotiation in sieges can be 

regarded as effective when: 

1) all parties involved remain physically uninjured during the negotiation; 
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2) the negotiations are terminated peacefully because the hostage-taker decides to 

give up the hostage taking. 

Four out of 9 hostage situations met both criteria, five other hostage situations not.6 These 

can therefore be regarded as less effective7. 

Before analyzing the data the total duration of the negotiation was first divided into three 

phases: the first 20 % of the interaction was regarded as the initial phase; the following 

60 % as the problem-solving phase in which the actual negotiations take place. The last 

20 % of the negotiation can be regarded as the ending phase. A number of analyses were 

carried out to see whether there were differences in influence strategies between 

relatively effective and relatively ineffective siege incidents and whether this varied per 

phase. 

 

Sieges: the initial phase 

Table 3.3. gives the results for the initial phase. This shows that negotiators use more 

affective strategies such as being kind, being credible and emotional appeal in relatively 

effective siege situations than in relatively ineffective siege situations. These differences 

are however not significant. This could be explained by the fact that in many siege 

situations the emotions are often extremely high at the beginning. Such feelings of 

tension or “arousal” in general impede people to process information effectively. Besides, 

it is obvious that the hostage-taker in the first contacts especially wants to ventilate his 

story or wants to stay in charge of the negotiations. Because talking and listening well at 

the same time is almost impossible, the hostage-taker probably is focused more on 

“sending” than on “receiving” messages. It is also likely that later phases have an 

increasingly stronger influence on the final outcome. 
 
                                                        
6 This proved to be distributed evenly over the three earlier identified subgroups (relational, 
idealistic and criminal): each subcategory contained at least one relatively effective and one 
relatively ineffective siege. 
 
7 This relative measure does not take into account contextual factors such as the influence of 
medication or drugs, the perpetrator’s judicial history or interventions by third parties, which can 
influence the incident’s final result. Therefore we cannot rule out that the work of a negotiator in 
an incident we labeled as relatively ineffective can be seen as effective within the larger 
operational and judicial context. 
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Table 3.3   The initial phase of sieges: the Table of Ten and effectiveness 

 

Outcome:           Effective           Ineffective 

 

Relational strategies 

Being kind                                       34 %   28 % 

Being equal    8 %   5 % 

Being credible    8 %            11 % 

Content strategies 

Emotional appeal   2 %   1 % 

Intimidation    1 %   0 % 

Imposing a restriction   1 %   4 % 

Direct pressure    18 %   20 % 

Legitimizing    0.5 %   1 % 

Exchanging    0.5 %   2 % 

Rational persuasion   9 %   4 % 
 
 

 

Sieges: the problem-solving phase 

In the longest phase of the negotiation, we do find a number of significant differences. 

Striking is that a number of strategies that occur relatively seldom do prove to make a 

difference. First, we see that relational behavior of a negotiator aimed at “being equal” is 

being displayed more in relatively effective siege situations than in relatively ineffective 

siege situations. Being equal is a strategy aimed at creating something jointly. This can 

for instance be a joint hobby, joint experiences or even a joint enemy. The importance of 

creating something jointly frequently comes up in the hostage negotiation literature. This 

is also referred to as building up “rapport” (see for instance McMains & Mullins, 2001). 
 
 
 
 
 



40  ANALYSIS OF THE NEGOTIATIONS   

  

 
Table 3.4   The problem-solving phase of sieges: the Table of Ten and effectiveness 

 

Outcome:            Effective           Ineffective 

 

Relational strategies 

Being kind                                    33 %   31 % 

Being equal    6 %         >  2 % 

Being credible    9 %            7 % 

Content strategies 

Emotional appeal   3 %   2.5 % 

Intimidation    1 %   1 % 

Imposing a restriction   0.5 %         <  5 % 

Direct pressure    18 %   17.5 % 

Legitimizing    0 %   1 % 

Exchanging    0.5 %   1.5 % 

Rational persuasion   12 %   8 % 
 
 

It furthermore turns out that relatively ineffective siege situations are characterized by a 

higher degree of “imposing a restriction”. Negotiators impose limitations on a hostage-

taker when they have to postpone things or when they cannot comply with a request. Our 

data suggest that the more this happens, the higher the risk of an undesirable outcome. 

 

Sieges: the ending phase 

In this last phase of the negotiation we only find one significant difference, namely for 

making an emotional appeal (see table 3.5.). This may be explained by the fact that this 

phase usually has a high practical component because it focuses on how the agreed upon 

solution has to be implemented. In accordance with the guideline to discuss such 

agreements thoroughly, to be able to guarantee the security of all those concerned, we 

found that in relatively effective siege situations more procedural agreements between the 

parties have been made, than in relatively ineffective siege situations. In general, this 

phase concentrates more on the exchange of information then on mutual influence 

attempts.  
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Table 3.5   The ending phase oft sieges: the Table of Ten and effectiveness 

 

Outcome:            Effective           Ineffective 

 
Relational strategies 

  Being kind                                32 %   30 % 

Being equal    2 %   1 % 

Being credible    6 %            7 % 

Content strategies 

Emotional appeal   11 %         >  4 % 

Intimidation    1 %   0.5 % 

Imposing a restriction   4 %   2 % 

Direct pressure    17 %   21 % 

Legitimizing    4 %   0 % 

Exchanging    0.2 %   1.5 % 

Rational persuasion   4 %   7 % 
 

 

Interaction between negotiator and perpetrator 

In this section we report the main findings that follow from the interaction analysis, an 

analysis method that analyzes interaction patterns between negotiator and perpetrator8. 

The results of those analyses indicate how high the chance is that a certain type of 

influence behavior of a negotiator at point in time 1 is followed by a certain type of 

behavior of the hostage-taker at point in time 2. If that chance is significantly higher than 

may be expected based on coincidence, this means that the influence strategy concerned 

promotes a certain type of reaction of the hostage-taker. If that chance is significantly 

smaller than may be expected on the basis of coincidence, this means that the influence 

strategy concerned discourages a certain reaction of the hostage-taker. 

In this way, interaction analysis offers the possibility of discussing the negotiations’ 

effectiveness at another level, because it provides insight into which influence strategies 
                                                        
8 Cf. Analyzing Interaction, Sequential Analysis with SDIS and GSEQ (Bakeman & Quera, 

1995). 
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of a negotiator may elicit desirable or undesirable behavior of a perpetrator. As desirable 

behavior of a perpetrator we see manifestations of “being kind” and “being equal”. That 

is, these behaviors point at the development of positive feelings of the hostage-taker 

towards the negotiator. Besides, “exchanging” could be regarded as desirable, because it 

suggests reciprocity in give-and-take behavior: the hostage-taker is (partly) prepared to 

be forthcoming and to give you something in return for what he receives. 

As undesirable behavior of a perpetrator we regard the instrumental competitive 

behaviors, such as “intimidation” and “imposing a restriction”. Intimidation often 

concerns threats and manifestations of physical violence in the direction of the negotiator 

or the victim, whereas a limitation is often communicated in the form of a deadline (cf. 

figure 3.1.). 

In the following figures 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4, the significant results will be represented per 

earlier identified incident type (relational, idealistic and criminal). We will always 

indicate in subfigure A which strategies of a negotiator elicit a reaction of the hostage-

taker that is regarded as desirable. In subfigure B, we do the same for behaviors that are 

regarded as undesirable. In subfigure C, finally, we report some additional findings. A 

bold arrow (         ) means that a certain strategy of a negotiator encourages subsequent 

behavior of a hostage-taker, whereas a dotted arrow (       ) means that a certain strategy 

discourages the subsequent behavior of a hostage-taker. 

 

The relational siege 

The three relational siege situations contain in total 2,040 speaking turns from negotiators 

and hostage-takers. Figures 3.2.A, 3.2.B and 3.2.C show the main results of the 

interaction analyses. 

Figure 3.2.A first shows that an emotional appeal by a negotiator evokes kind as well as 

equal behavior. An explanation of this is that especially in relational siege situations there 

is already a personal bond between victim and hostage-taker. Because of this, the 

hostage-taker will be rather inclined to see this person as an individual rather than purely 

as a means of exchange. 

In addition, the strategies “legitimizing” by referring to rules and procedures and 

“exchanging” are likely to evoke kind behavior. Furthermore, we see that exchange 
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proposals of negotiators seem to be responded with exchange proposals by hostage-takers 

and that “being kind” decreases the risk of intimidation. This latter finding can, of course, 

also be regarded as a desirable reaction. 

 

 

Figure 3.2.A   The relational siege: desirable reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator     Reaction hostage-taker 

 

Emotional appeal                               being kind 

 

Legitimizing       being equal 

 

Exchanging       exchanging 

      
Being kind              intimidation 

discourages                        
 

As for undesirable reactions we see that “intimidation” and “direct pressure” of a 

negotiator promotes intimidation by the hostage-taker and him imposing a restriction (see 

figure 3.2.B). Furthermore, hostage-takers also tend to react with intimidation to attempts 

of negotiators to show they are credible. 

 

Figure 3.2.B   The relational siege: undesirable reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator     Reaction hostage-taker 

       

Being credible       intimidation 

 

Intimidation       imposing a restriction 

  
Direct pressure 
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Figure 3.2.C presents some additional findings. Imposing a restriction by the negotiator 

does not so much evoke aggressive behavior but will rather increase the chance of a more 

neutral direct pressure. Besides, “direct pressure” by the negotiator results in more 

statements of a hostage-taker that refer to his own credibility. 

 

Table 3.2.C   The relational siege: other reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator     Reaction hostage-taker 

 

Imposing a restriction                               direct pressure 

Direct pressure       being credible 

 

 

The idealistic siege 

The three ideologically inspired and usually planned siege situations contain in total 

3,915 speaking turns from negotiators and hostage-takers. Figure 3.3.A, 3.3.B, and 3.3.C 

give the main results of the interaction analyses. 

Figure 3.3.A shows that credible behavior, by showing expertise and being reliable, is 

rewarded with kind behavior of a hostage-taker. “Legitimizing” and “rational persuasion” 

also evoke kind behavior of the hostage-taker. This suggests that strategies that may 

explain things or that communicate one is to be trusted - and as such help the hostage-

taker to reach his goals- result in more positive reactions. 

 
Figure 3.3.A   The idealistic siege: desirable reaction patterns 
 
Strategy negotiator     Reaction hostage-taker 

 

Being credible                                being kind 

 

Legitimizing       being equal 

 

Rational persuasion 
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When we look at strategies of a negotiator that elicit undesirable behavior, we see that 

“imposing a restriction” leads to intimidation, whereas “direct pressure” increases the risk 

that the hostage-taker imposes a limitation on the police negotiator (see figure 3.3.B). 

Interesting is also that kind behavior of negotiators minimizes the risk of symmetrical 

kind behavior of hostage-takers. An explanation of these findings may be that the 

idealistic hostage-taker is usually suspicious of the authorities. Maybe in earlier attempts 

to raise his case, he has been disappointed or not taken seriously by the same authorities. 

 

Figure 3.3.B The idealistic siege: undesirable reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator      Reaction hostage-taker 

 

Imposing a restriction                                intimidation 

 

Direct pressure        imposing a restriction 

     
Being kind                              being kind 

discourages 
 

In figure 3.3.C we again report a number of additional findings. These findings confirm 

the patterns already found. That is, “being kind” of a negotiator tends to increase the use 

of arguments by a hostage-taker. Furthermore, we see that when a negotiator makes an 

emotional appeal, this is likely to evoke a symmetrical reaction; the idealistic hostage-

taker is also inclined to make an emotional appeal. Imposing a restriction also leads to a 

bigger chance of making an emotional appeal.  

 

Figure 3.3.C   The idealistic siege: other reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator     Reaction hostage-taker 

 

Being kind       rational persuasion 

Emotional appeal                               emotional appeal 

 

Imposing a restriction 
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The criminal siege 

The three criminal siege situations contain in total 4,262 speaking turns from negotiators 

and hostage-takers. Figures 3.4.A, 3.4.B and 3.4.C present the main results of the 

interaction analyses. 

