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 I would like to welcome those of you back to the MTOA News Letter . 

It has been on hold for a while but through the efforts of your Board Members 

and a helping hand we can provide the newsletter once again. This is an excel-

lent way to share information on training, incident briefs and equipment for our 

members. I invite you to submit any articles or briefs you have written, read or 

otherwise have found useful that would be worthy of sharing with the tactical 

community. Please submit them directly to me for review and be sure all copy-

right laws will apply. 

 As we approach the annual Training Conference in May 2009 our quest 

to continually challenge ourselves to deliver high quality training at minimal cost 

is ever changing. In 2009 we are teaming up with our Military Associates at Volk 

Field. The North East Counter Drug Training Program is developing facilities 

that are first rate for tactical training. Their High Risk Entry Facility (HREF) is a 

prime example of their commitment to this field. This facility is a 3 story live fire 

Simmunition complex with closed circuit cameraõs, sound effects and full fur-

nishings. By moving the conference to Volk Field it will give us easy access to all 

these great new training facilities. Look for the registration and class line-up on 

the Web Sight early in 2009.       

 As the Commander of the Kenosha Tactical Response Team I feel the 

crunch of budget cuts as do many of you. My goal at MTOA is to provide train-

ing for our members at a cost that agencies of all sizes can agree on. Training is 

carefully screened and endorsed by the Board of Directors for quality and credi-

bility and I can assure you we are constantly evaluating these classes with your 

input. The membership and conference fees are used exclusively to bring you 

this training. All your board members generously donate their time and expertise 

to make this happen. We also could not do this without the support of our many 

Vendors who come out and participate in the MTOA Conference each year.  

 As MTOA continues to grow, I hope that many of you will consider be-

ing part of the organization. As I have learned over the past 3 years what makes 

MTOA a success is the diversity we have. Teams from as far north as Douglas 

County to as far south as Kenosha County, all bring different ideas and training 

objectives. So if your training needs are for the urban or rural environment, large 

or small teams, MTOA is able to provide the background to facilitate those 

needs.  

I hope to see all of you at the next training conference on May 26th-29th, 

2009 at Volk Field. Stay Safe.                          

       Lt. Ken Weyker 

        President 
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"In your care and custody" When police officers become corrections officers 

By Gary T. Klugiewicz  

Just what does the term òIn your care and cus-

todyó mean? 

This last week the airwaves have been alive with 

the buzz from the Sky Harbor (Phoenix) airport 
incident that left a woman dead in a police hold-

ing cell. It was hard to find a news program or 

day talk show not discussing this tragic incident. 
This generated a lot of discussions among people 

that I know including police and corrections offi-
cers, law enforcement trainers, other profession-

als, family members, and friends. The span of 

their opinions was fascinating. On 
one end, people focused on the fact 

that a woman obviously intoxi-

cated, alone, in crisis, and out-of-
control died alone, in distress, 

handcuffed to a bench in a police 
holding cell. Some of the other non

-law enforcement comments might 

surprise you. Some people that I 
have talked to questioned why this 

very vulnerable, psychologically 
fragile, alcoholic was traveling 

alone on a non direct flight to a 

treatment facility across the coun-
try. The bottom line cannot be dis-

puted, however, in that the police are the final 

safety net for these types of people and that the 

safety net failed to keep her safe. 

We need to remember that when police officers 
take a prisoner into custody they have just be-

come òshort termó corrections (custody) officers 

This statement sometimes surprises street officers 
who often donõt understand all the implications of 

having a prisoner in their òcustody.ó  It doesnõt 

matter whether you are a police officer transport-
ing a prisoner from a street arrest scene, a police 

officer picking up a prisoner for court, a police 
officer transporting a sick inmate, a detective tak-

ing a prisoner out of lock up to a remote site for 

an interview, or an airport police officer holding a 
person for transport, you are now responsible for 

that prisonerõs òcare and wellbeing.ó    

Understanding this concept will keep you saferñ

both physically and legally. Police officers, once 
you take a subject into custody that person becomes a 

prisoner. He or she is now in custody and you are 

totally responsible for their òcare and wellbeingó 
until such time as you request additional assis-

tance and find other law enforcement, medical 
healthcare professionals, or mental health profes-

sional to assist you or are able to turn the prisoner 

over to other appropriate public safety profession-
als. In other words, YOU ARE IT. You need to 

understand this and understand how to do your 

job properly, legally, and safely. Once you take 
the subject into custody you are, in fact, a correc-

tional (custody) officer with all the responsibilities 
an officer working in a custody assignment has. 

