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Effective risk communication is an integral part of responding to terrorism, but public guidance about 
marauding terrorist firearms attacks is inconsistent. Following terrorist attacks involving mass shootings 
in Paris, France in November 2015, the UK police released a ‘Stay Safe’ film and leaflet that advises 
the public to ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ in the event of a firearms or weapons attack. However, in 2018 the 
Norwegian security authorities released different guidance, advising the public to ‘Run’, ‘Hide’, and if 
no other choice ‘Fight’. While it is possible that following guidance to ‘fight’ may have saved lives 
during the 2019 Bærum mosque attack, this advice may also encourage risky behaviours. Conversely, 
current UK guidance has been shown to encourage protective behaviours but may also discourage people 
from taking action that could minimise the overall number of casualties. The purpose of the research 
presented here was to assess the degree to which the different guidance encourages protective behavioral 
reactions and discourages potentially dangerous actions. This was investigated using a cross-country 
comparative survey experiment (n=5,285) that employed two scenarios (based on proximity of attacker). 
The results show that both sets of guidance increase the likelihood of protective behaviors compared to 
a no guidance condition. However, while there is no evidence of the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance leading 
to unwarranted ‘heroism’, we find evidence that the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message may lead to increased 
likelihood of passivity in situations where more pro-active reactions would be beneficial. 
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1. Introduction 
Marauding terrorist firearms attacks (MTFAs) or active-shooter terrorist attacks are a growing 
concern among security services around the world. Since the Mumbai-attacks in 2008, incidents like 
Anders Behring Breivik’s attack at Utøya in 2011, the 2013 Westgate mall shooting in Nairobi, the 
coordinated attacks in Paris in November 2015, and more recently the Christchurch shooting in New 
Zealand and the El Paso attack in the US in 2019, followed by Hanau hookah bar attack in 2020 have 
fed this concern. As a response, security services across Europe and elsewhere are increasingly 
providing pre-event guidance on how to behave during such events. Since 2015, the UK has provided 
public preparedness guidance, instructing people to ‘Run’, ‘Hide’ and ‘Tell’ in the event of a firearms 
or weapons attack. This guidance has since been adopted in countries like France, Austria and 
Sweden, while countries like Denmark and Germany have abstained from providing such pre-event 
communications, partly out of concern of scaring the public unnecessarily (Pearce et al. 2019). 
However, in 2018 Norwegian Security Services released different guidance, advising the public to 
‘Run’, ‘Hide’ and if no other choice ‘Fight’. The Norwegian guidance is parallel to the US guidance 
of ‘Run, Hide, Fight’, which was probably the first of its kind, and from which the UK ‘Run, Hide, 
Tell’ guidance also drew inspiration.  
 
While research shows that public pre-event risk communication can lead to more protective behaviors 
being taken during both natural and man-made disasters (Savoia, Lin & Viswanath 2013), and 
research specifically on the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance suggests that it is effective in encouraging 
protective behaviors during MTFAs, as well as in discouraging behaviors that would be potentially 
life-threatening (Pearce et al. 2019), debate on the content of such guidance has arisen. Critiques of 
the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance characterize it as ‘limp’ and argue that it leads to passivity in situations 
where a more active response would have been advantageous (Hookman & Woolf 2015). For 
example, security experts in the US, where the behavioral advice for active-shooter incidents in many 
states is ‘Run, Hide, Fight’, have argued that pro-active resistance as a last resort is necessary, and 
will lead to higher rates of survival (Briggs & Kennedy 2016; Blair & Schwieit 2014). Some research 
evidence, mainly focused on active-shooter incidents in schools and on campuses, support this 
(Jonson 2017; Jonson, Moon & Hendry 2020). In contrast, some supporters of the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ 
guidance argue that the encouragement of active resistance will lead to unhelpful ‘heroism’, which 
will put the ‘hero’ and others in more danger (Alert Media 2019; Wood 2016a; Wood 2016b). 
However, in the context of marauding terrorist attacks in public places, concrete incidents where pro-
active resistance from potential victims led to the attacker being overthrown demonstrate the 
importance of encouraging active resistance as a last resort. For example, during the 2019 Bærum 
mosque attack in Norway the attacker, Philip Manshaus, was subdued by mosque attendees before he 
could hurt anybody. Three months later, Usman Khan was restrained by members of the public during 
his attack on London Bridge in the UK. 
 
In this paper, we compare the impact of the two competing paradigms of public guidance on 
behavioral intentions in two different hypothetical terrorist scenarios (varying in terms of physical 
closeness of the attacker). We assess the degree to which different guidance leads to protective 
behavioral intentions and discourages potentially dangerous intentions across the two scenarios. 
Using a survey experiment with nationally representative samples in the UK and Denmark (n= 5,285), 
respondents were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: no information, ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ 
guidance, or ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance. All participants were presented with one of two scenarios 
that varied according to the proximity of the attacker. The results show that both sets of guidance 
increase the likelihood of protective behaviors compared to the no guidance condition. However, 
while there is no evidence of the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance leading to unwarranted ‘heroism’, we 



find evidence that the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message may lead to increased likelihood of passivity in 
situations where more pro-active reactions would be beneficial. 
 
In the following article, we first provide a review of extant knowledge of public guidance for active-
shooter attacks. This literature is limited and does not provide enough evidence for us to formulate 
apriori hypotheses regarding the efficiency of ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ compared to the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
guidance. Secondly, we present our experimental design, the data and survey measures. We then 
present the results of the experiment and discuss the findings in the light of extant literature and their 
policy implications. We conclude by indicating the limitations of the study and discussing avenues 
for future research. 
 