Figure 3.4.A shows that the chance of desirable reactions is much smaller than for 

relational and idealistic sieges. Only negotiator statements that aim at something jointly 

seem to have a positive effect and to evoke mutually equal behavior. 

 

Figure 3.4.A  The criminal siege: desirable reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator      Reaction hostage-taker 

                              

Being equal       being equal 

      

      
As for the undesirable reactions, figure 3.4.B shows that exchange proposals of 

negotiators usually are not responded with symmetrical exchange behavior of hostage-

takers, but rather with more competitive negotiation behavior such as imposing a 

restriction. This suggests that negotiator behaviors aimed at meeting the other person 

somewhere halfway is being exploited by the criminal hostage-taker. 

 

 

Figure 3.4.B  The criminal sieges: undesirable reaction patterns 

   

Strategy negotiator      Reaction hostage-taker 

   

Exchanging       imposing a restriction 

     
                            

In figure 3.4.C we report quite a number of additional interaction patterns that have been 

found. In line with the previous, these patterns confirm that a too soft stance of the 

negotiator seems to be taken advantage of. That is, criminal hostage-takers seem to react 

to exchange proposals of negotiators with direct pressure. Kind behavior of a negotiator 
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is also not responded to with kind behavior, but rather with credibility, such as referring 

to their power position. On the other hand it also turns out that intimidation of a 

negotiator increases the risk of an undiminished tough stance of the hostage-taker. Only a 

more neutral firm attitude of a negotiator seems to have a positive effect in the sense that 

it discourages the exertion of pressure by the hostage-taker. 

 

Figure 3.4.C  The criminal siege: other reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator      Reaction hostage-taker 

 

Being kind       being credible 

Being credible   discourages 

                                

Exchanging 

Intimidation       direct pressure 

Direct pressure   discourages 

         

Emotional appeal      rational persuasion 

Rational persuasion 

 

Furthermore, a criminal hostage-taker seems to be more inclined to bring up 

counterarguments when a negotiator tries to convince him or when the former makes an 

emotional appeal. Finally, it is interestingly to see that no specific behavior of a 

negotiator elicits or discourages intimidation. This suggests that the use of intimidation 

by the criminal hostage-taker is rather unpredictable. 

 

Interviews with hostage-takers: additional findings 

Within the scope of the research, it was possible to interview two hostage-takers of a 

criminal siege. Both hostage-takers, one from Belgium and one from the Netherlands, 

were still detained at the time of the interview. As a reason for co-operation, they 

indicated that it provided some welcome variation during their detention. The attention 

they received and the possibility of being able to tell their side of the story also appeared 
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to play a role. The interviews have been carried out on the basis of a previously 

developed interview scheme (see appendix 2). Each interview lasted over two hours. 

Below, we will discuss three themes that came up from both interviews. These 

commonalities are all the more striking because the incidents were quite dissimilar. That 

is, in one sieges there was talk of two perpetrators and in the other case of only one 

hostage-taker. The final outcome varied as well; one siege was terminated voluntarily 

whereas the other ended as a result of tactical intervention. 

 

Beginning of the siege 

A first observation was that the hostage-takers tried to get things under control as quickly 

as possible. To that end, the hostages were directly and seriously threatened to make sure 

they would adopt an obedient attitude. One hostage-taker told for instance immediately in 

the initial phase to a victim that he had already murdered several people before, 

something that proved to be incorrect afterwards. At the same time it looked as if the 

sieges could also give them the feeling that they had the police in their power and that 

conducting the siege also raised their status within their own criminal environment. 

 

The time aspect 

The time aspect came up in different ways. On the one hand, the hostage-takers indicated 

that the situation increasingly calmed down as time went by and that they became more 

tired. On the one hand, this resulted in an increased sense of reality, meaning that they 

realized what kind of situation they were in and what the possible consequences of that 

situation were. On the other hand, it turned out that their behavior became more 

impulsive. For instance, the hostage-takers asserted new claims or suddenly modified 

existing claims, without being able to give a good reason for their behavior. Moreover, 

perpetrators expressed more positive feelings towards the hostages when speaking about 

later stages of the incident (cf. “Stockholm Syndrome”). Another point with regard to the 

time aspect consisted of the fact that they indicated that many things took so much time 

before they were taken care of. A hostage-taker who eventually surrendered said: 

“Sometimes, people forget how much time it takes to be ALLOWED to surrender. When I 
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say “I am coming outside now”, then the police say “that is not possible”. Everything 

has to be discussed.”  

 

Distrust with respect to the police and the role of the media 

A final point that often came up, was the hostage-takers’ fear of being shot by the police. 

In general, there was a lot of distrust with respect to the police and the negotiators. From 

that perspective, contact with the media was considered to be positive. They expected 

that because of the media being present, the police would less quickly proceed to a 

tactical intervention. The media could also elucidate the case from the viewpoint of the 

hostage-takers.  

 

2.3. Effectiveness in instrumental negotiation situations: kidnapping and extortion 
 
In this paragraph, we will report on the analyses of relatively instrumental bargaining 

situations such as kidnapping and extortion. First and foremost, we will concentrate on 

interaction analyses. The reason for this is that in these situations it is far more difficult 

than for sieges to determine on basis of the final outcome whether the negotiation could 

be considered relatively effective or ineffective. For instance, it is difficult to apply the 

criterion of arrest after voluntary surrender of the perpetrators. Not only is there usually 

no voluntary surrender in this kind of situations but also the arrest of perpetrators often 

depends on factors that have little to do with the negotiation itself. All too often, there is 

only limited contact between negotiator and perpetrator. For that reason, the outcome of 

an incident also depends on technical and tactical information that becomes available, for 

example, on the exact location of perpetrators and hostages. 

As expected, table 3.1 and table 3.2 show that the patterns of occurrence of negotiator 

and perpetrator’ behavior in kidnappings and extortions look very much alike. Both types 

of negotiation resemble a business transaction and are often about money or other 

tangible goods. That is why we combined the cases of kidnapping and extortion in the 

analyses9. In what follows, we are first going to discuss a number of general interaction 

patterns we found regardless of the cultural background of the perpetrators. Afterwards, 

                                                        
9 We have not included analyses according to phases as inspection of our data did not reveal any 
differences. 
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we shall discuss the impact of the cultural background of the perpetrators. In 14 of the 26 

incidents, the perpetrators could be associated with a high-context culture, the other 

twelve cases concerned perpetrators form low-context cultures10. Subsequently, we will 

discuss some findings that confirm the classification into low-context and high-context 

cultures. Then, we shall report the patterns obtained from the interaction analyses with 

perpetrators from low-context cultures, followed by interaction patterns for perpetrators 

from high-context cultures. We conclude with several additional findings.  

 

Interaction patterns in cases of kidnapping and extortion: general patterns 

The 26 incidents contain in total 7,709 speaking turns from negotiators and perpetrators. 

Figure 3.5 presents an overview of the interaction patterns we found regardless of the 

cultural background of the perpetrator. In accordance with a more businesslike 

negotiation, there appears to be more symmetry in behaviors of negotiators and 

perpetrators: exchange behavior evokes exchange behavior, while rational persuasion 

elicits rational persuasion. In addition, we conclude that the credibility of a negotiator 

seems important to create an atmosphere of co-operation, because it results in the 

perpetrator being more inclined to express equality. Finally, a firm stance of the 

negotiator by exerting direct pressure increases the likelihood of the perpetrator imposing 

a restriction.  

 

Figure 3.5   Kidnapping and extortion: universal reaction patterns 

 

Strategy negotiator      Reaction perpetrator 

 

Exchanging       exchanging 

Rational persuasion      rational persuasion  

Being credible           being equal 

Direct pressure                                imposing a restriction 

 

                                                        
10 Seven kidnappers out of the 16 kidnappings originated from a low-context culture and 9 from a 
high-context culture. For the 10 extortion cases, the distribution among low-context and high-
context cultures was exactly the same.  
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Perpetrators from low-context versus high-context cultures 

A number of general findings are in line with theory and research on low-context and 

high-context cultures (see chapter 2). First of all, it turned out that perpetrators from high-

context cultures more often make hierarchically oriented remarks. This was for instance 

seen in statements of perpetrators such as: “I want to speak to the boss”, “I sent a subject 

to go and fetch the money” and “You do not have a position to talk to me”. Apart from 

that, we also noted more indirect communication. Perpetrators for instance said they 

“were going to take someone along”, meaning according to the interpreter that they 

“were going to kill someone”. Another example concerned the statement: “then we did 

“it” to your son”. According to the interpreter, this was a negatively charged statement 

meaning “then we shall kill him”. Finally, obligations in the context of relationships were 

more often mentioned in interrogations as a reason for one’s own involvement in an 

incident. The same kidnapper for instance said with respect to the person who ordered 

him to commit the offence: “He had given me food and a house. That is why I helped 

him”. Whether or not one “should” do something, thus seems to depend more on social 

obligations than on external standards such as the law. Finally, the classification 

according to high-context and low-context cultures was supported by the finding that 

perpetrators from a low-context culture used rational persuasion more often than 

perpetrators from a high-context culture (10 % versus 6 %). Moreover, perpetrators from 

a high-context culture exerted more direct pressure than perpetrators from a low-context 

culture (19 % versus 15 %). 

 

Interaction patterns in low-context cultures 

The 12 incidents with perpetrators from low-context cultures contain in total 3,848 

speaking turns of negotiator and perpetrator. Figure 3.6 shows that being kind in the 

interaction with perpetrators from a low-context culture stimulates a kind reaction and 

decreases the probability of imposing a restriction. Besides, exchange behavior of a 

negotiator evokes statements of a perpetrator about a bond with the negotiator. A more 

cognitive reaction of perpetrators from a low-context culture seems also apparent: an 

emotional appeal of a negotiator evokes legitimizing behavior, whereas intimidating 

remarks of a negotiator elicit rational persuasion of the perpetrator.   
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Figure 3.6   Kidnapping and extortion: low-context cultures  

 

Strategy negotiator      Reaction perpetrator 

 

Being kind        being kind   

   discourages     imposing a restriction 

Exchanging        being equal  

 

Emotional appeal                                legitimizing   

Intimidation        rational persuasion 
 

 

Interaction patterns in high-context cultures 

The 14 incidents with perpetrators from high-context cultures contain in total 3,872 

speaking turns of negotiators and perpetrators. For high-context cultures, we notice that a 

firm position of the negotiator by means of direct pressure results in exchange 

propositions by a perpetrator (see figure 3.7). In addition to this, legitimizing and 

emotional appeal can be considered positive as they stimulate affective statements by a 

perpetrator from a high-context culture with respect to a bond with the negotiator. In line 

with this, it also turned out that giving emotional information, one of the information 

categories that are not included in the tables, resulted in remarks by the perpetrator about 

being equal. 

 

Figure 3.7   Kidnapping and extortion: high-context cultures  

 

Strategy negotiator      Reaction perpetrator 

 

Direct pressure       exchanging   

Legitimizing       being equal  

Emotional appeal                                 
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Additional findings: individual versus group, the role of third parties and face issues 

On the basis of additional analyses of the negotiations and police files, which included 

interrogations, we would like to address three themes with respect to the cultural context. 

 

Individual versus group  

The subordinate importance of the individual and the emphasis on the importance of the 

group emerged in many cases. A kidnapper of Chinese origin for instance stated in his 

interrogation: “It was no kidnapping, but a business disagreement. I have also told that to 

the child. It was no kidnapping as we did not beat the child and always asked what he 

wanted to have. We gave him something to eat and to drink11 and he was also allowed to 

watch television”.  

We also noticed that the groups to which the parties belonged were frequently involved in 

one way or another. This for instance became clear in the following conversation 

involving an extortionist of Moroccan origin:  

 

(E = extortionist, V = victim) 

E: “Do you promise that it will be solved?” 

V: “Yes.” 

E: “Are you sure?” 

V: “Yes, it will be solved.” 

E: “Do you swear it on your children?” 

V: “What do you say?” 

E: “You have to swear on your children.” 

V: “Yes.” 

E: “Then swear!” 