You need to understand the rules and learn how 

to play the gameña game that can cost you 
money, your job, and even your freedom if you 

donõt do it well. Welcome to the wonderful word 

of corrections. 

First of all, you need to understand that prisoners 

in custody have a new set of rights based on their 
status as a prisoner. They are in your òcare and 

custodyó and you are responsible for them until 

you can turn them over to someone else. For a 
street officer this is usually to a corrections facil-

ity; but it could be a hospital and/or mental 
health facility; or in some cases to a responsible 

adult. While the prisoner is in your òcare and cus-

todyó, you need to understand a basic correc-
tional concept referred to as the "first responder 

philosophy." 

The bottom line is that for all prisoners in cus-
tody, you are responsible not only their immedi-

ate medical wellbeing but also their long-term 

monitoring. This long(er) term monitoring spans 

the entire time that the prisoner is under your 

span of controlñwhether that be 5 minutes or 5 
hours. This term refers to a prisonerõs long term 

medical, mental health, and/or security needs. 
Once a prisoner is taken into custody, whether on 

the street or in a correctional, medical, mental 

health, or treatment facility, the staff is responsi-

"In your care and custody": When police officers become corrections officers 
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ble not only for their immediate medical condi-

tion but for monitoring their òlong termó medical, 
mental health, and security needs. This is where 

the disconnect begins. 

Street officers are usually able to get the prisoner 

restrained. They also understand that they need to 

take care of the prisonerõs immediate medical 
needs but often donõt understand that they need 

to monitor their prisonerõs medical condition. 

This failure to continue to monitor the prisonerõs 
medical status often occurs with tragic and long-

term consequences for both the officers involved 
and their agencies as in the case of a custody 

death. 

Prisoners during transportation or in holding 
cells, pending transportation, must be closely 

monitored to insure that they donõt become a 

physical danger to the officers involved and arenõt 
experiencing a medical emergency. These prison-

ers being transported or held pending transporta-
tion must also be monitored for a mental health 

issues that may impact their safety. As any experi-

enced police officer knows, many people who are 
arrested exhibit bizarre and, oftentimes, violent 

behavior due to their immediate personal crisis 
situations, drugs and alcohol on board, existing 

mental health issues, etc. These persons can be 

very dangerous to the officers who are caring for 
them but can also be dangerous to themselves. 

Their actions can intentionally or unintentionally 

become self-harming and even suicidal. Police 

Officers must understand that people in custody 

and in crisis, for whatever reason, are in the òcare 
and custodyó of the attending officers until such 

time as they can be turned over to the proper cor-
rectional, medical, mental health facility or an 

appropriate adult. These people need to be closely 

monitored for existing, developing, or delayed 

medical, mental health, and/or security issues.     

And when itõs all over, you need to carefully 

document your actions. Remember that you may 
not know at the point of impact or shortly after-

wards that this incident is going to go bad for 
you. Write your report as if you were going to be 

accused of wrong doing. Tell the whole story. 

Take the time to document your professional re-
sponse. You know that the attorneys that may 

come after you will be painting quite a different 

picture. Protect yourself. See the attached Poli-

ceOne report writing template to assist you. 

In closing, police officers need to remember that 
once they take a subject into custody, that they 

have just become a correctional (custody) officer 

for the duration of the arrest, transport, and even 
detention prior to turnover to the appropriate fa-

cility or person. Donõt relax too soon. It can come 

back to bite youñphysically and legally. 

For more information about this topic, please 

contact : 
Gary T. Klugiewicz at gtklugiewicz@cs.com 

(Continued from page 2) 
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Training Seminar 
an exciting new line up of courses and instructors  

 
 

May 26th-29th, 2009  
 

Volk Field  
Some of the courses are limited as to the number of students that can attend so register early to      

ensure your spot.  See registration formñenclosed or onlineñfor complete details. 

http://mtoaonline.com/docs/MTOA%20Reg%202009%20(1)_.doc


Midwest Tactical Officers Association - www.mtoaonline.com 

Page 4 The Final Option  

Beware of a time-worn ploy by plaintiffsõ attorneys 
that seems to be making a courtroom comeback. 