 
2. What we know about public guidance for active-shooter attacks 
Public responses play a central role in determining both direct and indirect effects of terrorism 
(Lemyre et al. 2005; Proulx & Fahy 2003; Rogers et al. 2007). While there may be little a person 
unfortunate enough to be caught up in an active shooter attack can do to protect themselves, the aim 
of pre-event guidance like the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ or the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ campaigns is to increase 
the likelihood of members of the public engaging in protective behaviors and avoiding actions that 
may put increase their risk (e.g. ‘freezing in place’) (Wood 2016a). By providing simple and easy-to-
remember guidance in advance of an attack, the public should be better equipped to mitigate the 
negative effects of terrorism by responding in an appropriate manner. While there is limited empirical 
evidence of the positive effect of pre-event guidance on protective behaviors in the case of active 
shooter events (for exceptions see Pearce et al. 2019; Shurka et al. 2018), there is more evidence for 
an effect of pre-event guidance in regards to natural disasters like flooding, wild fires and earthquakes 
(Savoia, Lin & Viswanath 2013).  
 
The most frequent theoretical explanation for the effect of pre-event communication draws upon 
protection motivation theory (Maddux & Rogers, 1983; Rogers, 1975). Protection motivation theory 
posits that pre-event guidance will increase response efficacy (the expectation that responding in this 
way will effectively deal with the threat) and self-efficacy (the belief in our ability to successfully 
carry out the recommended response), and that this will increase the likelihood of following public 
guidance and thereby increase protective behavior amongst the public. For example, Shurka et al. 
(2018) find that exposure to a ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ video in a school context increased respondents’ 
perception of self-efficacy (measured as responses to the item “I am confident that I know what to do 
in case of an emergency on campus”). Likewise, Pearce et al. (2019) found that exposure to both a 
‘Run, Hide, Tell’ video and leaflet increased response and self-efficacy among the public in Denmark 
and the UK. Building on these insights, we expect that members of the public who are exposed to 
pre-event guidance on how to react in the event of being caught in an MTFA – be it ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ 
or ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance – will have a higher likelihood of engaging in protective behaviors 
compared to members of the public who receive no guidance.  
 
As already indicated, our review of the literature does not make it possible to formulate theoretically-
grounded hypotheses as to whether the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ or the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance will be 
more efficient overall. In non-academic debates regarding the divergent guidance we find arguments 
in both directions. The strength of ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance is that it is simple, easy-to-remember 
and actionable (i.e. it has a low threshold for self-efficacy) (Cheong 2017). On the other hand, it has 
been argued that the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ messaging may cause a non-aggressive mindset that leaves 
most people unprepared to fight if necessary (Alert media 2019). In contrast, others argue that ‘Run, 



Hide, Fight’ guidance teaches people to be brave and commit to fighting the shooter. Some may be 
motivated to fight or to act as a hero, which is oftentimes a poor strategy (Alert Media 2019; Wood 
2016a; Wood 2016b). Against this, others have argued that at times active resistance has made an 
important difference saving lives in real-life cases (Briggs & Kennedy 2016; Blair & Schwieit 2014).  
 
Both sets of guidance have been critiqued for imposing a linear way of thinking, which propose a 
sequential order of reactions where it would be more fruitful to think of the reactions as alternatives 
(Alert Media 2019; Pearce et al. 2019; Kepp 2018). It is difficult to determine which approach to 
guidance will be more effective in advance as outcomes will depend on the specific context and 
situation, including the likelihood of potential victims being armed and the relative proximity of the 
attacker (Inaba et al. 2018; Strar 2017). In this study we tested the efficiency of the two sets of 
guidance across two different hypothetical scenarios, which differed in terms of the proximity of the 
attacker vis-à-vis the respondent and thereby in terms of the relevance of fighting as a last resort.  
 
In terms of empirical, academic literature, little is known about the respective effects of diversified 
guidance on protective behaviors during an MTFA.  A Scopus search conducted in August 2020 
found only fourteen articles dealing empirically with public pre-event guidance and active shooters 
– eight of which focused on a healthcare setting, four on US college campuses, while only two articles 
specifically focused on MTFAs (see Kepp, 2018 and Briggs & Kennedy 2016). The bulk of these 
studies focus on the US context, and therefore on the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance. The studies 
examining this guidance in the healthcare sector have investigated the perceived duties and 
responsibilities of healthcare providers in an active shooter scenario from both their own (Hemingway 
et al. 2019; Darais & Wood 2019; McKenzie et al. 2019; Inaba et al. 2018; Glass 2017) and a patient 
perspective (Kenney et al. 2020; Giwa et al. 2020; Sawyer 2015). Studies of preparedness training 
for active shooter attacks on school and college campuses have evaluated which media and message 
frames are most effective to encourage student participation in training (Ford & Frei 2016; Dong 
2019) and the impact of this training on student safety knowledge and perceived self-efficacy (Shurka 
et al. 2018; Ford & Frei 2016). Other have discussed the appropriateness of the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
guidance given the nature and evolution of the threat (e.g. the rapidness of such attacks and the use 
of other types of weapons like vehicles) in an educational context (Kellom & Nubani 2018; Kepp 
2018). 
 
Although rich in empirical detail, this literature remains focused on the amount and type of active 
shooter preparedness training, and its evaluation in terms of effect on security knowledge, perceived 
emergency role, individual response, and self-efficacy - primarily in a healthcare and educational 
context. Thus, this literature has two main limitations. First, it stops short of investigating the causal 
effect of guidance and training on protective behaviors in either a hypothetical active shooter scenario 
or during real-life events. While the literature has demonstrated an effect of guidance on knowledge 
of what to do in the event of an attack and on the perception that following the guidance is doable 
and will increase safety, it does not provide evidence for how these perceptions translate into reactive 
emergency behavior. Pearce et al. (2019), marks an exception to this trend, having used a three-
staged, hypothetical MTFA scenario to investigate the effect of the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance on 
intention to engage in protective and guidance-complaint behaviors in response to the evolving 
scenario. The results support the efficiency of pre-event guidance in steering protective behaviors 
compared to a no-guidance condition and shows that delivering the guidance in the form of a video 
rather than a written leaflet is more effective.  
 



