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RANSOM DILEMMA:
AN ETHICAL PROBLEM FOR THE GOVERNMENT?

The ransom dilemma problem all around the world raises not only moral concerns for the govern-
ment, but also for the society as a whole in whether to save the kidnapped person or to do nothing
against it. While the U.S. and U.K. deal with this according to its strict laws and regulations ruthlessly in
order to preserve the integrity of the society, the European Union deals it with a more flexible and is ori-
ented toward a human-centered approach. This paper will try to analyze this ethical dilemma from three
diverging viewpoints. These concern the consequentialist/utilitarian viewpoints and the deontological
approach. While consequentialists support the argument that states ought to preserve the security of
their citizens without giving in to the demands of terrorists for an exchange of the kidnapped person, de-
ontologists on the other hand put human values and individual rights to the forefront and urges states to
save people no matter what the circumstances they are in. Here, we will refer to the arguments presented
by ethicists such as Jeremy Bentham or John Stuart Mill as well as experts like Peter Singer. However,
in terms of deontological approach it comes with caveats in arguments between Kantian absolutism ap-
proach in categorical impetrative beliefs and Rossian intuitive prima facie duties approach. This paper
serves the purpose of informing and enlightening readers on the ethical issues that ransom dilemma
presents with a more informational-analytical standpoint. The rationale of our research paper lies within
the fact that very little research has been conducted in regards to ethical approaches towards the aspects
of ransom dilemma phenomenon. Hence, with this research paper, we would like to fill in this research
gap and bring in something new and interesting within the studies on ethics.

Key words: Ransom dilemma, terrorists, ransom payment, consequentialism, deontology, quid pro
quo.
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TeaeM AnAaemmacobi: YKiMeT yLUiH 3TUKaAbIK, NpooAema?

AyHUEXY3IHAEr TeAeM TypaAbl AMAEMMa NpobAemMachl yKiMeTKe faHa emec, COHbiMeH 6Gipre
OYKIA KOFaMFa ypAaHFaH apaMAbl KYTKapy HEMece OFaH KapCbl eLUTEHE >Kacamay TYPaAbl MOPaAAbAbIK,
aAaHAQYLIbIABIK, TyFbi3aabl. AKLL neH YAbIOpUTaHUS MyHbl KOFamHbIH TYTaCTblfblH CakTay YLUiH
KaTaH 3aHAQp MEH epexXeAepre ceiMkec asycbl3 arHaAblcca, Eyponaabik Oaak, OHbl MKeMAiAiKMeH
KapacTblpaAbl >KoHe apamra OarblTTaAFaH Ke3kapacka 6OarbiTTaAFaH. byA MakaAasa 3TMKaAbIK,
AVAEMMaHbI YL TYPAI Ke&3Kapac TypFbiCbiHAaH TaAAayFa ThipblCaAbl. ByAa HaTuxXeAep / yTUAMTAPUCTIK
KO3KapacTap MeH AEOHTOAOTMSIAbIK, ToCiAre KaTtbiCTbl. CaATepUaAMCTEpP TEPPOPUCTEPAIH YPAAHFaH
aAaMAbl anbipbacTay TypaAbl TaAanTapbiHa OarbiHOai, ©3 asamartTapbliHbiH KaYiMci3airiH cakray
Kepek AereH ADAEAAI KOAAANMTbIH GOACA, eKiHLi >KaFblHaH AEOHTOAOITap aAaMm KYHAbBIAbIKTap MeH
JKeKe KYKbIKTapAbl OipiHLII OpbIHFA KOMbIM, MEMAEKETTEPAI YHEMAEYyre LakblpaAbl. ByA karaaraa
6i3 Axxepemn beHtam Hemece AkoH CTioapT MMAA CUMSIKTbl 3TMKA FAAbIMAAPbI, COHAai-ak [utep
CuHrep cusKTbl caparniublAap KeATIpreH ASAeAAepre XYriHemis. AAanaa, AEOHTOAOTUSAbIK, Ke3Kapac
TYPFbICbIHAH KAHTMSAbIK, aBCOAIOTM3MHIH, KAaTeropusiAbiK, MMMETPaTUBTI Ke3Kapac MeH POCCUSIAbIK,
MHTYUTMBTI Mpuma-6eT MIHAETTepi TaCiAi apacblHAAFbl AdieKTepAe eckepTyaep bGap. bya kyskar
OKbIpMaHAQPFA TOAEM AMAEMMACHI YCbIHATbIH 3TUKAAbIK, MOCEAEAEP TYPaAbl aknapaTTaHAbIPY >KoHe
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aKMnapaTTbiK-TaAAQy TYPFbICbIHAH aKMapaTTaHAbIPY MakKcaTblHAQ KbI3MeT eTeai. bisaiH 3eptTey
>KYMbICbIMbI3AbIH, HEM3AEMECi TOAEM AMAEMMAChI KYObIAbICbIHbIH, ACMEKTIAEPiHe KATbICTbl 3TUKAAbIK,
TOCIAAEpre KaTbICTbl ©Te a3 3epTTeyAep XKYPri3iAreHAiriHae. Aemek, OCbl 3epTTey >KYMbICbIMEH 0i3
OCbl 3ePTTEY OAKbIAbIKTbIH, OPHbIH TOATBIPbIM, 3TUKA GOMbIHLLIA XKaHA >K8HE KbI3bIKTbl HOPCE eHri3rimi3
KEAeAI.