On more than one recent occasion, Iõve seen this 
legal slight-of-hand trick used in trials involving law-

suits against law enforcement officers in which 

Iõve testified as a defense expert witness.  

Hereõs how it works:  
 

The incident begins with some sort of minor police 

contact. Normally, the incident starts out as an 
ordinance violation or misdemeanor-type trans-

gression. Unfortunately, due to the decisions and 

actions of the subject, this minor infraction esca-
lates to a level of force that results in injury 

(sometimes tragic injury) to the subject.  
Because of this, the plaintiffõs lawyer tries to twist 

the story, making it appear that the officerõs ulti-

mate use-of-force was a direct response to the sus-

pectõs initial behavior ð not, as is really the case, a 

result of the subjectõs escalation of force toward 

the officer.  

For example, say that you respond to a loud music 
complaint (disturbing the peace) and confront a 

drunken, argumentative subject. As you attempt to 

deal with the situation, the subject becomes violent 
and ends up assaulting you. Because of the assault, 

you choose (and rightfully so) to use baton strikes 
to defend yourself. And guess what? The subject 

gets injured.  

At trial, the subjectõs attorney may seem appalled 

that his client was òseverely injured because he 

was playing music too loudóñ consciously ignor-
ing the subjectõs aggressive and escalating behavior 

ð behavior and aggression that justified your force 
response. Can you see how this would plant an 

image in the minds of the jury of blatant overreac-

tion and excessive force on your part? It is done 

everyday!  

You need to be prepared to help prevent this kind 
of attempted run around of your legitimate force 

responses. Emphatically, without a trace of doubt, 
make it perfectly clear that the offender made the 

decision to violently resist your lawful efforts, and 

thus changed the nature of the contact. In short, 

his actions led to your response. Be sure to tie your 
force response to his specific behavior, not to the 

initial minor infraction, the one that caused you to 

show up in the first place.  

In an effort to divert attention away from that core 
consideration, (the subjectõs escalation of force) 

the plaintiffõs attorney wants to focus on the inju-

ries his client sustained. Your defense needs to fo-
cus on the legitimacy of your initial contact and the 

reasonableness of your ultimate response, based 

upon the suspectõs increasing level of resistance or 

assault.  

In other words, every police contact is a story that 

has a beginning, a middle and an end. Like most 
stories, the key to the ending is a direct result of 

what happens in the middle. Know that the middle 

is the part of the story that the suspectõs attorney 
wants to skip over. He wants to act like that part 

never happened. He does not want the jury to fo-

cus on the subjectõs increased violent response, but 
instead on the relatively innocent nature of the ini-

tial incident.  

Donõt get caught in these attempted run arounds. 

Any legitimate use-of-force is a response to a 
threat, and you need to keep the nature of that 

threat center-stage when youõre explaining force 

actions, especially if they are being challenged. 
Remember, the defense attorneyõs job is to make 

your actions look like they were not justified.  

 

 

 

 
Editorõs note: PoliceOne now offers an expert witness program for 

officers involved in a variety of cases. To learn more about our 

experts, including Gary Klugiewicz who authored this article, 

and the program please visit the PoliceOne Expert Witness Sec-

tion.  

How to prevent a legal slight -of-hand trick from twisting your case  

By Gary T. Klugiewicz  

http://www.policeone.com/expert-witness
http://www.policeone.com/expert-witness


Midwest Tactical Officers Association - www.mtoaonline.com 

Page 5 Volume 1, Issue 1  

Without question, hostage recovery operations are 
the most dangerous and complex confronting 

modern law enforcement tactical teams.  Besides 
the inherent peril to both hostages and police offi-

cers, they are fraught with ambiguity and confu-

sion.  Even so, they are neither inexplicable nor 
insoluble and this article addresses six of the most 

fundamental questions that must be addressed to 

achieve a successful resolution.   

What constitutes a successful hostage                    

recovery operation? 