The second main limitation of the literature concerns the specific focus on healthcare and educational 
contexts, and, thus, the lack of focus on public crowded places like public transportation or shopping 
and dining areas. The relevance of focusing more on these contexts is confirmed by incidents such as 
the 2013 Nairobi mall-attack, the 2015 Paris café-attack, the 2019 El Paso mall-attack and most 
recently the 2020 restaurant/café-attack in Vienna. While MTFAs in these public arenas are likely to 
resemble in many ways active shooter attacks on school campuses or in hospitals, an important 
difference concerns the likely absence of specially emergency-trained professionals, such as teachers 
and healthcare providers, and the degree to which the assembled crowd has engaged in any 
coordinated, pre-event active shooter drills, which is often the case at school campuses in the US 
where the studies took place. Thus, there is a dire need for more research into pre-event active terrorist 
shooter guidance aimed at the general public (for notable exceptions see Kepp 2018; Briggs & 
Kennedy 2016), and its efficiency in guiding protective behaviors in public, crowded places where 
prior training and exposure to guidance is minimal.  
 
Building on this brief review, we expect pre-event guidance on how to react during an MTFA to have 
a positive effect on intentions for protective behaviors compared to no guidance. Yet, we are not able 
to present hypotheses regarding the overall efficiency of the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ compared to the ‘Run, 
Hide, Fight’ guidance. Accordingly, we pose the following research question:  To what degree do the 
two different sets of guidance lead to protective behavioral intentions and discourage potentially 
dangerous intentions in an MTFA scenario in a public, crowded place? Furthermore, building on the 
suggestions in the literature that the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ and the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance are likely 
to have diverse effects depending on the actual situation, we designed our study to investigate the 
effect of both sets of guidance across two evolving scenarios, which differ in terms of the proximity 
of the attacker to the respondent, and thereby in terms of the immediate relevance of engaging in any 
attempts at obstructing and fighting the attacker as a last resort.  
 
 
3. Material and methods 
 
3.1. Research design and procedure 
The study employed a survey experiment to investigate the causal impact of receiving different 
guidance on behavioral intentions in two different marauding terrorist firearms attack (MTFA) 
scenarios. The experiment was embedded in a web-based survey conducted by the polling company 
Epinion via access to the web-panel provider Norstat in both the United Kingdom and Denmark. 
Respondents were informed that the study investigated ‘how people might react to a terrorist incident 
involving firearms’ and that the aim was to ‘help emergency planners to provide advice to the public 
that will help them to stay safe in the event of such an attack’. All respondents completed an informed 
consent form. The study was approved by the King’s College London Research Ethics Committee. 
 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions (1) no guidance (control), (2) ‘Run, 
Hide, Tell’ guidance, and (3) ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance. The guidance was presented to respondents 
in a plain text format, informing them that the text they were about to see ‘is the type of information 
that would be provided by the police and gives advice about what to do in the unlikely event of a 
firearms attack’. The ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance provided was identical to the official UK leaflet 
text. The content of the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ message was copied from the official Norwegian 



guidance.1 However, to secure the comparability of the two sets of guidance in terms of length and 
over all framing, we adapted the first and last sentences of the Norwegian guidance. Thus, both sets 
of guidance were introduced with the line; ‘In the rare event of a firearms or weapons attack: [‘RUN, 
HIDE, TELL/RUN, HIDE, FIGHT’]. Likewise, both sets of guidance ended with the lines: ‘The 
police and security services have been working for years to prevent terrorist attacks and are 
committed to ensuring public safety. Terrorist attacks are very rare in the [UK/DK] but it is important 
to be prepared. So stay safe, and just remember the words: [RUN, HIDE, TELL/RUN, HIDE, 
FIGHT]. The only substantial deviation from the official guidance was the decision to exclude from 
the Norwegian ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance the advice under the HIDE bullet to ‘Call 112, do not 
hang up – the police can listen and trace the call’ as we could not get assurance that the UK authorities 
would be able to trace and listen in on a similar 999 call in the UK. The full manipulations can be 
found in Appendix A of the supplementary material. 
 
Half the respondents in each of the three conditions were then randomly assigned to one of two 
scenarios: (1) the distant attacker scenario, or (2) the proximate attacker scenario. Both scenarios 
were introduced to respondents in the following way: ‘You are about to be presented with a three-
part hypothetical terrorist scenario’. The three stages of each scenario correspond to the three-part 
nature of the public guidance (‘Run, Hide, Tell’ for the distant attacker scenario and ‘Run, Hide, 
Fight’ for the proximate attacker scenario). The stages correspond to decision-points in the evolving 
scenario, where the respective elements of the guidance should be applied. At the beginning of each 
stage, respondents were told what had just happened and the current hypothetical situation was 
described to them. This description was not dependent on their assessment of behavioral responses at 
previous stages and all respondents in the same condition were reset to the same situational 
circumstances. Thus, assessment of behavioral responses at one stage did not influence response 
options at later stages.  
 
In the distant attacker scenario, respondents at Stage 1 were asked to imagine that they are in a 
shopping center and waiting outside a large department store for a companion who is shopping inside 
when they hear gunshots. At Stage 2, they were asked to imagine that having assessed that running 
would put them in greater danger, they have found a secure hiding place and are now hidden. At the 
final Stage 3, they were asked to imagine that they have now escaped and are safely clear of the 
shopping center. This was designed to mirror the ‘Run’, ‘Hide’ and ‘Tell’ stages of the UK official 
guidance. After each stage, participants were presented with a number of response options, which 
included the behavior recommended by the guidance, behaviors that may be likely but not particularly 
dangerous (e.g. calling a family member at Stage 3) and behaviors that could put themselves or their 
shopping companion at greater risk (e.g. calling their shopping companion who could still be hiding 
at Stage 3). Response options were also included to enable potential unintended negative 
consequences of the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance to be captured. For example, running towards the 
sound of gunshots to either see what was happening or attempt to take the attacker down at Stage 1.  
 