TyitiH ce3aep: TOAEM TypaAbl AMAEMMA, TEPPOPUCTED, TOAEM TOAEMI, HOTUXKEAIAIK, AGOHTOAOTUS,
quid pro quo.
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AMAemma Bbikyna: dTuyeckas npodAema AAsl NpaBUTEeAbCTBa?

[pobAemMa AMAEMMbI BbiKyna BO BCEM MWpPE BbI3blBAaeT HE TOAbKO MOpPaAbHble OMaceHus Yy
NpaBUTEAbCTBA, HO Uy 00LLECTBA B LIEAOM B OTHOLLEHWM TOFO, CAEAYET AW CMACTU MOXULLEHHOI 0 YeAOBeKa
MAM HUYErO He MPeAnpuHsTH NpoTuB Hero. B 1o Bpems kak CLLIA u Beanko6putaHusi 6e3>KaA0CTHO
6OPIOTCS CITUM B COOTBETCTBMM CO CBOMMM CTPOrMMM 3aKOHaMM 1 MOCTAHOBAEHWSIMU, UTOObI COXPaHUTb
LeAOCTHOCTb 06lecTBa, EBporneickuii colo3 AencTByeT 6oAee rMOKO M OPUEHTMPYETCS Ha MOAXOA,
OPWEHTUPOBAHHbIM Ha YeAOBeKa. B 3ToM cTaTbe Mbl MOMbITaEMCS MPOAHAAM3MPOBATL 3TY 3TUYECKYIO
AVAEMMY C Tpex Pa3AMUHbIX TOYEK 3peHusl. DTO KaCaeTCsl KOHCEKBEHUMAAUCTCKUX / YTUAMTApPHbIX
TOYeK 3peHns M1 AEOHTOAOIMYECKOro MOAXOAR. B TO BpeMs Kak KOHCEKBEHLMAAUCTbl MOAAEP>KMBAIOT
ApPryMeHT O TOM, YTO rOCyAapCTBa AOAXHbI 0becreyrBaTh 6€30MacHOCTb CBOMX MPaXkAaH, He ycTynas
Tpe6oBaHUSIM TEPPOPUCTOB 06 OOMEHE MOXMLLEHHbIMU AIOAbMM, AEOHTOAOTM, C APYrOM CTOPOHbI,
BbIABMIAIOT HA NEPBbIM MAAH YeAOBeYeCKMe LIeHHOCTU M MpaBa AMYHOCTU M NPU3bIBAIOT FOCyAQPCTBA
K CMaceHWIo He3aBMCUMO OT OOCTOSITEABCTB, B KOTOPbIX OHW HAaXxOASTCS. 3AECh Mbl OYAEM CCbIAATbCS
Ha aprymeHTbl, MPeACTaBAEHHble CMeLMaAncTamm MO 3TUKe, TakMMM Kak Askepemn beHTam mAm
AxoH CTioapT MUAABb, a Takxke TakuMmm akcnepTamu, Kak [utep CuHrep. OAHAKO C TOYKM 3peHus
AEOHTOAOIMYECKOrO MOAXOAQ, 3TO CBSA3aHO C OrOBOPKaMM B CMOPax MeXAY KaHTMAaHCKMM MOAXOAOM
abCOAIOTM3MA B KaTErOPMAAbHbIX MMMYAbCUBHbIX YOEXAEHUSX M POCCUIMCKMM MHTYMTUBHBIM NMOAXOAOM
prima facie 06513aHHOCTEN. DTOT AOKYMEHT CAYXKUT LLleAW MH(DOPMMPOBAHMS M MPOCBELLEHMS UnTaTeAe
00 3TMYecknx npobAemax, KOTopble MPeACTaBASIET AMAEMMaA Bbikyna, ¢ 6oAee MH(OPMALMOHHO-
AHAAUTMYECKON ToukM 3peHns. OBOCHOBaHME Hallell MCCAeAOBATEAbCKOM paboTbl 3aKAlOYAETCs B
TOM, UTO GbIAO NMPOBEAEHO OUYEHb MAAO MCCAEAOBAHMI B OTHOLLEHMM 3TUUYECKMX NMOAXOAOB K acreKkTam
peHOMEHA AMAEMMbI BbiKymna. Taknm 06pasom, C MOMOLLbIO 3TOM MCCAEAOBATEAbCKOW PAabOTbl Mbl
XOTeAM Obl BOCMOAHUTb 3TOT NMPOGEA B MCCAEAOBAHMSIX M BHECTM YTO-TO HOBOE M MHTEpecHoe B
MCCAEAOBaHMS MO 3TUKE.