V: “I swear on my children …”  

E: “and on your wife …”  

V: “and on my wife …” 

E: “That?” 

V: “I swear on my children and my wife that I’m coming with the money.” 

                                                        
11 In many other cases with perpetrators from a high context culture the fact of eating or drinking 
together was quoted as a sign of a good relationship or to indicate that one takes good care of 
somebody. 
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E: “And that nothing is wrong.” 

V: “Yes.” 

E: “Yes. Then you have to say it.” 

V: “I swear on my children and wife that nothing is wrong.” 

E: “OK.”  

 

On the basis of the discussion of the following theme, it turns out that members of the 

own group, or so-called in-group, can also play an active part in negotiations.  

 

The role of third parties 

In many negotiations with perpetrators from high-context cultures, there was talk of third 

parties who had an important influence on the course of the negotiations. These third 

parties were usually called upon by the victim’s family or the victim himself. In Turkish 

and Moroccan cases, it regularly concerned (elder) family members of victims and 

perpetrators, who met behind the scenes to try and find a solution for the situation. These 

mediation attempts can be considered to be a kind of parallel negotiations.  

In kidnappings within a Chinese cultural context, we noticed that for the most part neutral 

intermediaries were called upon who had no direct family ties with the victim. 

Frequently, they had already acted as a mediator within the Chinese community before 

and they often managed to collect large sums of money in a short time span. In this 

context, it seems some kind of unspoken rule that they receive a certain percentage of the 

negotiated sum in case of a successful mediation.  

 

Face issues 

In a number of cases with perpetrators from high-context cultures, we noticed that apart 

from financial motives, repairing the loss of face was an additional motive. An example 

of a case in which the role of losing face came up, concerned an extortion incident within 

the Chinese environment. It turned out that the extortionist already had dealings with the 

victim before. That is, he tried to rob the same victim some time earlier. This attempted 

robbery failed because it was accidentally witnessed by a person who alerted the police. 

By means of extortion, the perpetrator now tried to get the money, he thought the victim 

owed him. The following conversation shows that money was no longer the sole motive:    
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(E = extortionist, V = victim) 

E: “You should know what I mean.” 

V: “I have not offended you.” 

E: “Next time we meet, things won’t be that easy anymore.” 

V: “I don’t know what you mean by that.” 

E: “You ought to know what I mean.” 

V: “I have to give as much as there is.” 

E: “If you don’t have it, you don’t have it, if you do have it, you do have it. One word.” 

V: “What do you want me to do?” 

E: “That is up to you. If you give me esteem, I shall also give you esteem …” 

 

It seems that the extortionist indicates that because of the police involvement he has lost 

face in their community. It is now up to the person who is regarded as responsible for the 

loss of face to restore the situation.  

 

3. In conclusion 
 
In this chapter, we dealt with the main results of the research into negotiation processes. 

We paid special attention to the effectiveness of different negotiation strategies according 

to the type of incident and the cultural background of the perpetrator. These findings 

were completed with the perspective of perpetrators of crisis incidents and additional 

information from police files. In this chapter, we have not yet mentioned an extremely 

important complementary point of view, i.e. the perspective of the persons the 

negotiations are about. That is why we shall broaden our horizon in the following chapter 

to the victims’ perspective. 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

Chapter 4: The victims’ perspective  

 
      Ellen Giebels, Leontien De Bruin, Sigrid Noelanders and Geert Vervaeke 

 

To manage crisis incidents, police forces tend to adopt a communication-based approach 

instead of tactical intervention, because this decreases the chance of casualties (cf. 

Greenstone, 1995). In most of the world, priority is given to saving the lives of the 

victims (Giebels, 1999; McMains & Mullins, 1999).  In this chapter, we depart from the 

notion that this priority should not only be directed at the mere physical survival of the 

victims, but also at minimizing their psychological injury as much as possible. 

Oftentimes, it is felt that the victim has been fortunate to walk away from the incident 

alive, whether or not one is psychologically harmed (cf. Harkis, 1986). Notwithstanding 

the importance of physical survival, the psychological consequences of crisis incidents 

are substantial. For example, research shows that approximately one-third of ex-hostages 

still suffer from symptoms associated with Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) many 

years after their hostage taking (Van der Ploeg & Kleijn, 1989). An important way to 

reduce the psychological injury associated with crisis incidents is offering psychological 

debriefing and/or post-incident counseling. Yet, also during the crisis incident, there 

might be opportunities to influence the psychological well-being and reduce the 

psychological damage of victims. More particularly, during most negotiations contact 

between police negotiators and victims is likely to occur.  This suggests that the actions 

of police negotiators are not only important in light of a successful outcome, but also in 

terms of the impact on the victims’ psychological well-being. Moreover, these two 

processes may be mutually connected. Because of the oftentimes-close proximity 

between victims and perpetrators, the psychological well-being of the victim and the 

relationship with the perpetrator is likely to influence the process and outcomes of the 

negotiation. Departing from a clinical and social psychological perspective, we will first 

discuss relevant theory and research on the psychological consequences of being victim 
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of a siege, kidnapping or extortion. Afterwards, we shall discuss the method and the main 

results of 12 interviews with direct victims of crisis incidents. By direct victims we mean 

the persons who have actually been taken hostage, kidnapped or extorted.  

The distinction between different types of crisis situations seems important because of the 

diverse nature of the circumstances the victims are in. Victims of extortion are for 

instance not under the direct control of a perpetrator, meaning that there is to a lesser 

extent talk of deprivation of freedom and direct life-threatening danger than for sieges 

and kidnapping. There are also a number of important differences between sieges and 

kidnappings (see chapter 1). In siege situations, the hostages are held in a place known to 

the police. As a result of this, the police are also visibly present. Furthermore, 

kidnappings tend to last substantially longer than sieges. Consequently, the police often 

have to deal with the victim’s family in case of a kidnapping. These significant others of 

the direct victims can be considered to be indirect victims who are always there, but who 

can play a more or less prominent role during the incident. Family members of a 

kidnapped person, for instance, regularly play an important part as an intermediary during 

the negotiations. In order to address the perspective of these more indirect victims, we 

also interviewed family members of the victims of five kidnapping situations.  

 

1.  Victimization: psychological processes 

Characteristic for all crisis incidents is that the life and wellbeing of victims is used as 

some sort of bargaining chip to fulfill the demands of the perpetrators. Usually, the idea 

of being totally surrendered at the mercy of someone else, who can decide whether you 

will live of die, is likely to result in a series of feelings such as helplessness, fear of death, 

and horror comparable to the feelings accompanying an acute stress disorder (DSM-IV-

TR, APA, 2000). These feelings may especially occur when the perpetrator openly 

intimidates the victims to put extra pressure on the police during negotiations. Because of 

the lack of power over one’s fate, the victims may also be plagued by feelings of 

uncertainty. Victims may feel uncertain as to what the intentions of the perpetrator are, 

what is going to happen to them, how long it will take, what the police will do, and so on. 

We expect that all victims are confronted with these feelings: largely for victims of 

hostage situations and kidnappings, whereas victims of extortion will be far less 
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confronted with these feelings. After all, they are not under the direct control of an 

extortionist, have more freedom of movement, usually receive more social support, and 

receive practical help of experienced police officers. Furthermore, from the victims’ 

perspective, an important distinction has to be made between sieges and kidnapping 

situations. Two differences may be important in this respect. First, in sieges, the hostage-

takers barricade themselves with the hostages in a location known to and surrounded by 

the police, and usually there is much visible activity. The victims may also be confronted 

with media attempts to cover the incident and to interview them or the hostage-takers. 

Moreover, the victims may see the incident on television or hear about it on the radio, 

particularly when media coverage is one of the hostage-takers’ demands (Wilson, 2003). 

For the victims, this may feel as if they are “in the center of the world”. In contrast, 

victims of kidnapping are usually brought to an isolated location unknown to the police 

and the media. They usually have no contact with the outside world, and therefore are 

unaware of attempts by authorities to save their lives and by the attention paid to their 

situation by the media. This abrupt isolation from anyone and anything may result in 

feelings of aloneness and desolation, of being “cut off of the world” (cf. Kentsmith, 

1982). Another important distinction between sieges on the one hand and kidnappings 

and extortions on the other hand is that the latter usually last substantially longer. While 

an acute stress reaction is prominent in the beginning stage of hostage taking, the longer 

it lasts, the more the victims adapt to the situation. More implicit adaptation mechanisms, 

such as denial, usually occur in the earlier stages of crisis incidents. As time goes by, the 

victims will start using more explicit and deliberate coping strategies to deal with the new 

situation (Kentsmith, 1982; Tinklenberg, 1982). These coping mechanisms are usually 

directed at reducing stress and regaining some sort of control.  For example, victims of 

prolonged captivity may start keeping a diary, make detailed plans for the future, or 

gather information about their situation (Strentz & Auerbach, 1988). Also, these victims 

may start to help the hostage-takers in attaining their goals (Tinklenberg, 1982). The 

above mentioned processes may of course take place in a more or less quick succession 

and regression to an earlier phase is possible as well. Moreover, we expect that these 

processes especially occur in long-term situations, in which the victim is under the direct 

control of the perpetrator on a semi-permanent basis. This would mean that they rather 
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arise in kidnapping situations than in siege situations (of relative short duration) or in 

extortion situations (no direct or permanent control by the perpetrator).  

One of the psychological processes particularly associated with captivation points at the 

positive bond that oftentimes develops between victims and their captors. This much-

debated aspect of the hostage experience may have important consequences for 

negotiation strategies and therefore will be discussed separately below. 

 

2.   A bond between victim and hostage-taker 

Particularly during sieges and kidnappings, the victims and their captors are convicted to 

each other. Presuming that most hostages spent much of their time in the presence of their 

captors, some contact between them and their hostage-takers is likely to occur. After the 

first hectic moments and with the passage of time, the hostages and their captors will start 

to interact and communicate. This may also be regarded as a logical consequence of a 

fundamental human need to belong to others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). This need to 

belong is generally considered to have an evolutionary basis, because it is beneficial to 

survival (Ainsworth, 1989). Therefore, it may become particularly salient in life-

threatening situations, such as hostage takings. The positive bond that may develop as a 

result, is known as Hostage Identification Syndrome (Turner, 1985; see also Wilson, 

2003) or, more popularly, as the Stockholm Syndrome (Ochberg, 1980a; Strentz, 1982).  

That is, it was first observed in a lengthy siege following a failed bank robbery in 

Stockholm in 1973. During the hostage taking, a strong friendship between the two 

hostage-takers and their hostages developed. These feelings apparently were so strong 

that one hostage fell in love with one of the hostage-takers and they started a sexual 

relationship that prolonged even after the siege. The hostage also refused to testify 

against their captors in court. As of then, the Stockholm Syndrome became synonymous 

to the strong emotional bond that may develop between victims and hostage-takers. 

Usually, it is regarded as an irrational reaction to a situation of extreme stress and 

dependency resulting in some sort of gratitude towards the hostage-takers that one is kept 

alive (Turner, 1985). Some researchers stress that the Stockholm Syndrome is the result 

of the unconscious mechanism of identification with one’s captor, sometimes even 

literally trying to transform into the person who makes the threat, in order to reduce stress 
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(e.g., Tinklenberg, 1982). Others draw a parallel with extreme dependency in early 

childhood, and therefore regression to these early stages (e.g., Ochberg, 1980b). It has 

also been suggested that there are two important prerequisites for the actual development 

of the Stockholm Syndrome: the hostages and their captors should spent a substantial 

amount of time in each other's presence, and the hostages should not be physically abused 

(e.g., Call, 1999). Traditionally, and in line with its labeling, the development of a 

positive relationship between hostages and their captors is considered a “syndrome”. This 

suggests some abnormal psychological processes occur and that the development of 

positive feeling of a hostage towards their captivator should be seen as some sort of 

“psychological defect”. Wilson and Smith (1999; see also Wilson, 2003) argue that - to a 

certain extent - the development of a positive bond between hostages and their captors 

results from rather normal social processes. They state that the reason why we consider it 

irrational is that it deviates from our expectations. Normally, our expectations about 

behavior in specific situations are captured in scripts. Scripts are schemes of events, 

which guide us, to behave appropriately in a particular situation or setting (Donald & 

Canter, 1992). As a rule, scripts are based on experience, such as “meet and greet scripts” 

or scripts about “dining in a restaurant”. Usually, individuals do not have an experience-

based script of crisis situations.  In case such scripts exist, they are oftentimes based on 

unrealistic representations from the media, such as movies or TV-series. Consequently, 

during the actual contact between hostages and their captors their expectations do not 

meet reality. On the one hand, captors usually do not appear to be “monsters” but rather 

to behave humanly to a certain extent. Many hostages may see their captivator also as a 

“victim of the situation”, particularly when they do not condemn the motives of the 

hostage-takers and think their captivity is not an act against them personally. Similarly, 

the hostage-takers may realize that their “bargaining chip” is not a thing but of flesh and 

blood with, for example, positive sides and a caring family. Wilson and Smith (1999) call 

the process that results from these intrapersonal processes and eventually lead to more 

normalized social interaction between hostages and hostage-takers script breakdown. 