The experimental design with three conditions and the two three-part scenarios is summarized in 
Table 1 below. 
 

 
1 https://www.sikresiden.no/voldssituasjoner. The English version of the official website translates the guidance to –
‘Run, Hide, Fight’. However, in Norwegian the message is ‘Run, Hide, Act’. We chose to use ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ as this is 
the official translation of the guidance, and because this interpretation is encouraged by the accompanying 
iconography showing a person holding a raised, blunt object.  



Table 1. Summary of experimental design 

GUIDANCE Control: No guidance Run, Hide, Tell Run, Hide, Fight 
SCENARIO 

(Stage 1-3) 
Distant Proximate Distant Proximate Distant Proximate 

CONDITION 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
The proximate attacker scenario mirrored the ‘Run’, ‘Hide’, ‘Fight’ stages described in the 
Norwegian guidance. At Stage 1, (the ‘Run’ stage) the only difference to the distant attacker scenario 
was the extra information provided that after having heard the shots ‘You look up and see someone 
with a gun in their hand moving towards you’. At Stage 2, respondents were asked to imagine that 
after hearing gun shots and seeing the attacker, they were unable to identify a safe route to run but 
did manage to find a hiding place with two other people. At the final Stage 3, they were asked to 
imagine that they see the attacker approaching the hiding place. Again, after each stage, participants 
were presented with a number of response options, which included the behavior recommended by the 
guidance, behaviors that were not specifically recommended but would not necessarily place them in 
greater danger (e.g. texting a friend or family member while hiding) and behaviors that could put 
them or their shopping companion in greater danger (e.g. pretending to be dead as the attacker 
approaches). Potential unintended negative consequences of the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance were 
measured by the extent to which it discouraged proactive behaviors at Stage 2 and Stage 3 that could 
increase their own or others’ chances of survival if a confrontation became unavoidable (e.g. 
considering what to do if the attacker enters or looking for a weapon at Stage 2). The full wordings 
of stage descriptions and response options for both the distant and the proximate scenario are provided 
in Appendix B of the supplementary material. We measured behavioral intentions in response to 
evolving hypothetical scenarios as our interest lies with assessing the potential impact of guidance on 
behavioral decisions. We do not claim to study actual behavior in response to a real-life scenario, 
which would require a field experimental setup beyond the scope of this research.  
After respondents had filled in all survey measures, they were provided with a debrief, which 
explained the purpose of the experiment. All participants in the treatment conditions were told 
whether they had viewed current UK or Norwegian guidance. UK participants were also provided 
with a link to the current UK guidance and UK respondents who received the Norwegian guidance 
were specifically told that ‘you received guidance provided by authorities in Norway, but please note 
that the current UK guidance is to ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ in the event of a firearm attack’. 
 
3.2. Data collection and sample characteristics 
The data was collected from February 28 to March 17, 2020.  The survey was completed by 5,285 
respondents (2,623 in the UK and 2,662 in Denmark) from nationally representative samples (age 18-
65) within the two countries. The samples were selected randomly from online panels based on quotas 
on targets for age, gender, region and education. Industry-standard methods for quality control were 
put in place to ensure the reliability and validity of data. Full sample characteristics can be found in 
the supplementary material, Appendix C, tables S3 and S4. 1,753 respondents (33%) were in the 
control condition (no guidance), while 1,769 (33.5%) were in the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ condition and 
1,763 (33.5%) were in the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ condition. Due to ethical concerns, we screened out 
respondents who confirmed that they had ‘been directly affected by a terrorist incident’. As we would 
expect such prior exposure to impact behavioral decisions, this screen out also protected our estimates 
from the influence of outliers. Any further variance in past experience and exposure to terrorist 
firearms attacks among our respondents is controlled for via the randomized ascription to conditions. 
 



We included an attention measure to check whether participants could identity the key message of 
either the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ or the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance. In Denmark, 97% of respondents in 
the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ condition got the attention check correct, while this number was 88% in the 
‘Run, Hide, Fight’ condition. In the UK, 95% got the attention check correct in the ’Run, Hide, Tell’ 
conditions and 84% in the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ condition. The proportion that got the attention check 
correct is higher in Denmark than the UK for both the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ condition (X2=5.62, p= .018) 
and the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ condition (X2=7.51, p=.006), and higher for the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ condition 
than the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ condition in both countries. The significant difference in respondents 
passing the attention check in the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ compared to the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ condition may 
bias our estimates of effects of the different guidance on behavioral intentions across the two terrorist 
scenarios. To rule out such bias, we ran a robustness analysis of all central analysis excluding 
respondents (n = 324) who failed to pass the attention check (see supplementary material Appendix 
D, tables S5 – S6). As this analysis showed no substantial differences compared to the main analysis 
including all respondents, we included respondents who failed the attention check in the analysis. We 
did so on the basis that we would expect mixed levels of attention to a public guidance campaign in 
the general population. Based on the available data we can only speculate as to why fewer in the 
‘Run, Hide, Fight’ condition passed the attention check. However, the vast majority of those who got 
it wrong, did so because they answered ‘Run, Hide, Tell’, where they should have answered ‘Run, 
Hide, Fight’. Thus, it seems as if they confused the newer ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance with the 
publicly better known ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance - especially in the UK context. 
 