KatoueBble caoBa: AuAeMMa  BbIKyMa,
AEOHTOAOIMS, YCAYTa 3a YCAYTY.

TEPPOPUCTbI, BbIMNAATA BblKyMNa, KOHCEKBEHUWMAAN3M,

Introduction

How the ransom dilemma exists is pretty con-
ceptually easy to explain. The government has two
choices in the situation where terrorists or extrem-
ists take a certain person or a group of person into
hostage and demand payments for their release: ei-
ther pay the ransom payment demanded in order to
rescue the hostage but at the same time directly giv-
ing financial aid to the terrorists through funding, or
simply ignoring the demand and let the hostage get
executed. In a situation like this, if the government
chooses the latter there is a high likelihood that so-
cial backlashes at home would retaliate against the
government’s decision not to rescue the hostages.

But at the same time if the government gives in to
the terrorist it would be seen as a message for ev-
eryone else that the government is on the one hand
agreeing to the terms of terrorists which exemplify
a government not capable to handle such a situation
more firmly but also potentially exacerbating the sit-
uation if these funds provided to terrorists would en-
courage even more kidnappings of innocent people.

According to a terrorism expert Brian Michael
Jenkins, in most cases terrorists do not really have
any hostage targets such as politicians or affluent
businessman whom they kidnap first and exchange
for ransom (National Post, 2015: Does it work sec-
tion, para. 2). Thus, they act on pure “opportunis-
tic” behavior. It is also important to understand that
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terrorists just simply do not only want to gain money
through kidnappings, but also create unnecessary
fear and terror for publicity in order to send the mes-
sage that ransom payment is the only option there is
(National Post, 2015: Does it work section, para. 2)
(Rodney Hyatt, 2016: p.17). However, evidence has
shown that there is little correlation between pay-
ing ransom and the decrease in cases of kidnappings
(National Post, 2015: Does it work section, para. 2).
Back in 2013, the members of the Group of Eight
(G8) have signed a declaration to not support ransom
payments whatsoever for terrorists (National Post,
2015: The Dilemma section, para. 1). According to
their declaration, members were held responsible to
protect the lives of their citizens and uphold to the
principles not to fund terrorists through such means
(National Post, 2015: The Dilemma section, para.
1). Two countries uphold to the principles of the
declaration are the U.S. and the U.K (National Post,
2015: The Dilemma section, para. 1). But it is at the
same time hypocritical that governments would not
help out to their own citizens who were captured
and soon to be executed even if that is their duty as
the government. It is also interesting to know that
the UN Security Council has unanimously adopted
a resolution in January 2014 directly going against
the ransom payment concept (Peter Singer, 2014:
para. 5). Thus, terrorists have created a contestable
field regarding the ransom payment dilemma that
initiated a problem at a greater international arena
and terrorists may use it as an instrumental leverage
to change the domestic public discourse towards the
perception of terrorist’s threats.