This suggests that some positive feelings between hostages and their captors are almost 

inevitable. Additionally, since bonding with hostage-takers contributes to the hostages’ 

survival chances, it may be called on by instrumental reasons. This casts doubt on 
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whether one should always speak of it in terms of a syndrome. Indicators of the actual 

existence of abnormal behavior are hostages who abandon their own norm and value 

system and develop an authentic emotional bond with their captors that is not solely in 

function of survival (Wieckzorek, 2003).12 Regarding the implications for the 

psychological well-being of hostages and the implications for negotiation strategies, a 

negative side effect of a close bond between the hostages and the hostage-takers is that, 

together, they develop negative feelings towards the police. This may be fed by the likely 

refusal of the police to give in to the hostage-takers’ demands. Hostages may feel their 

life is not worth much to the authorities, and they are in fact the true enemies (Eitinger, 

1982). On the other hand, a positive relationship between hostages and their captors may 

improve on their treatment and thus increase the hostages’ psychological well-being.  

Based on the above, the current study aims at addressing the general psychological 

reactions to becoming a victim of a crisis situation as well as the type of relationship that 

develops between the perpetrators, the victims and the police in relation to negotiation 

strategies.    

 

3.  The research method 
 

3.1. Procedure and respondents 

After approval of our research proposal by the justice departments in both the 

Netherlands and Belgium, we invited twelve Dutch and Belgian direct victims of crisis 

incidents to participate in our research project. In a letter, send to them through the 

involved police departments, we explained the purpose of our interview: to gain more 

insight from their experience and perspective for the management of crisis incidents and, 

more specifically, communications with them.  We also assured them that the information 

they shared would be handled confidentially. If they were willing to participate, they 

could contact us directly or through a police liaison. All victims agreed to do an 

interview, primarily because they would like to “help future victims”.   

                                                        
12 This was the case in the original Stockholm incident, where the intimate relationship between 
the hostage and the hostage-taker prolonged after the hostage incident.  
 



   THE VICTIMS’ PERSPECTIVE  63 
      

 

All interviewees had been the victim of a siege situation, kidnapping or extortion during 

the past ten years. Table 4.1 gives an overview of the crisis incidents the victims were 

involved in as well as the duration of incident. Eight out of the 12 interviewees had been 

the victim of an incident the negotiations of which were also analyzed (see chapter 3). It 

was not possible to interview the victims of the other incidents as their places of 

residence could not be retrieved anymore or because they were underage. In addition to 

this, four more interviews were scheduled with victims of kidnappings abroad, who were 

also contacted by the police services involved after their release. In practically all cases, 

we had access to additional information from police files. At the time of the incident, the 

victims were between 18 and 58 years of age.  

 
 
Table 4.1   An overview of the crisis incidents the direct victims were involved in (+ duration 

                  incident). 

Interview 1: Kidnapping of a man in South America by left-wing rebels (8 months). 

Interview 2: Kidnapping of a business executive by 3 perpetrators (2 days). 

Interview 3: Kidnapping of a man in South America by paramilitary formations (5 months). 

Interview 4: Kidnapping of a man in Africa by a Muslim movement (6 months). 

Interview 5: Hostage taking of a lawyer in a prison by a detainee (Siege: 9 hours). 

Interview 6: Hostage taking of a warder in a prison by a detainee (Siege: 9 hours). 

Interview 7: Hostage taking of a police officer in a prison by a detainee (Siege: 9 hours). 

Interview 8: Hostage taking of a woman by two perpetrators (Siege; 18 hours). 

Interview 9: 

 

Hostage taking of a man in a plane in the Middle East by 8 perpetrators (Siege; 

8 days).   

Interview 10: Hostage taking of a man during work by 1 perpetrator (Siege: 12 hours). 

Interview 11: Extortion of a man by 1 perpetrator (3 months). 

Interview 12: Extortion of a married couple by 1 perpetrator (2 weeks). 
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3.2. The interviews 
 
We conducted semi-structured interviews with each of the victims. Depending on the 

wishes of the interviewee, the interview took place either at a person’s home address, in a 

police interrogation studio or even at the actual crime scene. All interviews were 

conducted between December 1999 and September 2003. The interviews lasted 2 to 3 

hours and were recorded on audio- or videotape.  

In the first and main part of the interview we asked the victims to tell us in their own 

words “…what exactly happened”.  Afterwards, we discussed several general themes, 

such as their relationship with the perpetrator(s), possible fellow victims, and the police 

as well as more specific themes or questions we had (for the entire interview scheme, see 

appendix A). These themes were often inspired by additional information that was 

available concerning the incident, such as the communication between the police 

negotiator and the victim and letters from the family send to the victims (in case of 

kidnapping).  

 
 
3.3. Coding the interviews  
 
Subsequently, each of the recorded “stories in own words” were coded independently by 

two raters. The coding scheme included two main categories. The first category included 

statements about general psychological reactions to being captivated, such as feelings of 

helplessness, uncertainty and isolation. Furthermore, statements referring to behavioral 

coping mechanisms, such as developing new routines, were noted. The second category 

included all statements about the perpetrator, including statements about intimidation by 

him, a focus on the perpetrator, positive and negative affiliations, as well as statements 

revealing some sort of normal social interaction with the perpetrator.  In over 90 % of the 

cases, the two raters agreed on the occurrence and type of the statement. In case of 

disagreement, consensus was reached through discussion. More exploratory, interesting 

statements, for example about the police or about fellow hostages that were made during 

the entire interview were noted. These statements were also compared afterwards and 

discussed until consensus was reached.  
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3.4. Kidnappings: interviews with family members 
 
As already mentioned, we also interviewed five indirect victims of kidnappings. In three 

out of the five cases, also the direct victim had been interviewed earlier. Table 4.2 

describes the kidnapping situations the indirect victims were involved in as well as the 

duration of the incident.  
 

 

Table 4.2   An overview of the crisis incidents the indirect victims were involved in (+ duration 
                  incident).  

 
Interview 1 Mother of a kidnapped man (1 day).  

Interview 2 Two sisters of a kidnapped boy (3 days).  

Interview 3 Daughter and son-in-law of a kidnapped man (2 days). 

Interview 4 Father of a kidnapped boy (3 days) 

Interview 5 Parents of a kidnapped man (5 months). 

 

 

Again, we asked all indirect victims to tell the story in their own words, whereupon a 

number of elements that were characteristic of the situation were discussed. Two 

independent raters noted down remarkable statements of the family members. After each 

interview, they went over the different statements with each other until they agreed on the 

story’s message.  

 

4.   Results 
 
The outcomes of the interviews with the direct victims are summarized in table 4.3. For 

each type of incident, this table gives per category of statements the average number of 

statements the victim made when telling their own story. In addition, the average duration 

of the interviews and the crisis incidents involved is mentioned. Additional information 

originates from correlation analyses: interesting links between the different statements 

will be represented in the form of a correlation coefficient (r). We will only discuss the 
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significant results at p < .05. As much as possible, we will illustrate the main conclusions 

with sample statements from the interviews. 

 

4.1. General psychological processes 
 
Without exception, the victims told their story chronologically. Their story usually started 

just before the moment the incident started and they generally dealt at great length with 

the period right after it. For victims who were permanently under the control of a 

perpetrator, it turned out that the longer their captivity, the longer their story in their own 

words (r = .75). Remarkably, many victims only briefly mentioned the moment they were 

released or liberated or did not even give it a moment’s thought.  

As far as the victim experience is concerned, table 4.3. shows that victims of kidnappings 

report more feelings of powerlessness and uncertainty than victims of sieges and 

extortion. Victims of extortion do not even report any feelings of powerlessness at all and 

in only one case, the victim mentioned feelings of uncertainty. This is probably because 

an extortionist does not directly have the victim in his power and that victims often are 

partly able to carry on their daily life. Moreover, feelings of powerlessness and 

uncertainty are probably more an issue for victims of kidnappings than for victims of 

sieges, as a result of the relatively longer duration of their captivity.  

It was also interesting that all victims of kidnappings reported two to three times feelings 

of isolation, whereas no single victim of a siege or extortion did so. Victims of 

kidnappings explained that the feeling of being cut off from the outside world plays an 

important part. In this context, a victim told how important it was to possess a little radio. 

Not only did he receive some information about important events in the world, but by 

means of the radio he also tried to find out whether the outside world knew he had been 

kidnapped. 
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Table 4.3   Average number of statements (and range) for the victims’ own story  

 
 
 
 

 
 

Sieges 
 

Kidnapping 
 

Extortion 
 

 
Number of interviews 

 
       6 

 
           4 

 
            2 

Duration of the incident in 
days  
 

2    (.38-8) 146   (2-224) 52  (13-91) 

Duration of the own story 
in minutes  

28    (15-30)   61    (42-90) 63  (6-120) 

    
Statements about: 
 

      

The own experience       
Powerlessness 1.33 (0-2) 4.00 (2-8) - - 
Uncertainty  .33 (0-2) 1.89 (1-5) .50 (0-1) 
Isolation - - 2.50 (2-3) - - 
Development of routines 1.00 (0-3) 6.25 (5-8) .05 (0-1) 
 
The perpetrator (P) 

      

Normal social interaction  3.17 (0-14) 1.25 (0-3) .50 (0-1) 
Orientation towards P 1.00 (0-3) .25 (0-3)   
Positive statements 1.33 (0-4) 2.25 (0-4) .50 (0-1) 
Negative statements - - 4.50 (3-6) 4.00 (1-7) 
Aggression  3.83 (2-7) 4.25 (1-7) 5.00 (1-9) 
 
The police 

      

Positive statements about  
their approach  

.17 (0-1) .25 (0-1) 2.50 (1-4) 

Negative statements about 
their approach  

.67 (0-4) - - 2.50 (0-5) 

Feelings of fear  
 

.33 (0-2) .25 (0-1) - - 

 
Fellow victims 

      

Positive statements  .50 (0-1) 2.50 (0-6) X X 
Negative statements .17 (0-1) 2.75 (0-6) X X 
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The lack of a familiar social frame of reference went often hand in hand with statements 

referring to an identity crisis. A victim of a kidnapping told for instance: “It is important 

to pay some attention now and then to who you are. You forget that because of the lack of 

interaction with friends and family.” This victim also told how important it was to 

receive a photo of himself with a number of friends and family members. This gave him a 

good feeling as it reminded him of “who he was”. In the same way, it turned out to be 

important to possess a mirror. In sieges, this threat towards one’s social identity tends to 

be of less importance. That is, the police are usually at the scene and the victims’ social 

identity is often confirmed by the familiar private or working environment. The victims 

of siege situations also often had the opportunity to follow the media coverage of the 

siege. Moreover, all siege victims mentioned that their hostage-takers tried to get in touch 

with the media to be able to influence the coverage of the hostage taking. 

Furthermore, it seems that victims of kidnappings most of the time talk about the 

development of new routines, on average approximately six times per interview. This 

varied from morning rituals to keeping a diary. A victim of a kidnapping expressed this 

as follows: “I was able to commit my thoughts to paper. It gave me peace. In this way, I 

could tell stuff and get rid of certain feelings.” Additionally, it turned out that victims 

reported more about the development of new routines as they experienced more feelings 

of isolation (r = .51) and felt more negative with respect to the hostage-taker (r = .70). 