The Danish survey was a direct translation of the English survey conducted by a professional 
translator. Denmark and the United Kingdom were chosen as cases for the study for three reasons. 
First, differences in pre-event communication practice and experiences of terrorism make these ideal 
comparison countries. Where the UK authorities have pushed the  ‘Run, Hide, Tell’  message as 
official guidance in a context of multiple terrorist attacks since 2015, the Danish authorities do not 
make use of any pre-event communication around MTFA incidents, partly because Denmark has only 
seen one successful terrorist attack in the last decade (the Copenhagen shootings in February 2015). 
Thus, if we find similar effects of the guidance across these two contexts, we increase our confidence 
that the effects are real and robust. This case selection resembles a most different system design logic 
(Seawright & Gerring 2008), which in the case of similar findings across contexts increase the 
generalizability of findings. Secondly, as the authors have previously run studies testing the effect of 
different versions of the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message in these countries, choosing the same countries 
provided an opportunity to compare findings to previous results. Finally, although it would have been 
interesting to include Norway in the study as the country from which the included ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
guidance originated, this was not possible within the scope of the research. We prioritized Denmark 
over Norway, due to both pragmatic reasons of one of the authors being Danish and interested in 
providing policy input to Danish authorities, and because it can be argued that a country that does not 
officially put out any guidance (like Denmark), would constitute a more ‘neutral’ or ‘stronger’ test of 
the relative impact of the different guidance campaigns. By choosing Denmark, we obtain the 
possibility to test the impact of the guidance on a population that is not ‘pre-treated’ (Mutz 2011: 
140).  
 
3.3. Dependent measures 
The key outcome measures were a set of questions about the likelihood of the respondent taking 
various behavioral responses at the different stages of the active shooter terrorist scenarios. Responses 
were captured using a five-point Likert scale: (1) ‘not at all likely’, (2) ‘not very likely’, (3) 
‘uncertain’, (4) ‘fairly likely’, and (5) ‘very likely’. Means and standard deviations for all behavioral 



response options in each country can be found in the supplementary material, Appendix E, tables S7 
and S8.  
 
For each stage of both scenarios (distant vs. proximate) we computed overall ‘protective behavior’ 
(PB) scores. PB scores were calculated at each stage by adding together the value of responses for 
the behaviors most likely to keep people safe and then subtracting the values of responses for 
behaviors that would be most likely to put themselves or others in danger. ’Neutral’ options (i.e. 
behaviors that would not lead to better protection, but would not entail greater risk either) were 
excluded from this composite measure.  The categorization of behavioral response options into 
protective, non-protective and neutral options at each stage of each scenario was informed by the two 
sets of guidance and extant knowledge of the effect of specific behavioral choices during real-life 
MTFAs. The protective behaviors were derived from the recommended behaviors contained in either 
of the two public campaigns, while the non-protective behaviors were identified based on extant 
academic and practitioner-based knowledge of problematic behavioral choices during actual terrorist 
shooting events. For example, based on insights from the Westgate mall shooting in Nairobi in 2013, 
we included as a non-protective behavior the choice to ‘call friend/family member still inside’ at the 
‘Tell’ stage, as this behavior put people in further danger during the actual event. The categorization 
can be seen in tables S7 and S8 in Appendix E. PB scores were rescaled to range from 0 to 1 for ease 
of interpretation, where 0 represents the lowest degree of protective behaviors and 1 represents the 
highest degree of protective behaviors.  
 
 
4. Results 
To gauge the impact of the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ and ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance on behavioral 
intentions, we ran a series of logistic regressions using the marginal effect command to compare the 
predicted marginal effects against each other and the control condition for each of the behavioral 
outcomes. Table 2 shows the contrast in predicted marginal effect between conditions for the distant 
attacker scenario for the collapsed UK and Danish data (for separate country effects see Appendix F, 
tables S9-S12).  
 
Table 2. Comparison of effect of guidance on behavioral intentions: DISTANT attacker scenario. 
Pairwise comparison of predictive margins. UK and Danish data collapsed.  

 Run, Hide, Tell 
vs. Control 

Run, Hide, Fight 
vs. Control 

Run, Hide, Fight 
vs. Run, Hide, Tell 

 

STAGE 1     
Identify safe route and run .23*** .21*** -.01  
Immediately run towards exit .13** .10* -.03  
Immediately run into store -.33*** -.23*** .10  
Immediately run to find hiding .22*** .13** -.08  
Wait where you are -.22*** -.17** .04  
Run to gunshots to see -.29*** -.29*** .00  
Run to gunshots to take down -.35*** -.22*** .12**  
Stage 1 PB score  .07*** .05*** -.01*  
     
STAGE 2     
Immediately turn phone onto silent .11* .05 -.06  
Immediately call police -.28*** -.16** .11  
Immediately call friend or family -.02 .11 .14*  
Immediately text friend or family -.28*** -.01 .30***  
Turn phone off and keep quiet .30*** .35*** .04  



Consider what to do if attacker enters -.07* .07* .15***  
Look for weapon -.35*** .32*** .67***  
Lock or barricade the doors .18*** .37*** .18***  
Make simple plan with others -.49*** .27*** .77***  
Stage 2 PB score -.00 .05*** .05***  
     
STAGE 3     
Immediately call police .12** .02 -.09*  
Immediately call/text friend or family -.05 .05 .11*  
Try to discover more information -.15* -.02 .13*  
Call friend/family still inside -.38*** -.20*** .18**  
Update social media -.05 .05 .10  
Make simple plan to rescue  -.47*** -.23*** .24***  
Reenter to look for friend/family -.57*** -.43*** .13*  
Stage 3 PB score .10*** .06*** -.04***  
Note: Shows contrast in predicted marginal effect between conditions. Behavioral intentions all coded 1-5 
(1= ‘not at all likely’, 5=’very likely’). All protective behavior scores are coded 0-1. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, 
*** p < 0.001. N=2,464. 