Hostage recovery operations generally employ one 

of three methods to succeed.  The first is the res-
cue of the hostages.  This simply means removing 

them from harmõs way.  The second is the neu-

tralization of the suspect(s).  While this generally 
requires lethal force, less lethal options are becom-

ing more effective and may someday prove effec-

tive.  The last is to separate the hostages from the 
suspect(s).  This is usually achieved by a tactic 

known as òsheltering in placeó where tactical team 
members simply protect the hostages where they 

are found.  Regardless of which method is chosen, 

the tactical concepts are much easier described 

than applied. 

Since all civil suits attempt to redress some type of 

wrong or error, it is obvious that, from a plaintiffõs 

attorneyõs point of view, the outcome requires ab-
solute and unqualified perfection.  Certainly this is 

idealñit is also idealistic.  In reality, almost no 
hostage recovery action has ever even approached 

this standard.  Using this criterion, some of the 

most famous hostage rescues in history would be 
considered failures.  The near miraculous rescue of 

Israeli hostages from Entebbe, Uganda, for exam-
ple, resulted in the deaths of hostages, suspects 

and friendly forces alike.  In the same manner, the 

recovery of hostages at Princeõs Gate, London by 
22nd SAS, the rescue of passengers on the Luf-

thansa Airliner in Mogadishu by GSG9 and the 

rescue of passengers from the train by Dutch 
forces would also be found wanting.  The fact that 

each of these is considered a paragon of success 
illustrates the reality that success is always some-

what short of perfection. 

Which is better, negotiations or intervention?  

One of the most frequent questions arising from 

hostage recovery operations is which is the better 

strategy, negotiations or tactical intervention?  It 
most often occurs in a courtroom setting and it is 

plaintiffõs counsel asking because he is anticipating 
a follow-up question to make the point that more 

than 80% of all hostage situations are successfully 

resolved through negotiations.1  The implication is 
that had negotiations continued the undesirable 

consequences resulting in the lawsuit would never 

have occurred.  Hence, a settlement should be 
awarded to the plaintiff for damages resulting 

from an obvious and demonstrated lack of skill, 
preparation, training, supervision, understanding, 

ad infinitum.   

The question is also overly simplistic and demon-

strates a profound lack of understanding of the 
forces in attendance during these types of opera-

tions.  In the landmark decision, Downs vs. U.S.,2 
the U.S. Supreme Court requires òthe highest de-

gree of care commensurate with all the facts 

within knowledge.ó  Clearly the highest court in 
the land is not demanding omniscience or omnipo-

tence but rather a reasonable and logical judgment 

based upon the known facts.  Over the years, it has 
been clearly demonstrated that negotiations are 

highly successful.  Furthermore, negotiating pro-
vides tactical advantages that cannot be otherwise 

attained, such as preparation time, intelligence 

gathering, target identification and threat assess-
ments.  Refusing to negotiate then becomes not 

only irrational but indefensible.   

Notwithstanding, for many years, a school of 
thought has purported that it is always better to 

negotiate and that negotiations should continue 

until there is an indisputable failure such as the 
death of a hostage or some irrational act of the 

Hostage Recovery FAQs  

By Sid Heal 

1 While there is no known study which validates this figure, virtually all subject matter experts in the SWAT community would not dispute 

that the vast majority of hostage recovery operations are resolved without a tactical intervention. 
2 Downs v. United States, 522 F2d 990 (1975) 
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suspect.  Proponents of this strategy point to the 
percentage of success and the fact that òwords 

never hurt or killed anyone.ó  On face value there 
is much to substantiate this point of view.  But 

again, the concept proves easier to understand than 

apply. 

Adopting a strategy of òalwaysó anything is 
fraught with assumptions and speculation.  In this 

case, it first assumes a rational actor.  This means 

that the suspect is capable of understanding the 
reasonable consequences of his actions.  Since 

many hostage takers are under the influence of 
drugs, alcohol or mentally deficient, this factor can 

not be fully evaluated until the specific circum-

stances are known.  Sec-
ond, it assumes mean-

ingful negotiations.  Just 
because a suspect is ra-

tional does not mean 

that he3 is willing to ne-
gotiate.  This is particu-

larly acute when dealing with terrorists, habitual 

offenders facing long prison terms or the death 
penalty or suspects with suicidal tendencies.  