Finally, we almost found all elements of the phases victims go through, as previously 

reported by Kentsmith (1982). It concerned for instance statements with respect to 

boredom, recalling all kinds of memories, fantasizing and thinking of what you are going 

to do when you will be free again. Victims also often report the awareness of the fact that 

they may die (and conversations with God) and physical discomfort such as a lack of 

food and drinks, diarrhea and problems caused by parasites.    

 

4.2. The relationship with the perpetrator 
 
Table 4.3. also reveals that all victims talk about both the positive and negative aspects of 

contacts with the perpetrator. All victims for instance report about aggression on the part 

of the perpetrator, but on a regular basis they also mention positive aspects with respect 

to this party. In particular victims of kidnapping and extortion often speak negatively of 
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the perpetrator. Remarkably, especially victims of sieges refer to normal social 

interaction with the hostage-taker. This can be explained by the fact that in siege 

situations in particular the victim and the perpetrator have intensive contact. This social 

interaction did prove to have a somewhat different nature for victims of kidnappings and 

sieges. In kidnapping situations, it turned out that victims and perpetrators had more daily 

social interaction, whereas the interaction between victim and perpetrator in siege 

incidents seemed to be more oriented towards attempts to assess the situation. A victim of 

a kidnapping expressed the interaction with the hostage-taker in the following way: “I 

have had a laugh, talked about women and had a drink with boys and I have taught chess 

to some of them. (...). At a certain moment, I have shown them photos of friends and of 

mills.” Another victim of a kidnapping told that he had many conversations with his 

guard about their joint passion for car engineering. As we have already said before, the 

statements of victims of sieges had a different intonation. A victim of a siege said the 

following: “The communication was rather calm and businesslike. We were allowed to 

ask questions in turns”. Another victim of a siege told about a conversation during which 

he consciously asked about the weapon of the perpetrator and the rifle club he turned out 

to be a member of. These examples show that making approaches to the perpetrator in 

sieges seems to be much more aimed at gathering information and estimating danger. 

This could also explain why victims of sieges a little more often refer to an “orientation 

towards the perpetrator”, for instance by indicating that they always kept an eye on him. 

Finally, additional analyses showed that the more normal social interaction there is 

between victim and perpetrator, the more the victim speaks positively about the 

perpetrator. The statements of a number of victims of sieges could be explained in terms 

of the “Stockholm Syndrome”. A victim of a siege mentioned that she thought along 

about problems of the hostage-takers and about possibilities to obtain a ransom. It was 

striking in this context that also the behavior of the perpetrators could be explained in 

terms of the “Stockholm Syndrome”: they gave the victim a part of the ransom and 

advised her to hide it in a safe place. Another victim of a siege helped his captor by 

calling different persons who may be able to help the perpetrator to achieve his goals. 

The interviewees did indicate that they had only displayed this behavior to gain the 
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confidence of the hostage-taker. It is questionable of course whether this is really the case 

or whether the situation has been rationalized afterwards.  

A final point that emerged from the interviews is that the attitude of a victim towards a 

perpetrator in siege situations is partly determined by the situation. It turned out for 

instance that a victim who had been taken hostage during his work as a guard had had the 

idea of taking action himself and overpowering the hostage-taker. Moreover, he felt in a 

way that this belonged to his duty and the fact that the siege had taken place at all could 

be considered as a failure on his side. Thus, role expectations seem to determine to 

certain extent the attitude and the behavior of victims.   

 

 4.3. Statements about the police 
 
Particularly the two victims of extortion spoke about the police and the nature of these 

statements was both positive and negative. It seems to be logical that especially victims 

of extortion speak about the police, because of the fact that only in extortion situations 

there is much direct contact between the victim and the police. In general, victims want to 

be approached with empathy in contacts with the police. Also, they ask the police to be 

realistic with an emphasis on the positive aspects enabling the victims to keep faith in a 

favorable outcome. Victims also want to be convinced of the expertise and reliability of a 

police negotiator. They especially like to hear that negotiators have experience with this 

kind of incidents. Procedural information is also very important: why does something 

happen in a particular way? If the police cannot share certain information, it is important 

for the victims to receive an explanation that sounds logical. 

The above-mentioned points were also explicitly mentioned by victims of siege 

situations. The fact that the police are also physically present in the case of sieges 

combined with the regular contact between police and victim, probably explains why 

victims of siege situations also regularly speak about the police action, whereas this is far 

less the case for victims of kidnappings. In the conversations during the sieges, it seemed 

also important for these victims that they feel they are not left to their own. Some victims 

sometimes had the impression that the police negotiator wanted to get quickly back in 

touch with the hostage-taker and that talking to a victim was felt as getting in the way of 

that. A siege victim said about this: “I had a policeman on the phone who said “How are 
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you doing” in the same way you say it when you meet an acquaintance. Yet, there is only 

one answer to this question (…). It did not fit the situation.”  

On the basis of correlation analyses, it turned out that victims spoke more negatively 

about the police as they reported more normal social interaction with the perpetrator         

(r = .86). Also, the number of positive statements about the perpetrator cohered with a 

negative evaluation of the police (r = .61). The other way round, it turned out that the 

number of positive remarks about the police increased as a victim evaluated the 

perpetrator in a more negative sense (r = .67). Finally, it turned out that victims spoke 

more positively about the perpetrator as they told more about feelings of fear caused by 

the police action (r = .68). These connections confirm the patterns that were described 

with respect to the development of the “Stockholm Syndrome”.   

 

4.4. Statements about fellow victims 
 

Table 4.3 shows that victims of kidnappings on average speak more positively about 

fellow victims than siege victims. A victim of a kidnapping said for instance with respect 

to this: “They took really good care of me and reassured me. (...) When drinking coffee, 

we talked to each other, and we discussed and entertained each other.” At the same time, 

victims of kidnappings also spoke more negatively about fellow victims than siege 

victims. A victim of a kidnapping expressed this in the following way: “At certain times, 

you feel irritated with the others. When somebody starts to act as a victim, this creates 

tension among the persons involved.” 

The relatively large number of statements about fellow victims can be explained by the 

fact that they may play an important part in anticipating the experienced feelings of 

isolation. Fellow victims are important as kidnappings are often characterized by far less 

contact between perpetrator and victim than siege situations. This may be due to the fact 

that the perpetrator tries to limit as much as possible the probability of being traced, as a 

result of which the perpetrator spends as less time as possible with the victim. There are 

also often differences with respect to language and culture between victim and 

perpetrator, especially in the case of kidnappings abroad. Both elements may also explain 

why there are no indications of the development of a “Stockholm Syndrome” in this 

context, notwithstanding the far longer duration of kidnappings, and why the victims in 
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all situations do mention contacts with fellow victims. It is possible that the victims 

especially satisfied their need of interpersonal contact by communicating with fellow 

victims rather than with the perpetrator(s).  

 

4.5. Viewpoints of family members of victims of kidnappings 
 
In what follows, the police action will be discussed on the basis of statements of family 

members of victims of kidnappings, who were involved in the negotiations as an 

intermediary and consequently had a lot of contact with the police. Family members 

especially tell about the feeling of responsibility they have experienced. A family 

member expressed this as follows: “All kinds of thoughts run through your mind (...). 

After all, you decide how things are going to work out and you feel quite responsible for 

that. You actually decide on the life of another person.” Also feelings of uncertainty play 

a part, as the following statement shows: “In the beginning, we had a suspicion that he 

had disappeared but we weren’t sure. Officially, he was still on a journey but we hadn’t 

received any e-mails anymore for some days. We knew that something had happened 

because this was abnormal.” 

Family members also indicate that it is important to receive support from the police. A 

family member said for instance: “The police brought along some Chinese food in the 

evening, you don’t think of eating yourself.”  Another family member said: “It is nice 

that an outsider brings you down to earth every now and then and reassures you. They 

have come here very frequently and have really supported us, they really helped us to 

keep up morale.”  

They also mentioned the importance of the expertise of the negotiators. Somebody said: 

“They have been very useful to us, they could fall back on their experience (...). You 

could say they were our psychologists, we could always call them if something was 

wrong.”  The following remarks also show that not only a good knowledge of the content 

is important: “The negotiator explained well what I had to say. We had gone over 

different scenarios”. Another person makes a similar remark: “We have immediately 

discussed with the police what had to do be done in case of a call, what we had to do and 

what they were going to do.”  
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Notwithstanding the fact the interviewed family members were generally satisfied with 

the approach of the police, they also reported a number of less positive aspects. Negative 

experiences with the police are often linked to the fact that the police withheld 

information. This may among other things result in the fact that the victims do not have 

the feeling that the police actually take action. An indirect victim expressed this as 

follows: “They were pretty slow at the telephone; it gave us the impression that they 

didn’t do much.”  Another person said: “We received little information about the 

progress the police made. It gave us the impression that they knew more than they said 

and that they kept certain information from us.”  

The statements of the family members with respect to the approach of the police, showed 

that their needs corresponded to a large extent to the needs of more direct victims. They 

for instance indicated that they appreciated receiving emotional support and information 

about the state of affairs. Apart from that, also the credibility of the negotiator turned out 

to be a crucial point. When they felt that the police officers involved had experience with 

similar incidents and could be trusted, they proved to be more satisfied with the 

procedure and to cope more easily with the situation. 
 
5. In conclusion 
 
Taking care of victims is policy priority in crisis incidents. In itself, this is sufficient 

reason to focus on the experiences of direct and indirect victims of crisis incidents. In the 

following chapter, we shall discuss which concrete recommendations we can make for 

the practice of negotiation on the basis of our findings. However, taking care of victims is 

not only “knowing”, but also “feeling”. That is why we would like to conclude this 

chapter with the poem13 below, written by a siege victim: 

Somebody, 
Alone lost, 
Alone remained, 
The longest, 
Ended up in disquiet. 
Given something to think about, 
Survive on my own. 
The most afraid, 
Me. 

Laura

                                                        
13 Free translation of the Dutch poem. 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Chapter 5: Practical recommendations  

 

              Ellen Giebels, Frank Debije and Juan Corriat 

 
Typical for hostage situations, kidnappings and extortions is that we can speak of a 

“crime in action”. In addition, the offence often ranges over a relatively long period of 

time: hours, days, weeks and sometimes even months. During that period, the offence can 

be accompanied by a series of other criminal acts, such as threats, ill-treatment, criminal 

assault, rape and robbery. Therefore, negotiation in this kind of offences is a delicate and 

complex process. Wrong assessments on the part of the authorities may result in 

undesirable reactions of the perpetrators and sometimes also of victims. This may have 

far-reaching, negative consequences for the two main priorities: safeguarding the lives of 

innocent victims and arresting the perpetrators of these offences. For this reason, 

negotiators as well as the command centre have to be able to correctly assess situations 

and interactions and subsequently to react to them in an adequate manner. Exactly these 

skills are extremely important on crucial moments.  

In this final chapter, we are going to discuss the main conclusions of the quantitative and 

qualitative research written down in this report and make recommendations for the 

practice of crisis negotiations. For each type of incident, we shall examine concrete 

influence strategies that seem more or less applicable in view of the situation. We shall 

also discuss recommendations and points of special interest for contact with direct and 

indirect victims of crisis incidents. We shall conclude the chapter with two major points 

of particular interest: the time paradox and the role of the media.  

 

1.  Sieges 

1.1. Three negotiation phases 
 
Especially sieges, and not so much kidnapping and extortion, appear to unfold in three 

phases. The initial phase of sieges is usually characterized by high tensions and emotions 

and things appear hectic in these first moments. In this phase, hostage-takers seem to be 



76  PRACTICAL RECOMMENDATIONS   

  

little susceptible to influence messages of a police negotiator, yet they are rather oriented 

towards taking control of the situation and sending messages themselves. It seems 

important to create as quickly as possible a more or less stabilized situation at the scene 

of the incident and to look for ways to get in touch with the hostage-taker. 