Objectives and rationale of the paper

This paper’s objective is to inform and enlighten
readers on the ethical issues that ransom dilemma
presents. It serves more of an informational-analyti-
cal purpose from a more ethical rather than a purely
scientific standpoint. The rationale of our research
paper lies within the fact that very little research has
been conducted in regards to ethical approaches to-
wards the aspects of ransom dilemma phenomenon.
Hence, with this research paper, we would like to fill
in this research gap and bring in something new for
scholars interested in studies on ethics.

Research Methodology
This paper uses the discursive analysis approach
to illustrate the ethical problems that the ransom di-

lemma issue faces by analyzing the problem from
diverging positions of deontological, consequential-
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ist and utilitarian viewpoints. Within the analysis
and discussion section, the paper refers to various
experts in the field of ethical approaches concern-
ing the problem of ransom payment. These include
experts such as Peter Singer or Mike Faille. In terms
of the structure of the paper, first we will look at the
contrasting state approaches by the UK, US, EU and
Israel towards ransom payment. Then, we will ana-
lyze the problem in the context of the global world
and evaluate which countries are the most affected
by this issue. Here, we will also discuss the reasons
why certain countries are more prone than others.
After that, our paper moves forth towards the ar-
gumentative aspect of our paper, where the paper
touches upon arguments in favor and against utili-
tarian, consequentialist and deontological approach-
es. In this section, the renowned ethicists arguments
such as those by Jeremy Bentham, John Stuart Mill,
Immanuel Kant and William David Ross will be
brought to light as well as used and applied. Last but
not least, the paper will try to find reasonable an-
swers whether we can find a deal between the ethical
approaches and moral justifications regarding the
state’s actions. Various principles and arguments
concerning the understanding of the ethical problem
will be provided, such as those of the rule of rescue
principle, the rightness/goodness or wrongness of
actions or the application of quid pro quo and plu-
ralism of individual moralities principles.

Discussion Section

Contrasting Approaches by governments: US
and UK vs. EU and Israel

The U.S. government, as said before, does not
negotiate or pay any amount of ransom to terrorists
(Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.4). It goes even as far as in case
of any American citizen or an American company
or organization is somehow able to channel pay-
ment and as a result the hostages were able to be
released, the US will file a prosecution against that
person or company through the help of US Depart-
ment of Justice (Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.4). A lawsuit
will be filed and accused for having funded a ter-
rorist group. There were cases though when rescue
missions were launched. The case of helping out a
US hostage named James Foley was one of them but
without any success who was later on beheaded (Ra-
jat Sethi, n.d.: p.4). In the case of the British coun-
terparts, they also do not negotiate with terrorist for
ransom (Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.4) (Government of UK,
n.d.: p.1). But there is a little shift in the attitude
towards companies or individuals paying ransom
for a release, as was the case with the British citi-
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zen named Judith Tebbutt back in 2012 in Somalia
(Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.4). No one was persecuted for
her release afterwards even if someone would see it
as having funded terrorists in that area (Rajat Sethi,
n.d.: p.4).

It is also interesting to see how Europe and Israel
works with such ethical dilemmas as their practice is
rather unique and without a question sets them apart
from the practices carried by the U.S. and British
government. The Israeli approach towards ransom
payments is extraordinary. On the one hand they
will do everything to save the lives of one Israeli
but at the same time brutally persecute those who
have kidnapped their citizens if they have accepted
the concessions offered by the Israeli government
for the hostage’s release (Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.5). The
Israeli government will make sure to persecute and
even in some cases terminate those terrorists who
have abducted their citizens (Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.5).
In an amazing prisoner exchange effort between Pal-
estine and Israel in the year of 2011, Israel was will-
ing to release 1,027 Palestinian just for the lives of
one Israeli (Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.5). This shows their
spirit to stand down for each other as a nation and
as a military might willing to do everything for their
compatriots. In some other instances they have even
gone as far as to recover their fallen comrades bodies
from the front (Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.5). The European
practice is more humanely oriented towards the re-
lease of hostages coming from Spain, Italy or France
as their governments are more willing to pay ransom
than turning a blind eye on them (Rajat Sethi, n.d.:
p.5). It is said to have paid ransom from 2008 up
until 2013 to Al-Qaeda of an amount reaching an ap-
proximate $125 million (National Post, 2015: Who
Pays section, para. 3). Other sources also have led
to allegations directed towards the Canadian gov-
ernment who have presumably paid ransom for the
release of two diplomats whose names were Robert
Fowler and Louis Guay back in 2009 (National Post,
2015: Who Pays section, para. 3).