Third, it means that opportunities to resolve the 
incident tactically must be ignored.  This is critical 

in that there is no guarantee of another opportunity 

presenting itself.  Fourth, the commander4 must 
accept some risk to the hostages because ignoring 

any opportunity to resolve the problem resigns the 

hostages to continued peril and the opportunity is 
forever forfeited.  Fifth, the underlying logic relies 

on statistical percentages.  While this is under-
standable and justifiable, it also assumes that the 

circumstances in the present instance are the same 

as the successful ones in the past.  Like any gam-
ble, it is mostly òplaying the odds.ó  Last, it re-

quires a failure to proceed.  If a tactical interven-

tion can not be executed until negotiations fail, 
failure is required to proceed.  A tactical interven-

tion is forced to be conducted in extremis.  Any 
strategy that requires a failure to progress is inher-

ently deficient. 

In the same manner, preference for a tactical inter-

vention carries its own assumptions.  First, the 

commander must accept risk to both the hostages 
and the tactical team members.  Hostage rescue 

tactics are extremely dangerous and, because per-
fection is out of the question, risk of failure is in-

trinsic.  Second, she will be forever second-guessed 

as to whether negotiations would have proven ef-
fective.  Consequently, it virtually guarantees criti-

cism.  Third, while a negotiation failure will proba-

bly not thwart a tactical intervention, a tactical fail-
ure makes further meaningful negotiations all but 

impossible.  Fourth, the odds do favor negotiation.  

Considering the probabilities is a viable and pru-

dent course of action.   

By now it can be clearly seen that òalwaysó any-

thing is not only impractical, it is impossible.  Like-
wise, and for the same reasons,  òneveró is just as 

preposterous.  The answer lies in using everything 
that is known about a situation and making a deci-

sion based upon the particular circumstances pre-

sented.  This will require assumptions.  It will re-

quire acceptance of risk, regardless of which course 

of action is chosen.  It will require making hard de-

cisions based upon incomplete, ambiguous, unreli-

able and even conflicting pieces of information.  

This is why a thorough knowledge of the issues 

involved and the influences in play are so critical.   

In adopting an effective strategy for hostage recov-

ery operations we must accept that both negotia-

tions and interventions are viable and equal.  They 
do not compete.  Negotiators and tactical team 

members must be fully cognizant of the roles they 
each play in the ultimate attainment of operational 

objectives.   

How is a hostage recovery operation                    

different than others? 

The biggest difference is that the focus of effort is 
on the hostages not the suspect.  This means that 

the predominant activity or assignment that must 
be accomplished to achieve a successful resolution 

is the safe recovery of the hostages.  While capture 

of the suspect is sought, the circumstances may not 
allow it.  Thus, depending on the situation, this 

may necessitate allowing the suspect to escape or 

even killing him in order to protect the hostages.   

òwords never hurt   

or killed  anyone.ó 

3 For simplicity and clarity, the male pronoun is used throughout this article.  No further inference should be drawn. 
4 As used her, the commander may be anyone who has the authority to decide what the strategy will be.  
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Another difference is that when hostages are pre-
sent, operational planning is typically conducted 

in reverse.  For instance, while most tactical inter-
ventions are planned from the entry to the suspect, 

in hostage recovery operations the planning is 

done from the hostages to a position of safety.  
Even if the hostages can not be immediately res-

cued, once their safety can be assured the entire 

tone and tenor of the operation changes.  The hos-
tage taker is of secondary importance and, while 

he presents the major obstacle to success, he is not 

the cynosure.  

In planning hostage recovery operations, it is im-

portant to understand that the hostage, in and of 

himself, has no value to the hostage taker except 
as a tool or device to get what he wants from au-

thorities.  Furthermore, because no hostage taker 
has the ability to win a òstand upó fight with the 

authorities, it is just as much in his interest not to 

let a situation turn violent.  Once hostages are re-
leased, recovered or killed, the hostage taker loses 

much of his ability to bargain and the tactical 

situation is dramatically simplified.  In addition, 
òtried and trueó tactics and tools that are usually 

precluded when hostages are present, such as 
chemical agents, can quickly cause a barricaded 

suspect to surrender. 