The following phase, the problem-solving phase, is more appropriate to apply different 

types of influence strategies. In this context, expressing messages aimed at creating a 

bond between the hostage-taker and the negotiator seems to contribute to a desirable 

outcome, whereas (repeatedly) imposing restrictions is a strategy that diminishes the 

probability of a positive outcome. Therefore, a first general recommendation is to look 

for possibilities to emphasize the fact of “being equal”. The negotiator can for instance 

refer to something that binds him with the hostage-taker: joint hobbies, interests, 

experiences or private circumstances. Also speaking in the first person plural (“we”) and 

stressing that you have to look for a solution together and that you need each other to 

work out this situation, are examples of statements that may strengthen the bond between 

the negotiator and the hostage-taker.  

A second general recommendation is to impose restrictions to the hostage-taker in a 

conscious and careful way. The negative effect of imposing many restrictions could be 

explained by the fact that it is hard to combine with the joint search for a solution. Not 

providing the hostage-taker with elementary things such as cigarettes or soft drinks or not 

answering his call may undermine the trust between the police negotiator and the 

hostage-taker and therefore be counterproductive for creating a healthy mutual 

relationship. This does not mean that the negotiator always has to meet the demands of 

the hostage-taker. It does, however, seem to be important to be able to give good reasons 

why the requirements cannot be met, so as to safeguard the relationship built on trust 

between the police negotiator and the hostage-taker. Besides, this may provide an 

additional occasion to underscore some commonality, for instance when the negotiator 

explains that the specific decision is not his and thus implying that it is probably even 

something he would not agree to neither.   

Finally, the ending phase is especially characterized by the exchange of information. 

Usually, arrangements are made for ending the situation. Here, the exchange of 

procedural information in particular contributes to a positive outcome. It seems to be 
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important to go over the procedures in detail and to check them with the perpetrator and 

possibly also with the victim. If the perpetrator is prepared to end the hostage taking of 

his own free will, the unnecessary loss of time may still lead to irritations or doubts with 

respect to the decision that has been taken. It is important that this phase does not last 

longer than strictly necessary.  

In the following part, we are going to complete the above-mentioned general 

recommendations for negotiations in siege situations with specific points of interest for 

the three types of sieges that have already been identified: the relational, the idealistic and 

the criminal siege. 

 

1.2. Three types of sieges 
 

The relational siege 

Characteristic of relational siege situations is the frequent extensive contact between the 

police negotiator and the hostage-taker in the initial phase. Here, the hostage-taker 

especially wants to ventilate his feelings. This corresponds to the former characterization 

of this kind of situations as relatively expressive crisis situations. As such, it resembles 

individual crisis counseling. The labeling of this type of siege indicates that there is often 

a relationship between the perpetrator and the victim and the motive for the act is also 

often linked to this relationship. The following influence strategies may increase the 

probability of a desirable reaction: 

• being kind (showing sympathy, listening); 

• making an emotional appeal (asking attention for the victims); 

• legitimizing (explaining rules and procedures);  

• exchanging (applying the “you scratch my back and I’ll scratch yours” principle).  

 

Also, more competitive influence strategies have to be applied with care. This concerns 

particularly intimidation, direct pressure and credibility related to positional power. It is 

also important to invest in care for the victim. Apart from making an emotional appeal, 

the negotiator can also inquire after the victim’s condition and try to remind the hostage-
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taker of any good qualities of the victim. An expressive, affective attitude seems to be the 

most appropriate one here. 

 

The idealistic siege 

The idealistic siege often concerns a planned hostage taking that is characterized in the 

initial phase by little direct contact between the police negotiator and the hostage-taker. 

In these situations, it seems that the hostage-taker especially does not want to be put off 

his idea or conviction. That is why, in the initial phase, the hostage-taker often does not 

answer the phone himself, but orders one of the hostages to answer the phone instead. An 

advantage of this is the positive bond that often grows between the hostage-taker and the 

victim, because the victim “helps” the hostage-taker to achieve his goals. However, as 

victims to some extent take over the role of the hostage-taker, there is also the risk that 

the negotiator has to carry on additional negotiations with the victim before the latter 

communicates the messages to the hostage-taker. A concrete recommendation in this 

respect is to either firmly coach a victim as an intermediary or to indicate why it is 

essential for the hostage-taker to speak directly to the negotiator.    

The following concrete influence strategies increase the probability of a desirable 

reaction: 

• being credible (what can you do for the other?); 

• legitimizing (explaining rules and procedures);  

• rational persuasion (formulating arguments and using logic).  

 

The hostage-taker reacts in an undesirable manner to an imposed restriction, which 

results in intimidation, and to direct pressure, which leads on the part of the perpetrator to 

imposing a restriction, such as breaking off contact. Apart from that, kind behavior on the 

part of a negotiator seems to discourage the probability of kind behavior on the part of the 

hostage-taker and encourages the perpetrator to use arguments. This could be explained 

by the fact that the idealistic hostage-taker is suspicious of the authorities. All too often, 

he has been disappointed or not been taken seriously by the same authorities in former 

attempts to raise his matter. A recommendation for negotiators is to be in particular a 

reliable conversation partner. To put it briefly, someone who can do something for the 
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perpetrator and who takes him seriously. All in all, especially a more businesslike 

approach with special attention to the content seems to have a positive effect. 

 

The criminal siege 

Notwithstanding the fact that the criminal siege usually is not planned, this type of 

hostage taking can be described as a more businesslike transaction, comparable to a 

instrumental negotiation situation. It is striking that the initial phase is often characterized 

by little contact between the police and the hostage-taker, like is also the case in the 

idealistic siege. The reason for this seems to be twofold: in this phase, the hostage-taker 

concentrates on taking control of the situation and he is suspicious of the police. In this 

period, there is a considerable risk of ill-treatment of victims. It is alarming that not a 

single specific influence strategy of the negotiator increases or decreases the risk of 

intimidation on the part of the hostage-taker. This underscores the unpredictability of 

aggressive, intimidating behavior of the criminal hostage-taker.  

The following concrete influence strategies increase the probability of a desirable 

reaction: 

• being equal (emphasizing common interests and interdependence);  

• direct pressure (being persistent in a neutral way). 

 

As far as undesirable reactions are concerned, we see that exchange behavior seems to 

elicit instrumental competitive behavior in the form of imposing a restriction. Being kind 

does not encourage a positive reaction neither, yet it rather results in a firmer position of 

the hostage-taker by emphasizing credibility related to positional power. On the other 

hand, a more instrumental and more competitive attitude on the part of the negotiator also 

has little effect; it merely seems to results in a repetition of viewpoints. In short, in 

interactions with the criminal hostage-taker one should beware of the danger of 

exploitation in case of too soft an attitude and of the danger of escalation in case of a too 

competitive attitude. It seems better to be persistent in a neutral way, to clearly expose 

one’s own position and if possible to try to emphasize common interests and 

interdependence.  
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1.3. Victims of sieges 
 
The interviews with ex-hostages clearly showed that it is important to take care of the 

victims. Experience shows that negotiators sometimes tends to focus primarily on the 

hostage-taker. This is understandable, since the negotiator has to reach a solution with 

this person. When a victim comes on the telephone, which happens on a regular basis, 

and if this victim is emotional and difficult to direct, the negotiator easily considers this 

to be awkward. As a matter of fact, he wants to get in touch again with the perpetrator as 

soon as possible. In that case, interventions are especially aimed at calming down the 

victim. One of the main lessons from the interviews with victims is that it really helps 

them when the negotiator pays attention to the victim. A first recommendation for 

contacts with victims is: Invest in the contact with the victim. The negotiator is often the 

only line to the outside world. 

Several points of special interest for negotiators in contacts with victims are listed below: 

• show sincere interest when asking how the victim is doing; 

• sketch a realistic picture of the situation and emphasize positive aspects; 

• show expertise – tell the victim that you have experience, show you are reliable; 

• explain things, tell for instance why something takes a long time or has to be done 

in this way. 

 

On top of that, it also turned out that victims of sieges are often solely focused on 

survival, partly due to the relatively short duration of this kind of incidents. As a result of 

this, they are very much oriented towards themselves and they especially like to hear that 

everything evolves around them.  

A final point we would like to mention here is that the behavior of victims of sieges also 

seems to be strongly influenced by specific role expectations that become visible at the 

moment of the hostage taking. Especially security guards, soldiers or police officers may 

be inclined to take action during the hostage taking as they consider this to be their task. 

They sometimes even consider the fact that the perpetrators managed to take people 

hostage at all or the fact that the hostage taking continues for such a long time to be a 

personal failure. Police negotiators should anticipate this risk.  
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2. Kidnapping and extortion 
 
More than for sieges we notice that negotiations in case of kidnapping and extortion are 

characterized by symmetry in the behavior of the negotiator and the perpetrator. This 

particularly applies for the strategies of rational persuasion and exchanging, irrespective 

of the cultural background of the perpetrator. As such, these negotiations show a lot of 

similarity to more daily, businesslike negotiations.  

Apart from that, we have found two other interaction patterns that occur notwithstanding 

the cultural background of a perpetrator. In addition to exchange propositions on the part 

of a negotiator also statements referring to one’s own credibility seem to induce a 

desirable reaction on the part of the perpetrator as this encourages the perpetrator to talk 

about co-operation. So the following influence strategies increase the probability of a 

desirable reaction notwithstanding the cultural background of the perpetrator: 

• being credible (giving a reliable impression of oneself and showing expertise); 

• exchanging. 

 

Furthermore, direct pressure increases the risk of an undesirable reaction: the perpetrator 

imposes a restriction.  

 

The effect of a number of other strategies proves to depend on the cultural background of 

the perpetrator. The fact that perpetrators of 14 out of 26 incidents could be classified in a 

high-context culture shows that the cultural context of the negotiations is a variable that 

merits particular attention. We shall first discuss specific recommendations for 

negotiations with perpetrators from a low-context culture, followed by specific 

recommendations for negotiations with perpetrators from a high-context culture.   

 

2.1. Negotiations with perpetrators from low-context cultures 
 
An additional influence strategy that can be recommended in interaction with perpetrators 

from a low-context culture is:  

• being kind. 
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That is, kind behavior on the part of a negotiator increases the probability of kind 

behavior on the part of the hostage-taker and reduces the risk of the perpetrator imposing 

a restriction. Apart from that, exchange behavior of a negotiator does not only stimulate 

symmetrical exchange behavior of a perpetrator, but it also incites statements on the part 

of a perpetrator aimed at being equal. We also found indications for a relative rational 

cognitive approach by perpetrators from a low-context culture. That is, they tend to react 

to an emotional appeal with legitimizing their behavior.  

 

2.2. Negotiations with perpetrators from high-context cultures 
 
Additional influence strategies that increase the probability of a desirable reaction in 

interaction with perpetrators from a high-context culture are:  

• direct pressure;  

• legitimizing; 

• emotional appeal. 

 

Direct pressure, for instance, induces exchange behavior on the part of a perpetrator. This 

suggests that a somewhat more tough, but neutral position of the police negotiator has a 

positive effect. Besides, legitimizing and emotional appeal seem to elicit an affective 

reaction on the part of the perpetrator, in the sense of being equal. In interaction with 

perpetrators from a high-context culture, it is therefore advisable to go more along with 

feelings, whereas in interaction with perpetrators from low-context cultures a more 

cognitive approach based on arguments seems to be suitable. Furthermore, it is important 

for cases situated in a high-context culture that not only the behavior of persons who are 

directly involved is taken into account, but also that of all kinds of other parties that may 

play a part during the negotiations. Elder family members for instance often play an 

important mediating role during the negotiations. We noticed this in particular in 

incidents within the Moroccan and Turkish community. In incidents that occurred within 

the Chinese community, a more neutral third party was often involved to help mediate. 

On the one hand, the interference of these additional parties makes it for the police often 

more difficult to manage this kind of incidents. On the other hand, this sometimes also 

means that the parties involved are inclined to solve the incident themselves, without 
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interference of the police. In a recent kidnapping in the centre of the Netherlands, it 

moreover turned out that the presence of the police made the case endure, and 

negotiations were deadlocked. Yet, at the moment the police decided to withdraw, the 

situation was mutually resolved rather quickly.  