 
Looking at Stage 1, we see that compared to the control condition, where respondents saw no 
guidance, both the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ and ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance significantly increased 
respondents’ intention to engage in the protective behavior of ‘Identify safe route and run away from 
the direction of the attack’. There was no difference in effect between the two sets of guidance. The 
same is true for the two behavioral options of ‘Immediately run towards the exit’ and ‘Immediately 
run to find a hiding place’ that we categorize as neutral (i.e. behaviors that did not follow the guidance 
precisely, but did not entail greater risk). For all the behaviors that entail putting the respondent and/or 
others at greater risk – ‘Immediately run into the store to look for your friend or family member’, 
‘Wait where you are for your friend or family member’, ‘Immediately run towards the sound of the 
gunshots to see what is happening’ or ‘to try to bring the attacker down’ – both sets of guidance 
significantly reduced respondents’ intentions to engage in these problematic behaviors compared to 
the control condition. The only significant difference in effect between the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ and 
‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance concerns the option of ‘Immediately run towards the sound of the 
gunshots to try to bring the attacker down’ where the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance performs better in 
reducing intentions in this direction than the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance. This pattern of results is 
confirmed by the combined ‘protective behavior score’ (PB score), which shows that both sets of 
guidance significantly increased the likelihood of respondents intending to take protective behaviors 
at Stage 1 of the scenario compared to the control condition, but that the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance 
performs better here than the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance. 
 
Turning to Stage 2 of the scenario, where the respondent is now hiding, we see larger differences in 
effects between the two sets of guidance. Regarding the protective behaviors of ‘Immediately turn 
phone onto silent’, ‘Turn phone off and keep quiet’ and ‘Lock or barricade the doors’ we find that 
the both sets of guidance have positive effects compared to the no guidance condition, and that all 
effects are statistically significant, except the effect of the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ message on the first 
behavioral option. For the three remaining protective behaviors – ‘Consider what to do if the attacker 
enters the room’, ‘Look for something that may be used as a weapon’ and ‘Coordinate with others 
and make a simple plan to bring the attacker down’ – we find a striking oppositional effect of the two 
sets of guidance. For all three behavioral options, we see that the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance 
suppresses the intention of participants to engage in these behaviors, while the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
guidance encourages this intention. For the two non-protective behavioral options at this stage 



(‘Immediately call the police’ and ‘Immediately call friend or family to ask them to alert the police’), 
we find that both the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ and ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance significantly reduced 
respondent intentions to call the police compared to the control condition, while neither guidance had 
an effect on the indirect approach of contacting the police. Both sets of guidance had a negative effect 
on intention to adopt the neutral behavior of ‘Immediately text friend or family member to ask them 
to alert the police’ (only the effect of the ‘Run, Hide’ Tell, guidance was statistically significant). The 
combined PB score shows that while the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance had no effect on the overall PB 
score at this stage, the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance had a positive and significant effect.  
 
At Stage 3 – where respondents were asked to imagine that they are now safely clear of the shopping 
center – we find that only the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message had an effect on the intended protective 
behavior to ‘Immediately call the police to tell them what is happening’ compared to the control 
condition. While the vast majority of respondents were inclined to take this action irrespective of 
guidance, the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message still significantly increased this intention. In terms of the 
non-protective behaviors of ‘Immediately call/text friend/family member that you still think may still 
be inside the shopping centre’, ‘Coordinate with others and make a simple plan to rescue people still 
inside the shopping centre’ and ‘Re-enter the shopping centre to look for your friend/family member’ 
the results are the same; both sets of guidance significantly reduce the intention to engage in these 
behaviors compared to the control condition, and the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance more so than the 
‘Run, Hide, Fight’.  At this stage, both sets of guidance have a positive effect on overall PB scores 
compared to the no guidance condition, and the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message has a stronger effect than 
the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ message. 
 
The overall findings for the distant attacker scenario across the three stages replicates when we split 
the data and look at UK and Danish respondents separately (see Appendix F, tables S9 and S10). The 
two sets of guidance have very similar effects in the two countries. 
 
Table 3 shows the contrast in predicted marginal effect between conditions for the proximate attacker 
scenario for the collapsed UK and Danish data (for separate country effects see Appendix F, tables 
S11-S12).  
 
 
Table 3. Comparison of effect of guidance on behavioral intentions: PROXIMATE attacker 
scenario. Pairwise comparison of predictive margins. UK and Danish data collapsed. 

 Run, Hide, 
Tell 

vs. Control 

Run, Hide, Fight 
vs. Control 

Run, Hide, Fight 
vs. Run, Hide, 

Tell 

 

STAGE 1     
Identify safe route and run .20*** .18*** -.02  
Immediately run towards exit .07 .01 -.05  
Immediately run into store -.24*** -.09 .14**  
Immediately run to find hiding .24*** .20*** -.04  
Wait where you are -.35 -.28*** .07  
Run to gunshots to take down -.32*** -.11* .20***  
Coordinate to take down attacker -.46*** -.04 .41***  
Stage PB score .08*** .03*** -.04***  
     
STAGE 2     
Immediately turn phone onto silent .21*** .32*** .10*  



Immediately call police -.12* -.20*** -.08  
Immediately call friend or family -.49*** -.24** .24***  
Immediately text friend or family -.28*** -.00 .27***  
Turn phone off and keep quiet .16** .24*** .07  
Consider what to do if attacker enters .01 .14*** .13***  
Look for weapon -.32*** .29*** .62***  
Lock or barricade the doors .14** .30*** .16***  
Make simple plan with others -.46*** .16** .63***  
Stage 2 PB score .01* .06*** .05***  
     
STAGE 3     
Immediately call police -.11* -.37*** -.26***  
Try to run further away .14** .05 -.08  
Remain hidden and be quit .10* .01 -.08*  
Pretend to be dead -.07 -.20*** -.13*  
Look for weapon -.24*** .32*** .56***  
Aim for attacker’s eyes  -.31*** .47*** .79***  
Kick or punch attacker -.41*** .21*** .62***  
Try to take attacker’s weapon -27*** .28*** .56***  
Stage 3 PB score -.04*** .08*** .12***  
     
Note: Shows contrast in predicted marginal effect between conditions. Behavioral intentions all coded 1-5 
(1= ‘not at all likely’, 5=’very likely’). * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. N= 2,477. 