How severe is the issue globally?

Ransom payments for terrorist are like sources
of financing for them apart from practices of receiv-
ing funding from money laundering or through rent-
seeking behavior mechanisms (Mellon, Bergen &
Sterman, 2017: p.12) (Barber, 2016: p.3) (Koseli et
al., 2020). Thus, rationally thinking terrorists would
use this opportunity to target specific countries such
as European countries that are more willing to pay
ransom compared to the British and the U.S. ones,
as from our previous discussion we have proved that
European are likely to attempt to save their compa-
triots. According to the statistics provided by Unity

Resources Group published in the National Post by
Mike Faille and the New York Times, France led for
the years of 2011, 2013 and 2014 for saving in to-
tal 11 lives of hostages that were recovered for an
aggregate amount of 76 million dollars (National
Post, 2015: Paying the Price Table, after para. 4).
This was comparatively way lower than the coun-
tries of Spain, Switzerland, Canada, Austria, Qatar
and Oman combined who have paid a total amount
of $48 million with 16 hostages having been rescued
from 2008 till 2013 (National Post, 2015: Paying the
Price Table, after para. 4). However, these countries
supposedly deny that they have paid ransom to ter-
rorists for the release of their hostages to groups
such as Al-Qaeda or ISIS (National Post, 2015:
Paying the Price Table, after para. 4). The statistics
also provides us with information for the years of
2014 and 2013 about the top five targeted industries
for kidnappers (National Post, 2015: Paying the
Price Table, after para. 4). Apparently for the year
of 2013 the oil and gas industry and their related
businesspeople topped this list followed by NGO re-
lated members, foreign tourists as well as journalists
(National Post, 2015). However, this list has almost
completely changed in the following year, where
diplomats were targeted the most alongside mari-
time and construction workers (National Post, 2015:
Paying the Price Table, after para. 4).

But in the context of the seriousness of the prob-
lem for the “Westerners”, it is crucial to look at an-
other figure that shows exactly the over-estimation
and over-exaggeration of the ransom dilemma issue
in the Western hemisphere. In fact, by just looking
at the statistical data provided by CSS Analysis in
Security Policy in 2013, half of the global kidnap-
pings that occur around the world happen in war-
ridden countries such as Nigeria, Mexico, Pakistan
or Yemen (Christian Niinlist, 2013: p.2). Thus, most
kidnappings around the world that is estimated to be
annually at a range of 12,000 to 30,000 cases happen
in countries where terrorists such as Boko Haram,
ISIS or Al-Qaeda have the possibility to act out their
acts of terrorism (Christian Niinlist, 2013: p.2).

The other side of the coin is that paradoxically it
is argued that the debatable but to an extent success-
ful international efforts to combat terrorism after the
9/11 attacks have brought new circumstances and
opportunities for terrorists, in particular to Islamic
terrorists who were left with a flourishing hostage-
taking business through ‘franchising cells” of lo-
cal and independent systems of organizations that
transformed into terrorist funded hubs (Christian
Niinlist, 2013: p.2) (Dutton Yvonne, 2016: p.7). As
same with states that evolve, terrorists go through
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the stages of evolution. Be it in their usage of arse-
nal or new technologically advanced weaponry or
in their ideologically driven doctrines. Ransom pay-
ment mechanism is not just instrument for survival
for terrorist, but also a mean to “flex muscles” for
the public but also seen as a response to their own
experienced grievances and history.

A Consequentialist/Utilitarian Approach

The stance exemplified by the U.S. and U.K.
has shown us that the government values the com-
mon good rather than putting individual lives at the
forefront when it comes to ransom payments. With
that they have calculated the consequences of hav-
ing to pay ransom and the probability that it might
lead to an increase in the number of such cases in
the future. This could be explained with the fact that
they value the quantity of the aggregate people to
be saved from future attacks rather than risking all
of them for the sake of one person. To support this
argument even more, a paper by Patrick T. Brandt,
Justin Goerge and Todd Sandler named Why con-
cessions should not be made to terrorist kidnappers
published in 2016 shows us how successful terror-
ist negotiations with concessions and ransom pay-
ments being given have increased the rate of kidnap-
pings all over the world from 1978 to 2013 (Brandt,
George & Sandler, 2016). This was especially true
for the period from 2001 to 2013 (Brandt, George &
Sandler, 2016).