In negotiations with perpetrators from high-context cultures, it seems especially 

important to pay attention to face issues. In general, remaining face is an important 

motive for behavior. One should thus take this into account when determining the 

negotiation strategy. Therefore, it is advisable in this kind of situations to always look for 

creative solutions that may win the perpetrator over. Sometimes, very simple solutions 

are sufficient to achieve this goal. An example of this is a siege situation in which 

nothing seems to stand in the way of a peaceful surrender, yet the perpetrator does not 

want to come outside. This may be due to the fact that the perpetrator considers a public 

surrender to be humiliating. A possible escape from this deadlock consists in offering a 

more honorable outcome of the incident. 

 

2.3. Victims of kidnapping and extortion 
 
From the interviews with direct and indirect victims of kidnapping and extortion emerged 

a number of elements that had already been indicated by victims of sieges. This for 

instance concerns showing sincere interest in the victim, sketching a realistic image of the 

situation and displaying expertise by communicating experience in dealing with this kind 

of crisis situations. It is also very important to give information. This is probably linked 

to the relatively longer duration of kidnappings and extortions. In these situations, 

especially victims of extortion and family members of victims of kidnappings need 

information with respect to police actions. If it is not possible to provide them with 

concrete content or procedural information, it is usually possible to give a logical 

explanation for your behavior or decisions. This evokes the feeling that the police take 

the case seriously, that they have expertise with respect to the matter and that in any case 

“something is done”. On top of that, the police can offer concrete support in this kind of 

situations, in the sense of facilities, arrangements with schools, employers or financial 

institutions. Here, a police negotiator rather fulfils a liaison function.  
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Furthermore, family members of victims of kidnappings often feel a urgent need to “do 

something” as time goes by. A way to meet this need, is to stimulate them to keep a diary 

during the period their family member is taken hostage. Another way is to have family 

members write letters to their family member or to the party holding their family 

member.  

Police negotiators have the least contact with victims of kidnappings. When defining the 

negotiation strategy and in possible contacts with these victims, it is however important 

to take into account a number of elements that especially apply to victims of kidnappings. 

 

Victims of kidnappings: feelings of isolation and identity crisis 

The fact that victims of kidnappings indicate to experience a lot of feelings of isolation, 

such as feelings of loneliness and abandonment, is a feature specific to this category of 

victims. Therefore, many victims of kidnappings obtained relief from the presence of 

fellow victims and the availability of a radio or television. They also often said things that 

referred to an identity crisis, probably because the long-lasting captivity in a strange 

environment makes you forget “who and what you are”. An interesting fact in this respect 

is that persons who have a higher risk of being kidnapped because of their occupation, 

such as journalists or employees of aid organizations working in conflict areas, are often 

advised to carry a photograph on them of themselves surrounded by other people who are 

important to them. If they can talk about this with their hostage-taker, this increases the 

probability of the development of a positive relationship between the victim and the 

perpetrator (cf. “Stockholm Syndrome”, see also Wilson, 2003). Carrying a photo on you 

of yourself with significant others also seem to have an additional function: it confirms 

your social identity. 

Finally, victims of kidnappings often tell about the important feelings of uncertainty they 

have to deal with. All too often, they have no idea whether their family knows what has 

happened to them. In this respect, receiving proof of life is important both tactically as 

well as psychologically: the victim now knows that his family has heard about the 

kidnapping and that negotiations are carried on about the release. 
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3. The time paradox 
 
Whereas gaining time in negotiations is almost always considered to be effective, our 

analyses also show the possible drawback of this strategy. Especially in the hectic initial 

phase, time seems to be an important ally of the police. On the one hand, time offers the 

space and possibilities to organize things and to safeguard in this manner the security of 

all people involved. Furthermore, emotions and tensions diminish as time goes by and the 

parties involved adjust their expectations. This makes it easier to find a solution. Yet, 

there is also another side to this. First of all, care for the victim of course means that 

every effort should be made to end the traumatic experience for the victim as soon as 

possible. On top of that, our findings suggest that undesirable psychological processes 

may occur as time goes by. For instance, both the victims and perpetrators may have the 

impression that the police are gaining time. On the part of the victims, this impression 

may arouse incomprehension and negative feelings with respect to the responsible 

authorities (is that all my life is worth?). In extreme cases, the victims may side with the 

hostage-taker as a result of these feelings and provide the police with inaccurate 

information (cf. the “Stockholm Syndrome”). Perpetrators may have the impression that 

they are not taken seriously and may consequently feel the need to show that they mean 

it. Police services, finally, run the risk of developing undesirable psychological group 

processes, such as group think and group polarization (see chapter 1). In short, from this 

viewpoint, gaining time seems to be especially important in the initial phase, whereas the 

risk of undesirable effects grows as time goes by. 

 
 
4. The role of the media 
 

In many different ways and in almost all types of incidents, the role of the media 

appeared prominent. First of all, it turns out that perpetrators and also victims usually 

based their expectations of what is going to happen on the often unrealistic picture the 

media show, such as in TV series and films. From the police, they expect, for instance, 

physical action and the use of all kinds of tricks. Moreover, especially idealistic and 

criminal hostage-takers explicitly tried to get in touch with the media. The idealistic 

hostage-taker saw in the media an important role as messenger. That is, the media can 
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help the hostage-taker in “spreading the word” concerning the cause he has dedicated 

himself to. In criminal sieges, the motivation of the hostage-taker proved to be twofold. 

On the one hand, attention of the media may reinforce or even improve his status position 

within his own criminal environment. On the other hand, criminal hostage-takers expect 

that contact with the media may guarantee their security. In the latter case, they expect 

that this decreases the risk of the police taking physical action and shooting them. When 

the media are actually present, like is often the case in sieges, they also may become a 

public in front of which the hostage-taker may lose face.  

A good media plan is important for kidnappings. That is, a kidnapper may have claimed 

that third parties (in particular the authorities) are not informed of the kidnapping. 

Information on the kidnapping that is made public inadvertently, and that also may come 

to the attention of the perpetrator, may thwart the negotiation strategy and jeopardize the 

life and security of the victims. A complicating factor in this respect is that negotiations 

sometimes have to be (partly) carried on through the media.  

Sometimes, publicity in the media may have a positive effect. If the police are, for 

instance, informed of somebody’s plans to kidnap someone or to extort money from 

someone, media attention may scare off the perpetrators. Another example concerns 

kidnappings abroad. Sometimes the police and the authorities of a country are not willing 

or able to take action right away. In such a case, publicity in the media or diplomatic 

interference is often necessary to get things going.   

 

5. In conclusion 
 
The research that was presented here resulted in a number of recommendations for the 

practice of crisis negotiations. The findings of our research may be helpful in:   

• making a conscious choice for a certain type of influence behavior, depending on 

the type of incident. Generally, attention for influence strategies seems important  

because as much as 70 % of the behavior of negotiators and  65 % of the 

behavior of perpetrators can be characterized as influence behavior;  

• recognizing and breaking through undesirable interaction patterns; 

• incorporating the cultural background of the perpetrator when deciding on 

negotiation strategies;  
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• approaching direct and indirect victims of crisis incidents; 

• consciously weighing the time issue in negotiations;  

• dealing with the media. 

 
Yet, every new incident produces of course a unique, new situation. Therefore, the 

findings of no research whatsoever yield a precise blueprint for what negotiators should 

do or not do in specific situations (do’s en don’ts). Negotiators and those in command 

will always have to critically motivate and evaluate their choices and call upon their 

creativity to seek a peaceful solution for the situation. We sincerely hope that our 

findings and discussion will contribute to this and will prove useful to all who are 

professionally or personally involved in crisis negotiations. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Incident 

type  

Incident 

duration  
(in days) 

Duration 

negotiations 
(in minutes) 

# perp. Country of origin 

perp. 

Demands made # direct 

victims  

Harm done to victims Final outcome   

Siege 1 120 1 The Netherlands - 1  Voluntary surrender 

Siege 1 160 2 The Netherlands Money, media contact 2      Physical abuse Voluntary surrender 

Siege 1 65 1 The Netherlands Raise a case, airplane 6  Voluntary surrender 

Siege 1 158 1 The Netherlands Media attention >20   Suicide  

Siege 1 35 1 The Netherlands Media attention 1  Voluntary  surrender 

Siege 1 110 1 Belgium Food, fast car, media 

contact 

9  Tactical intervention 

Siege 2 180 3 Belgium Food, money, helicopter, 

media attention 

3  Tactical intervention 

Siege 1 33 1 Belgium - 1  Tactical intervention 

Siege 1 44 1 Belgium - 1 Shot by perpetrator 

and died during 

incident 

Suicide perpetrator 

Kidnapping 1 30 2 U.K. Money 2 Physical abuse  

Kidnapping 2 30 2 Surinam Money 1 Robbed Perpetrators arrested 

Kidnapping 2 70 1 Russia/Turkey Money 1   Perpetrator arrested 

Kidnapping 3 15 4 China Money 1 Physical abuse Perpetrators arrested 

Kidnapping 2 190 2 U.K. Money 1 Physical abuse Perpetrators arrested 

Kidnapping 4 124 6 China Money 1  Perpetrators arrested 
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Kidnapping 3 105 1 The Netherlands Money 1 Physical abuse Perpetrator arrested 

Kidnapping 22 15 1 Poland Money 2 Physical abuse Perpetrator arrested 

Kidnapping 2 20 3 Kurdistan Money 2  1 perpetrator escaped;  

1 arrested 

Kidnapping 1 10 1 Belgium Money 2  Perpetrator arrested 

Kidnapping  10 1 Belgium Money, revenge 1   

Kidnapping 4 22 1 Italy Information, revenge 1  Perpetrator arrested 

Kidnapping 1 20 4 Morocco/ 

Czech republic 

Money 1   Perpetrators arrested 

Kidnapping 3 15 4 Turkey Money 1 Physical abuse Perpetrators arrested 

Kidnapping 1 25 3 Russia Money 2   

Kidnapping 1 15 3 Belgium Money 1  Perpetrators arrested 

Extortion - 10 3 Poland Money 1  Perpetrators arrested 

Extortion - 80 3 The Netherlands Money 1  Perpetrators arrested 

Extortion 4 34 1 China Money 1  Perpetrator arrested 

Extortion 15 47 2 Morocco Money 1  Perpetrators arrested 

Extortion - 25 2 The Netherlands Money 1  Perpetrators arrested 

Extortion 2 16 1 Belgium Money 1  Perpetrator arrested 

Extortion 71 16 1 U.K. Money 1  Perpetrator escaped 

Extortion 5 15 1 Belgium Money 1   

Extortion 6 25 2 Belgium Money 1  Perpetrators arrested 

Extortion 4 30 1 China Money 1  Perpetrator arrested 

 
 



     



     

Appendix 2 
 

 

 

Interview  

With a perpetrator of a crisis incident 
 

Introduction 
Welcome. I really appreciate your willingness to participate in this interview. As I have 

already said, two independent researchers of the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen14 and the 

Katholieke Universiteit Leuven15 are examining at present crisis incidents in the 

Netherlands and Belgium. In the scope of this research, we interview as many parties as 

possible who have been involved in … (mention the crisis incident concerned). 

Therefore, we speak with the victims of these incidents and with the police.  

 

It is extremely important for us to hear also your vision of what has happened. To that 

end, we request you to be as open as possible. Essentially, I am going to ask you 

everything that could be important to us, yet you decide of course what you either or not 

want to tell.   

 

I would like to stress that all information we receive from you will be used for research 

purposes only and will be treated anonymously. The findings of our research will be 

published in a report in the course of 2004. This report will never contain any personal 

information with respect to you.  

 

We expect the interview to last two to three hours. Of course, we can take a short break 

whenever you want. 

 

 

                                                        
14 State University of Groningen 
15 Catholic University of Leuven  
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I would like to split up the interview into two parts: 

1. First, I would like to give you the opportunity to tell in your own words what has 

happened (for instance, the way you would tell someone who does not know about 

the incident). 

