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Whether government should pay ransom to American citizens held hostage by terrorists
Terrorists use different methods of attack such as armed attacks, bombings and taking individuals hostage in order to force the government to abide by their demands whether social or political (Brandt et al. 3). Taking individuals hostage has become one of the most common practices in recent years and consequently attracted significant coverage from government authorities and the press. Such practices have proved complex and expensive for many governments since governments are forced to incur many unprecedented costs by callous terrorists that are only interested in their selfish gains. This study will be based on the thesis that the federal government should not pay ransom for American citizens that have been held hostage by terrorists.
The most common form of hostage that is used by terrorists is kidnappings. This is because of the apparent fact that terrorist kidnappers conceal their locations and thereby making it hard for authorities to spot them. Compared to other incidents where individuals have been taken hostage by terrorists, kidnappings take the most time and as also the most common since they have constituted close to 75% of all hostage incidents in the past three decades (Brandt et al. 3). In situations where there are fewer lives involved in the kidnap, governments do not mainly find the need to enter into negotiations with terrorists but a larger population at risk will ultimately give rise to the need for negotiation but after thoughtful deliberations (Brandt et al. 3). 
The proponents of the notion that the government should not negotiate with terrorists as enunciated by Tovey (1) argue that if families are allowed to bargain with terrorists, then it would give the terrorists the impression that it is easy to earn from American hostages since they can easily be traded for money. The consequence of such a notion will be negative since it may lead to the rise or increase of cases of kidnappings.
The argument assumes that the terrorists are rational, who only mind about their own interests and are therefore more inclined to incentives. The argument does not also offer Americans similar courtesy but assumes in a case where they are threatened, they would all act differently. Many are of the opinion that ransom payments to terrorists may increase the number of resources and attempt to increase the frequency of their kidnaps. Those supporting the payment of ransom as postulated by Stahl (1) are of the opinion that it has contributed to the high number of American casualties. This assertion was however refuted by Tovey (1) who enunciated that any increase in the number of kidnaps will force other Americans that are traveling to foreign countries to increase their armory and also force others to cancel their travels to other foreign countries. The terrorists may therefore become disadvantaged since their target victims may become stronger or many and therefore limiting the number of hostages. This is because of the apparent fact that the available will not be easy to kidnap and there will also be less Americans that will be available since the majority will decide to stay at home. Some argue that a policy that prohibits any concession will deny the hostages together with their families the available opportunities that they have for resolving the conflicts.
On the other hand, the proponents of the no-negotiation policy with terrorists are of the opinion that if the government allows negotiating with terrorists then Americans may be given the liberty to visit places that are dangerous and in large numbers. In addition, it may also give them the liberty to become vigilant while visiting such places and thereby creating many enemies. This is because of the apparent fact that people would be less caring about where they visit since they have mortgaged their freedom with the government. The guarantee that the government may pay up their ransoms in case of any kidnap incident may create a moral hazard and thereby eliminating the need to protect them against the risk. A policy that allows negotiations with terrorists may therefore be more disastrous as opposed to being helpful. The move may inspire terrorists to increase their attacks and thereby lead to the increase in the number of hostage incidents. Paying ransoms would therefore increase the opportunities for the terrorists and consequently make them to increase the amount of their ransoms since they are assured that the government will pay up the ransoms (Tovey).
In conclusion, it is palpable from the study that the federal government should not pay ransom for citizens that have been held hostage by terrorists. In spite of the fact that there are some proponents of providing ransom who are of the opinion that failure to enter into negotiations or pay ransom denies the hostages together with the families the chance to broker a resolution in the conflict with terrorists, such a move would only lead to more disadvantages compared to advantages. The study affirms that paying ransom to terrorists would provide a moral hazard and thereby increase the risk. The Americans would be less fearful and thereby visiting dangerous places, which would obviously place them at risk. The terrorists would also find more opportunities if the government pays ransom since they would demand higher amounts of ransom and further escalate their evil deeds.
Works Cited
Patrick, Brandt., Justin, George., Todd, Sandler. “Why concessions should not be made to terrorist kidnappers”. September, 2016. http://www.sciencedirect.com.sci-hub.bz/science/article/pii/S0176268016300143. Web. 10 July 2017.
Lesly, Stahl. “Should the U.S. government pay ransom money?” 08 January, 2017. http://www.cbsnews.com/news/60-minutes-hostage-policy-lesley-stahl/. Web. 10 July 2017.
Mark, Tovey. “Hostages and the Right to Pay Ransom”. 26 August, 2016. https://mises.org/library/hostages-and-right-pay-ransom. Web. 10 July 2017.



  