An ethicist Peter Singer argues that often the
government is not willing to save even many lives,
especially if the transport routes for those in held in
captivity is not provided to with maximum security
(Peter Singer, 2014: para. 7). It is not worth risking
the lives of those who go on to the rescue missions
even if it means to save a fellow citizen for the sake
of the country and by that doing something good and
ethically right. It might seem callous and selfish, but
it is according to him the only ethical policy that
the government can provide in difficult situations
like these that demand more than just decisiveness,
financial resources, and leadership (Peter Singer,
2014: para. 12).

According to the consequentialist viewpoint,
an act that is good or bad solely depends on con-
sequences or the goodness of consequences (Mar-
tin Nwadiugwu, 2015: p.2). This normative ethi-
cal approach looks at the morality of the outcome
(Deni Elliott & Karlana June, 2018: p.1). With the
ethical problem of ransom payments for the govern-
ment, the state applies a universal consequentialist
approach that takes into account the consequences
of an act that will have an effect on all citizens in-
volved, which in the case of the U.S. is justified
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through the law to persecute anyone who pays ran-
som to terrorists in order to prevent future terrorists
kidnappings or terrorist attacks as ransom payments
financially support them. With that logic, the law
justifies the moral implications of not helping out
an individual or group of people who were captured
by terrorists. By that logic the government acts upon
moral righteousness with its own law prohibiting
ransom payments that solely depends on its over-
all positive consequences, which in this case is the
safety of those not affected by terrorists. Thus, the
state applies ethical altruistic behavior in solving
the issue by benefitting everyone, and not one indi-
vidual (Martin Nwadiugwu, 2015: p.2). However, it
acts as a state with an egoistic belief that this non-
interventionist approach is the best option to secure
their citizens from further terrorist kidnappings and
incidences.

With the slogan used by Jeremy Bentham
concerning the idea of “greatest happiness of the
greatest number”, its application in real life situa-
tions like the ransom payments shows us how the
maximization of the utility/happiness of all people
in a society brings a morally right action, which
in this case is the state and its citizens themselves
since the best consequence would be to not nego-
tiate with the terrorists (Dalia Eidukiene & Jeremy
Bentham, 2017: abstract section, para. 1). If we also
dig more further into the problem, there is also the
idea that the US would lose credibility in the eyes
of those who have seen them as a strong power if
they give in to the concessions of terrorists. Thus, in
the long run it may encourage imitations by terror-
ists and give incentives for new terrorists to come
up with even more brilliant ideas. This is also the
reason why states disregard the legitimacy of terror-
ists but accept their existence without treating them
on par with the government’s or state’s legitimacy.
In the case of the US and the UK, the habitual state
of the government not to discuss with terrorists also
reflects the hatred and fear of many Americans to-
wards Muslims. The US government promotes this
way a societal acceptance to stand for unity and pro-
mote the idea of “fotal utility” in the case of ransom
payment dilemma. A utilitarian approach, according
to Mill John Stuart Mill, eventually is a much easier
to apply and facilitates the decision-making process
when quick and effective decisions are needed in the
heat of the moment, which everyone can follow, un-
derstand and knows about (The Ethics Centre, 2016:
para. 7). For that, Mill rules in favor for a rule utili-
tarian approach. People have a strong desire to be-
long to a community. The very fact that the govern-
ment regulates rules and laws that are applicable to
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everyone and the majority follows it, those commu-
nities survive as the total happiness triumphs over
personal happiness of one person.

Arguments against Consequentialists Viewpoint

Criticism towards this approach argues that first
of all utilitarianism is very cynical and heartless to
those where the majority may trump over the mi-
nority, which in this case would be those who were
captured or their families who were affected by that.
Because there is a false premise that my maximi-
zation of happiness is connected to everyone else
maximizing happiness (Notre Dame Philosophical
Reviews, 2019: p.4). How would you calculate it?
Another question to ponder about is how a govern-
ment would justify the killing of one person despite
having all the resources for financing billion-dollar
social welfare funds but not save lives for millions
of dollars.