2. Then, I would like to continue talking about a number of specific topics. To that end, 

I have written down some of these topics on this paper in front of me. I will also take 

some notes every now and then.  

 

Is that ok with you?  

Do you have any questions before we start? 

 

 

 

Part 1 

Own words 

 
Paraphrasing, summarizing, emotional reflection; for every part, it is important to keep on 

asking questions: Why do you think that? How did it happen? Can you give an example? What 

happened afterwards? 

 

 

- Could you tell in your own words what has happened on…? 

- Do you remember that correctly? 

- What did exactly happen? 

- Where did it happen? 

- Why there? 

- Was it a conscious choice to do that? 

- How did it end? 
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Part 2 

Topics 
 

Depending on the specific incident, the order of the following topics can be varied.  

For every part, it is important to keep on asking questions: why do you think that? How did it 

happen? Can you give an example? What happened afterwards?  
 

At present, I would like to go on talking with you with respect to a number of topics, 

which relate to parties who have played a part in certain events, for instance. I would like 

to start with your motivation to do this and the preparations you have made. 

 

Motivation & preparation 
- Motivation for the act, why did this happen?  

- What has preceded? 

- Why did you choose this specific form? 

- Why there? 

- How did you feel beforehand?  

- Did you well prepare? 

- If so, how, how long, where, with what? 

 

The victim(s) 
- Why did you choose that victim (s)?  

- What was/ is your relation with the victim (s)? 

- Did you have contact with the victim in the course of the incident? If so, how? 

- How did you get along (in terms of friendly-hostile, dominant-submissive, how 

frequently and how intensely)? 

- Did you feel as if you were in control of the victim? 

- How did you do that? 

- How did you feel about the victim during the incident? Trust? 

- Did certain things strike you? 

- Did the victim’s attitude itself influence the outcome of the incident? 
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(Threatening with) Violence 

- Did you use violence or did you threaten with violence? 

- Why? 

- How? 

- How did you feel with respect to that? 

- If not, did you take into account that you might have to use it? 

 

 

The police & the negotiations 
 

Police in general (optional; not in case of cover). 

- How was the first contact with the police? 

- With whom and when did this first contact take place? 

- Which police activities did you notice (intervention units/perimeters and so on)? 

- How did this effect you? 

- When and how did you get in touch with the negotiator? 

 

The negotiation 

- How was the first contact with the negotiator? 

- In what way did you get in touch (phone, letter, SMS) and did you choose to do 

so? Would you prefer having used other means? Why?  

- What was your first impression of the other? 

- Did your impression of the negotiator change in the course of the incident? 

- Which attitude did the negotiator adopt? What did you think of it?  

- How was the relation between you and the negotiator? 

- How was the power divided? 

- How (un)friendly were the conversations? 

- How open were you to one another? 

- Did you take him into confidence and the other way round? 

- Did certain things strike you? 
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- Do you remember something from the conversation making a profound 

impression? If so: what? Why? Positive/negative? 

- What did you find good/pleasant? 

- What did you find not good/unpleasant? 

- To what extent did the negotiation have influence on the victims? 

- Did the negotiation change the way you thought of or felt about the incident? If 

so, in what way? Why? How was this related to the negotiator? Or to the things 

he/she said? 

 

Own attitude and demands 

- Do you remember your demands? 

- To what extent did you determine them beforehand? 

- On what was (were) your demand(s) based (the determination of the amount of 

the ransom, for instance)? 

- To what extent was the demand formulated negotiable? 

- In case the demand was modified: what were the motives to change the demand 

(for instance, decrease/increase of the sum of money demanded)? 

- How was your attitude subsequently? Aware/unaware? Also recognizable in 

another situation? 

- Did things go as you wanted? What did/what not? Why? 

- Breaking points or stages to distinguish? 

 

 

Personal perception and circumstances  
- What happens to you in such a situation? 

- What goes through your mind? 

- Which thoughts, feelings, emotions? 

- Did you have to deal with difficult or frustrating moments? If so, which ones? 

- Did you have less difficult moments? If so, which ones? 

- To what extent were you able to function? Need to sleep, eat and so on.  
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- Did you have to change your plan because of events or circumstances (for 

instance, hunger, tiredness, fear, time)? 

- To what extent do you feel threatened yourself? 

- To what extent does doubt count? 

 

Drugs/medicine/alcohol 

- Did you take something before/during the incident? 

- What influence did it have on what happened? 

- In what way? 

 

Suicidal thoughts (optional) 

- If so, when? 

- How serious, or merely a threat? 

- Why did you not do it? 

 

Other parties involved? 
At present, we have dealt with the main parties, such as the victims, the police/adversary 

and yourself. Are there any other parties that have played a part?  

(Think of the media, intermediaries, family) 

 

If so (optional): 

- Which?  

- Why?  

- How? 

- Which influence?  

- Pleasant/unpleasant? 

- Consequences? 

- Incident covered by the media? 

- Influence of conceptualization with respect to the police/negotiators in the media? 
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Identification of the critical moments specific to the incident (to be completed) 

- What did exactly happen? 

- Why? 

- How? 

- What did you feel? 

- What did you think? 

 

Influence of culture 
Did the culture of the victim, the negotiator and other parties influence what happened? 

 

Present state 
- How do you look at it now? Feelings? 

- What would you recommend to someone else (perpetrator) faced with a similar 

situation? 

- What would you recommend to someone else (victim) faced with a similar 

situation? 

- What would you recommend to someone else (police/adversary) faced with a 

similar situation? 

- If it would happen again, would you handle things differently? 

- Would you do certain things in exactly the same way? 

- Would you do it again at all? 

- How often do you think back to the incident? 

- Have you changed? If so, in what way? 

 

- What have you been charged with? What do you think of it? 

 

Are there still matters we have not dealt with yet? 

 

 

Thank you very much for your co-operation!!! 



     



 

 

 

Appendix 3 

 

 

Interview  

with a victim of a crisis incident 

 

Introduction 
Welcome. I really appreciate your willingness to participate in this interview. As I have 

already said, two independent researchers of the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen16 and the 

Katholieke Universiteit Leuven17 are examining at present crisis incidents in the 

Netherlands and Belgium. In the scope of this research, we interview as many parties as 

possible who have been involved in … (mention the crisis incident concerned).  

 

The purpose of this interview is to enable police negotiators to learn from your 

perspectives, so that they can use this knowledge in future incidents. Thus, it is extremely 

important for us to hear your vision of what has happened. To that end, we request you to 

be as open as possible. Essentially, I am going to ask you everything that could be 

important to us, yet you decide of course what you either or not want to tell.   

 

I would like to stress that all information we receive from you will be used for research 

purposes only and will be treated anonymously. The findings of our research will be 

published in a report in the course of 2004. This report will never contain any personal 

information with respect to you.  

 

We expect the interview to last two to three hours. Of course, we can take a short break 

whenever you want. 

                                                        
16 State University of Groningen 
17 Catholic University of Leuven  
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I would like to split up the interview into two parts: 

1. First, I would like to give you the opportunity to tell in your own words what has 

happened (for instance, the way you would tell someone who does not know 

about the incident). 

2. Then, I would like to continue talking about a number of specific topics. To that 

end, I have written down some of these topics on this paper in front of me. I will 

also take some notes every now and then.  

 

Is that ok with you?  

Do you have any questions before we start? 

 

 

 

Part 1 

Own words 

 

Paraphrasing, summarising, emotional reflection; for every part, it is important to keep 

on asking questions: why do you think that? How did it happen? Can you give an 

example? What happened afterwards? 

 

 

- Could you tell in your own words what has happened on…? 

- Do you remember that correctly? 

- What did exactly happen? 

- How did it happen? 

- Where did it happen? 

- Why there?  

- How did it end? 

 

Would you like to add anything to this?
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Part 2 

Topics 

 

Depending on the specific incident, the order of the following topics may be varied, or 

topics may be left out if they are not applicable. For every part, it is important to keep on 

asking questions: why do you think that? How did it happen? Can you give an example? 

What happened afterwards? How did that feel? In what way? 

 

Several parties were involved in the incident (visualise the relations). They spoke to each 

other or had contact in a different way. That is what I would like to talk about now.  

 

Perpetrator(s) 
 How would you characterise him/them? 

- Why? 

-  Can you give an example? 

-  How did this appear? 

 

Optional: 

If there is more than one hostage taker: How did they deal with each other? 

- In terms of power for instance? 

- In terms of friendship for instance? 

- How open were they to one another? 

- Did they talk a lot? 

- How intensively? 

 

Did certain things strike you? 

- At which moments? 

 

Do you have anything to add to this? 
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You versus the perpetrators 
 

In general, were you afraid of becoming a victim of a crisis incident beforehand? 

 

optional 

Did you have contact with the perpetrator(s) before the incident?  

- Did you expect such an action? 

- Were you threatened beforehand? 

- Did you talk about it with others?  

 

How was your attitude during the incident itself? 

- To what extent was this conscious, you think? 

- Was your behaviour recognisable, i.e. do you act like this in other situations too?   

- How did you feel? 

- To which extent did you feel let down?  

- To which extent did you feel in danger?  

- Did you try to escape? 

- Did you blame yourself?  

- To which extent could you eat and to drink, go to the toilet or sleep? 

- What did you do all day?  

 

Communication during the incident 

- Did the perpetrators and you communicate? 

- Could you describe this communication? 

- In terms of power for instance? 

- In terms of friendship for instance? 

- How open were you to one another? 

- Did you talk a lot? 

- How intensively? 

- About what? 

- To what extent did the perpetrator(s) trust you? Explain? 
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Did (a threat of) violence come up? If so:  

- How exactly did it go? 

- At what moment? 

- Did the perpetrator(s) request particular things?  Did it last long? 

- Were you tied or restricted in your freedom of movement in any way? 

- What effect did that have on you? 

 

Do you have anything to add to this? 

 

The police and the negotiators 
- With which police officer(s) did you have contact during the incident? 

- In which manner? 

- How did you feel about that? 

 

Focusing on the negotiations 

- Were you informed of the negotiations? 

- Did you know who negotiated and how it was done? 

- Where did those conversations take place? 

- Where were you at those moments? 

- How would you characterise those conversations?  In terms of power?  In terms of 

friendship / relations? 

- Did certain things strike you?  Notably right before or immediately after the 

conversations? 

- Did you feel the perpetrator(s) reacted positively to certain things? 

- At which moments did the perpetrator(s) react positively to certain things?  

- How? And why was that, you think? 

- Did you feel the hostage taker reacted negatively to certain things? 

- How? And why was that, you think? 

 

Do you have anything to add to this? 
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External parties 
Until now, we have discussed the main parties, being you, the perpetrators and the 

(police) negotiators.  Did other parties play a part as well?  

(Think of the media, mediators, family) 

If so: 

- Which parties played an accessory part?  

- In which manner did they play a part? 

- What was their influence or what were the consequences? 

- To which extent did you like that? 

- To which extent did the media cover the incident? 

- To which extent did you feel the image of the police in the media coverage 

influenced the course of the incident? 

 

Do you have anything to add to this? 

 

Identification of critical moments during the negotiations (fill in) 
- What exactly happened? 

- Why? 

- How? 

- How did you feel then? 

- What did you think? 

 

Do you have anything to add to this? 

 

Cultural influences  
Did your cultural background, or that of the perpetrator(s), the negotiator and possible 

other parties influence the incident? 

- Why? How? 

 

Do you have anything to add to this? 
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Looking back and ahead 
- What was of great help to you? 

- Would you have done certain things differently? 

- Do you feel some persons, except for the perpetrator, should have acted 

differently? 

- Why do you think the hostage-taking incident lasted …? 

- What would you advise a person who would fall in a similar situation? 

- What is the right or the wrong thing to do? 

 

Also think of: 

- General and specific needs 

- Frequency and type of contact (letters and so on) with the outside world (police / 

family / friends) 

- Would you like to add anything to this? 

 

You at present 

- How often do you think back of the incident? 

- To which extent does it still enter into your life? 

- Have you changed?  In what sense? 

 

Should other particular topics be discussed? 

 

 

Thank you for your collaboration!!! 



 

 