Why not just òwait him out?ó 

Plaintiffõs attorneys frequently attack an opera-
tional plan simply because it didnõt seem that 

enough time was taken.  To the more casual ob-
server, time is always an ally.  In reality, time is 

neither an ally nor an adversary.   

Tactical operations, of any kind, are dynamic and 

time sensitive.  They are dynamic in the sense that 
they are characterized by continuous change.  

Thus, a decision delayed is often rendered ineffec-
tive because the circumstances necessitating it will 

have changed.  Further, doing nothing is also not 

an option because the situation will continue to 
evolve with or without attempts to achieve a satis-

factory resolution.  Because hostage situations 

naturally tend to gravitate toward disorder and 
unacceptable consequences, some intervention is 

always required.5  Even more critical with time is 
the fact that hostage situations are adversarial in 

nature.  This means that these operations are not 
only time sensitive but are time competitive.  They 

always involve an opposing will in the form of one 

or more human beings who are attempting to at-
tempting to gain an advantage of some sort.  Time 

abandoned or ignored by one side can be exploited 

by the other. 

In hostage situations, time is not as critical as op-
portunity.  Opportunities in tactical situations tend 

to be elusive, sporadic and fleeting.  They are elu-
sive in that they are seldom clear and unequivocal 

but rather difficult to define, describe or anticipate.  

They are sporadic in the sense that they occur at 
irregular intervals without any pattern or order 

and are often isolated from predictable precursors.  
They are fleeting because they pass quickly.  Con-

sequently, time may provide for opportunities, but 

ignoring an opportunity usually requires that it be 
abandoned forever.  An irony exists in that many 

opportunities appear during the earlier stages of 

hostage situations when chaos and confusion are 
the dominating influences.  It is during this period 

that suspects are most often surprised and hostages 

attempt to escape.   

How do the hostages fit into the overall plan? 

One of the most overlooked aspects of hostage 

situations is that hostages are not inanimate objects 

but active participants.  They are never passive.  

While it is a common negotiating tactic to deny or 
ignore their value, their actions must always be 

considered.  Furthermore, hostages are not equal.  

Some are more helpless than others.  Children for 
example, are especially vulnerable because of their 

natural inclination to follow the instructions of 
any adult figure and they almost never attempt to 

escape.  Furthermore, they are immature and my 

not act rationally.  Likewise, the elderly and in-
firm are also more defenseless because of a de-

creased ability to protect themselves and/or es-

cape.  In contrast, hostages who do have an ability 
to protect themselves or escape, often do so.  

Sometimes a successful recovery operation can be 

5 An intervention includes any attempt at achieving a favorable remedy and includes both negotiations and tactical strategies. 
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achieved by creating conditions which hostages can 

exploit and remove themselves from danger.  Con-

versely, because of a human coping mechanism 

called the Stockholm Syndrome,6 hostages may 
also actively support the hostage taker(s) and inter-

fere with rescue attempts.  Regardless of the type of 

hostage, the key concept is that the actions of the 
hostages must always be considered and incorpo-

rated into the plan.  

What conditions favor a tactical intervention?  

It is important to remember that òchance favors 
preparation.ó  This principle is particularly relevant 

in hostage recovery operations.  Some preparatory 

measures, such as training and coordination issues, 
must be done days, weeks or even months in ad-

vance.  Others are òsituation dependentó in that 

they are contingent on the unique circumstances 

present at the time a decision to intervene tactically 
must be made.  Of these, four factors are critical in 

hostage rescue attempts.  First, the floor plan 

should be known.  Generally, it is the complexity 
of the floor plan and not the size of the building 

that determines the size of the entry team as well as 

where and how they enter and move.  Second, suf-
ficient personnel must be available to dominate all 

areas of threat in the shortest available time.  Rec-

ognizing that establishing control will never be in-
stantaneous, excessive times create unacceptable 

risks.7  Third, the hostages must be able to be pro-

tected within 60 seconds after intervention is dis-

covered.  While this is not a hard fast rule, the peril 
to hostages is greater over time.  Further, the ò60 

second ruleó begins not when the entry is initiated 

but when it is discovered.  Thus a stealth entry may 
precede a dynamic entry by minutes or even hours.  