According to the consequentialist, the rightness
and wrongness of killing a captured hostage by a
terrorist would be explained by the rule utilitarian
approach that the best consequences is achieved
through sticking to the morally good law and not
negotiating with terrorists (Espen Gamlund, 2012:
p.34). In this scenario, the sacrifice of one person
generates much more good consequences than sav-
ing him. But critics exactly strike at this core. It is
not fair to look at both the “good consequences”
in one’s action and justify the killing of a person
to satisfy everyone’s well-being and happiness per
say. Moreover, utilitarianism uses the human as an
object for maximization of pleasure and happiness
for the greatest number and best consequence by
neglecting fundamental aspects of individual hu-
man rights (Notre Dame Philosophical Reviews,
2019: p.15). It is self-evident that humans follow
the “goodness” of their actions, and utilitarianism is
just a tool showing us of what that “goodness” con-
sists of (Notre Dame Philosophical Reviews, 2019:
p-18). We also have to argue that governments gen-
erally seek to self-preserve their authority, social re-
sponsibility obligations as well as their legitimacy
as a state. In this case, the government is merely
using the principle not to negotiate with the terror-
ists to back up its state legitimacy. Whether that is
now morally acceptable or not is a totally different
question.

The notion of “tyranny of the majority” can also
be exemplified as a criticism. Here the issue is sub-
tler as the majority can set standards and rules ben-
efitting their own culture and morality and exempt
them from having taken responsibilities against
the minority that thinks otherwise. Therefore, any
individual perspective is regarded as an outcast as

evaluations of a moral dilemma. But here lies the
problem with it, as utilitarian’s assume that some-
one’s viewpoint is and probably shall be the same
as everyone else’s opinions and must so be ethically
and morally right to apply (Notre Dame Philosophi-
cal Reviews, 2019: p.19). However, this is a false
assumption as anyone who would face moral dilem-
mas such as saving his or her family or millions of
strangers would choose not the latter but the first
option to save the beloved ones or his or her rela-
tives. Humans, in critical situations might or might
not react in a rational way but the moment when the
instinct to survive kicks in, humans will do every-
thing to accomplish it and rationality would not help
in such a situation. But, those unaffected by it would
choose to stick to the majority and save more than
one person. Is it then morally right for the majority
to purse the goodness of saving many or believing in
individualist perspective?

Another criticism tries to look at it from an epis-
temic side. The question is how utilitarian’s know
the rightness or goodness of the moral actions they
are doing, as they might just calculate and rely on
short-term outcomes of their decision but disregard
this way the long-term implications of their actions.
How could people anyways ever know what exactly
to do in situations of ethical dilemmas? One may
ask whether it is innate in us or socially engineered
throughout time and experience. Such epistemologi-
cal questions are also great tools to critically reflect
upon ethical dilemmas. In the place of the govern-
ment, such criticisms reflect how difficult it is for
the government to stick to one principle or a specific
law. A person may not agree with the government’s
decisions but eventually he/she is first and foremost
a citizen of this country who is obliged to follow the
rules, principles and laws by nature.