 
 
At Stage 1, where respondents are asked to imagine that they hear gunshots and see someone with a 
gun moving towards them, the protective behavior of ‘Identify a safe route and run’ is encouraged by 
both sets of guidance compared to the control condition. The same is true for the neutral behavior of 
‘Immediately run to find a hiding place’, while neither guidance had an effect on ‘Immediately run 
towards exit’. Both sets of guidance discouraged intention to adopt all non-protective behaviors – 
‘Immediately run into the store to look for your friend or family member’, ‘Wait where you are’, 
‘Run towards the sound of gunshots to try to bring the attacker down’ and ‘Coordinate with others to 
try to bring the attacker down’. While the effect is statistically significant for three out of four 
behaviors for the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message, it did not significantly reduce intention to ‘wait where 
you are’. Conversely, the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ message did have a significant impact on reducing 
intention to ‘wait where you are’, but was less effective at discouraging people from intending to run 
into the store to look for their shopping companion or coordinate with others to try to take the attacker 
down. It did, however, have a significant impact on reducing intention to run towards the attacker to 
try to bring them down. Overall, both sets of guidance had a significant positive effect on PB scores 
at this stage, but the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message had more impact.  
 
At Stage 2, where respondents were asked to imagine that having been unable to identify a safe route 
and run they are hiding with two others, the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance had a positive and significant 
effect on the intention to adopt all the identified protective behaviors (‘Immediately turn phone onto 
silent’, ‘Turn phone off and keep quiet’, ‘Consider what to do if attacker enters’, ‘Look for weapon’, 
‘Lock or barricade the doors’ and ‘Coordinate with others and make a simple plan to bring down the 
attacker’) compared to the control condition. The ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance had more mixed effects. 
It had a positive effect on ‘Immediately turn phone onto silent’, ‘Turn phone off and keep quiet’ and 
‘Lock or barricade the doors’; no effect on ‘Consider what to do if attacker enters’; and a negative 
effect on both ‘Look for weapon’ and ‘Coordinate with others and make a simple plan to bring down 



the attacker’ compared to the no guidance condition. Both sets of guidance are effective in reducing 
intention to adopt the non-protective behaviors of ‘Immediately call the police’ and ‘Immediately call 
friends or family’, and both contributed to higher overall PB scores. However, the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
guidance had more impact than the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance. 
 
Finally, for Stage 3, where respondents were instructed to imagine that they now see the attacker 
approaching the hiding place, we found a strong effect in opposite directions – negative for ‘Run, 
Hide, Tell’ and positive for ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance – for the protective and neutral behaviors of 
‘Look for something to be used as a weapon’, ‘Try to defend yourself by aiming for the attacker’s 
eyes or throat’, ‘Try to defend yourself by kicking or punching the attacker’ and ‘Try to defend 
yourself by taking the attacker’s weapon’. This suggests that ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance is 
discouraging proactive preparation or confrontation, while ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance is 
encouraging it. The ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message had a positive and significant effect on intention to try 
to ‘run further away’ and ‘remain hidden and be quiet’, while the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ message had no 
effect on these non-confrontational behavioral intentions. Both sets of guidance reduce intention to 
‘Lie on the floor and pretend to be dead’ in comparison with the control condition, but only the effect 
of the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance reaches statistical significance. Consequently, the two sets of 
guidance have opposite effects on PB scores at this stage; namely, exposure to the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ 
message decreases the likelihood of respondents intending protective behaviors, while exposure to 
the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ message increases this intention.  
 
As for the distant attacker scenario, the findings reported above across stages of the proximate 
scenario, replicate when we rerun the analysis separating out the UK and the Danish samples (see 
Appendix F, tables S11 and S12. The two sets of guidance have very similar effects on behavioral 
intentions across the two countries. 
 
5. Discussion 
In accordance with our expectation, the results presented above show that that members of the public 
who are exposed to pre-event guidance on how to react in the event of being caught in a marauding 
terrorist firearms attack (MTFA) are likely to be better equipped to take protective behaviors 
compared to members of the public who receive no guidance. This is true for both the ‘Run, Hide, 
Tell’ and the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance, except for at Stage 3 of the proximate attacker scenario, 
where respondents who received no guidance are more likely to intend protective behaviors than 
respondents in the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ condition. In comparing the impact of the two sets of guidance, 
we find that the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance is more likely to encourage protective behavioral 
intentions at stages 1 and 3 in the distant attacker scenario compared to the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
condition, while the opposite is true at Stage 2. In the proximate attacker scenario, we find that the 
‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance is more likely to encourage protective behavioral intentions at stages 2 
and 3, while the opposite is true for stage 1. Thus, the relative efficiency of the pre-event messaging 
partly depends on the concrete situational dynamics of the evolving active terrorist shooter scenario.  
 
Our findings provide some support for the concern raised by some (e.g. Alert Media 2019) that the 
‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance may encourage a non-confrontational mindset that may leave people 
unprepared to fight if necessary. We find that especially in the proximate scenario, where confronting 
the attacker becomes a more acute and relevant last option, the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message actively 
discourages the intention to prepare for and engage in any confrontational behavior. This is true also 
for the more pro-active, protective behaviors at Stage 2 of the distant attacker scenario (e.g. ‘Consider 
what to do if attacker enters the room’ and ‘Look for weapon’). The ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance 



therefore appears to lead to some unwarranted passivity where more pro-active and even 
confrontational behavior may be more beneficial.  
 
In contrast, we find little evidence in support of the claim that the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance will 
lead to citizens trying to act as heroes in a way that could put themselves and others in unnecessary 
danger (Alert Media 2019; Wood 2016a; Wood 2016b). To the contrary, the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
guidance seems to discourage intention towards aggressive and confrontational behavior – just like 
the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ message – when the situation allows for running (e.g. running towards the 
gunshot to investigate or to take down the attacker at Stage 1 of both scenarios). However, it does 
encourage people to consider pro-active behaviors in situations where this is likely to become or 
appears to be the last resort (e.g. if an armed attacker is approaching your hiding place). In short, the 
‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance may increase the likelihood of citizens making active resistance when 
called for, potentially contributing to saving lives (Briggs & Kennedy 2016; Blair & Schwieit 2014). 
 