Last, the entry team must be staged so as to be able 

strike within ten seconds of a predetermined signal 
or event.  Only a quick response provides an ability 

to exploit fleeting opportunities. 

Because opportunity, not time, is the critical factor 

for a successful hostage recovery operation, it is 

imperative that they are recognized when they oc-
cur.  Inasmuch as opportunities take on a myriad of 

forms, no comprehensive description is possible but 

some occur frequently enough in hostage situations 

that they merit mention.  First, when the suspect 

has killed a hostage, particularly as a result of a self

-imposed òdeadlineó there is a short period of psy-
chological disruption that should be immediately 

exploited when possible.  Second, and for the same 

reasons, when a hostage has escaped.  Third, when 
the suspect has dozed off or fallen asleep.  This oc-

curs often than you might think because most 

criminal and mentally insane hostage takers (as op-
posed to terrorists) do not possess an ability to si-

multaneously guard the hostages and protect them-

selves.  Last, whenever the suspect(s) has tactically 

handicapped himself in some manner.  This may be 
as simple as a suspect moving away from the hos-

tages who can then be protected in some manner or 

as the result of a ruse, ploy, diversion or more com-

plicated tactic. 

These six questions will present themselves in some 

form in every hostage incident.  Furthermore, you 

can be absolutely assured that they will be asked in 
the resulting criminal and civil actions.  An under-

standing of their impact and an ability to articulate 

their influences is essential for both determining 

and defending tactical decisions and actions. 

Page 8 The Final Option  

6 The Stockholm Syndrome is a psychological coping mechanism that people use to survive hostage situations.  It was identified in 1973 as a 

result of a foiled bank robbery in Stockholm, Sweden.  It may be manifested in any of three ways when (1) captives have positive feelings for 

their captors, (2) captors have positive feelings for the captives and/or (3) captives have negative feelings for the authorities.  It can begin in 

as short as ten minutes and last as long as six months.   
7 This factor is equally applicable to hostages and tactical team members alike.   

Figure 1  

 

 

 

Figure 1 illustrates the ñlinear or sequentialò strategy in which negotiations 
always precede tactical interventions.  This strategy requires tactical team 
members to be in a supporting role until their ñturnò to play.  Adopting a strategy 
that is sequential in nature assumes that there is a logical progression from one 
incident to another or that actions will always result in predictable responses.  
Since neither of these assumptions is supported in actuality, it is inherently 

flawed. 

Figure 2  

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the equal partnership shared by the negotiation and tactical 
components.  Because opportunity and not time is the controlling influence, any 
viable option can be exploited by either negotiators or tactical team members to 
achieve success.  Like a ñtwisted pairò electrical wire, they are not only both 

oriented in the same direction but intertwined and inseparable.   
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Want to become an MTOA Board Member or Member at Large? 

The following positions are up for election: 

President 

Secretary 

Area One- At Large. 

Area Three- Vilas, Oneida, Lincoln, Florence, Forest, Langlade, Marinette, Menominee, Sha-
wano, Oconto, Outagamie, Brown, Kewaunee, and Door Counties. 

Area Five- Vernon, Crawford, Richland, Grant, Iowa, Lafayette, Sauk, Green Lake, Colum-
bia, Dane, Green, and Rock Counties. 

Area Seven- At Large. 

Area Nine- At Large. (Medical) 

 

All nomination and information should be sent to Ken 

Weyker no later then May 15th 2009. 

               
 

If interested please contact MTOA President, Ken Weyker.  

Please indicate desired position and include your Bio and an 
explanation of why you want to be an MTOA Board Member 

or Member at Large. 

 

Send to: MTOA  

 PO Box 580204 

 Pleasant Prairie, WI  53158 

 kweyker@co.kenosha.wi.us 

By becoming a MTOA member, you will receive the following benefits: 

Subscription to TACTICAL RESPONSE magazine 

Discount on MTOA sponsored classes 

Quarterly newsletter. 

Yearly training conference 

Assistance and support in the formation of training programs 

Foster an exchange of ideas and information within the field of tactics and operations in police work. 

Friendship and cooperation among the personnel of the different membership's departments and agencies. 

For  application, visit us on the web at www.mtoaonline.com 

Team Membership       

(20 members max)   
$100/yr.  

 

Individual Membership  

$25/yr.  
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