The impact of the two sets of guidance appears to be robust across two national contexts with quite 
different histories of MTFAs, counter-terrorism and experiences with pre-event communication. This 
indicates that our findings may translate well to other national contexts. The spill-over and influence 
between national contexts, which led to the transformation of the original US ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ 
message to the current UK ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ advice, and the later Norwegian adoption of the US 
guidance, is given empirical backing by our results. These findings suggest that the guidance will 
have similar effects regardless of it being a change of guidance (e.g. introducing the ‘Run, Hide, 
Fight’ message in the UK context) or a first introduction of pre-event guidance (e.g. introducing either 
set of guidance in the Danish context). 
 
Important policy-implications can be derived from these findings. A first implication is that 
authorities should engage in pre-event communication regarding active terrorist shooter attacks to 
harvest the potentially positive effect on protective behaviors, and not worry too much about scaring 
the public (Pearce et al. 2019). Another possible interpretation is that authorities should provide 
differentiated guidance for different situations: ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance for situations where the 
attacker remains more distant, and ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ for situations where the attacker is more 
proximate. However, given the risk of confused messaging by pushing two parallel sets of guidance, 
and the difficulty of assessing in practice if a situation resembles more the distant or the proximate 
attacker scenario, this is probably not advisable. It remains a prerequisite for being effective, that pre-
event communication is simple and easy to remember (Coombs 2012; Mileti 2010). Based on the 
results presented here, the evidence indicates that authorities who are providing the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ 
guidance should consider its potential pacifying effect in situations where pro-active preparation or 
confrontation may be beneficial. The option of resistance as a last resort can be highlighted further in 
future communication. For authorities who are considering which pre-event guidance to adopt, we 
point to the fact that the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ message does not appear to imply the risk of encouraging 
unwarranted heroism. 
 
 
6. Conclusion 
This article has made three main contributions. First, by conducting large-scale, national 
representative survey experiments we have been able to provide and compare causal estimates of the 
impact of two different sets of public guidance regarding MTFAs. Second, testing the efficiency of 
the guidance in encouraging protective behavioral intentions across two different and staged scenarios 
in two different countries, we have made possible the investigation of the impact of the two sets of 



guidance under different and evolving situational circumstances. In this way we have tested the 
guidance under both ‘most likely’ and ‘most unlikely’ circumstances respectively. Finally, we have 
amended a limitation of extant research in the area by focusing on MTFAs in public crowded places. 
This type of attack is a real danger, and this study provides new insights into the impact of pre-event 
guidance to the general public in situations where the crowd gathered is primarily ordinary citizens 
without any prior emergency training.  
 
Empirically, the main take-aways from this study are that across two different national contexts and 
two different evolving scenarios, pre-event guidance on how to behave during an MTFA increases 
protective behavioral intentions among the public compared to providing no guidance. This is true 
for both sets of guidance tested (except for Stage 3 of the proximate attacker scenario, where 
respondents who saw no guidance were more likely to show protective behavioral intentions 
compared to the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ condition). Furthermore, our results provide evidence that the ‘Run, 
Hide, Tell’ guidance may lead to unwarranted passivity, while the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ guidance does 
not appear to lead to unwarranted ‘heroism’. These results are robust across national contexts.  
 
Using an experimental design and representative, large samples across both countries, our results 
have a high degree of internal and external validity. However, our research design also has some 
limitations. Firstly, in our design we measure behavioral intentions in response to hypothetical 
scenarios – i.e. we measure predicted behavior rather than actual behavior in response to a real-life 
scenario. While we recognize this as a limitation, cautious extrapolation from our findings to actual 
public behavior is possible. We built this on a growing literature within social psychology, which 
shows a moderate to strong correlation between behavioral intentions and actual behavior (Webb & 
Sheeran 2006). Yet, we acknowledge that while intentions and behaviors may correlate in many 
instances, this may not be the case for high stress situations that involve heightened emotions and 
instinctive responses. Thus, we are not suggesting that our findings are necessarily indicative of how 
large a proportion of people who would actually carry out these behaviors in a real-life event, but 
rather that the differences between conditions tell us something important about the way that pre-
event guidance influences thinking about how to react.  
 
Secondly, the limited ecological validity of our hypothetical scenario-based survey experiment vis-
à-vis real-life MTFAs, also means that we are unable to take into account that decisions during a real-
life terrorist shooting attack are likely to take place in proximity of others, and are therefore likely to 
be influenced by crowd psychology and collective behavior (Drury, 2018) . Studying this would 
require a field experimental setup beyond the scope of this research. However, we did include in the 
behavioral responses several options that touch upon coordination with others and behavior relative 
to others in the scenario. 
 
Third, we have focused on comparing the impact of pre-event guidance in a distant and proximate 
attacker scenario to test effects under different situational circumstances. However, real-life active 
terrorist shooter attacks can unfold following multiple different scripts, including multiple shooters, 
with coordinated attacks using different types of weapons and may take place in more confined 
physical spaces, like the Bataclan music venue during the 2015 Paris attacks. Care should therefore 
be taken in extrapolating findings of the present study to such situations.  
 
In terms of future research, our findings also point to several possibilities for extending this emerging 
research agenda. Having established that both the ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ and the ‘Run, Hide, Fight’ pre-
event guidance  are likely to have a positive effect on protective behaviors compared to no guidance, 



it would be interesting to explore further individual differences in the effect, i.e. who would be more 
likely to follow advice and take protective action? It seems plausible that individual differences in 
terms of, for example, perceived risk from terrorism, general institutional trust and perceptions of 
response efficacy, response costs and self-efficacy may be important factors. Socio-demographic 
characteristics of respondents such as age, gender and education may also matter. Furthermore, more 
research is needed on the exact content of the guidance. For example, it should be investigated if the 
current ‘Run, Hide, Tell’ guidance can be adapted to minimize the risk of producing unwarranted 
passivity, without confusing the message.  
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