Kantian & Rossian Deontological Approach

According to the deontological perspective,
which is the study of duties and obligations, the
morality of an action should be based according to
its act itself rather than its consequences and that
these rules are defined autonomously from its con-
sequences (Espen Gamlund, 2012: p.34). It is a rule
based ethics such as sticking to the principle of
opposing ransom payments to terrorists that make
decision-making process much easier and justifiable
in a way that often even if the government would
initiate to go on a rescue mission to save the inno-
cent life of a hostage, then there is the possibility
that it might fail as the idea of quid pro quo is risky
(Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.8). The very fact that the gov-
ernment prescribes its own rules and principles that
they stick to shows that they pre-determine what is
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morally acceptable and what’s not. But, as ransom
payment dilemma involves not just the opinion of
one person but also a plurality of stances and also
politics, there are some nuances. In the deontologi-
cal belief the action is more important than anything
else. According to Kant, to act morally right it is
important that the action itself, such as in the case
of the government not giving in to the demands of
the terrorists, to be “intrinsically good” (Immanuel
Kant, 1785). He argues that those ideas though to
be good by nature due to the act having a good will
(Immanuel Kant, 1785). Therefore, the government
trying to protect the lives of those unaffected by ter-
rorists and also understanding that financing terrorist
would mean that the chances for another terrorist at-
tack increases, then this action is considered to have
good will. Moreover, who guarantees that terrorists
are not politically motivated to cripple the reputa-
tion of a country through pressuring it to give in to
demands since terrorism acts are often motivated
with political intentions. The very fact that hostages
are used as instruments means that they are used
as means to achieve a more ulterior goal than that.
However, if we argue that the government’s duty is
to protect its citizens, then in the case of certain Eu-
ropean countries they try to uphold their principles
in stark comparison to the practice as exemplified by
the United States of America and the United King-
dom. For Kant, people act out of “respect” to the law
and the moral law as well as not out of self-love by
being egoistic, but by the will do to a morally good
action (Immanuel Kant, 1785a). Thus, almost all
over the world the “maxim” for governments would
be to see terrorists as bad and thus the actions to-
wards them must be viewed with the highest maxim
possible.
Arguments
Deontology
As mentioned already by Peter Singer, there is
always the possibility of using the principle of “rule
of rescue” in crisis situations such as a miner being
trapped in a cave or a mountain climber not able to
move due to sustained injuries (Peter Singer, 2014:
para. 7). Moreover, if we apply the logic to step into
someone’s shoes, in this case the family of the cap-
tured, in order to feel what it feels like being in fear,
then we may develop an act of social responsibility
among the society and morally re-establish the idea
of saving people no matter what the cost. But again,
if such a rescue mission would ever succeed also de-
pends on whether terrorists are rationally taking this
as a serious approach from the government, as often
they have political goals in mind. But government’s
tend to take it not from a simple perspective but

against  Kantian — Absolutist
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rather take into account also interests, global prac-
tices as well as cost-benefit analysis. Then in this
case, would the U.S. win anything substantially if it
would save its ordinary citizens compared to a dip-
lomat? If the duty is to save anyone who is a U.S.
citizen, then it might be stipulated in the constitution
that law to that person protects rights and duties by
the government, but in the scenario of ransom pay-
ments this does not apply at all. The government is
going against its own duties to protect its citizens,
which what Rossian Deontology wanted to argue
against Kantian Absolutist ideas. If we apply the
rules of Kant, no human should be allowed to get
killed no matter which situation, but the government
will persist to stick to its policy of non-intervention,
by which it breaks its own absolutist moral beliefs by
not helping him. We can compare this issue with the
“problem of dirty hands” in politics. For instance,
in order for a politician to win the next presidential
elections and change a corrupted regime as it is now
as this is has ulterior motive, it has to compromise
on other influential people’s demands and accept
certain lobbyism payments or terms by corrupt of-
ficials, which eventually makes the person affiliated
to corruption. The politician might be morally ask-
ing himself why he went to go as far as to “dirty
his own hands” by agreeing to be supported by the
corrupt official, even if that decision is against his
own moral beliefs. An individual who has to choose
between going to break the rule to pay the terrorists
to save his or her beloved ones or relatives even if
it meant to go against his own moral beliefs would
have to weigh out the importance now not according
to consequentialist ideas or Kantian absolutist be-
lief, but from a totally different perspective, where
the individual’s obligations conflict with his or her
moral duties. Would an individual ever live on for
having known that he could have done something to
save him or her? We would never know that unless
we were in that situation. Ross believed that moral-
ity is not constituted by categorical or absolute rules
such as not killing a person, but rather by pluralistic
morality (Ross David & William David Ross, 2002).
In other words, Kantian deontology ends there
where obligations and considerations conflict with
each other (Frances Kamm, 1996). For instance, if
by duty a government is to protect the rights of my
citizens to live, but at the same time it has to stick to
the law not to go on a “rescue mission” to save him
or her from being executed, then the government
who is taking the decision is conflicted with both
options to which moral duty they should stick to.
Hence, Rossian Deontology believes that absolutist
principles by Kant are not applicable in politics due
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to too many constraints on decision-making process
as politics involves many stakeholders and actors.
Thus, doesn’t allow for easy solutions to be made
right on spot.

Another example is when a person is conflicted
between two options: either to keep a promise or not
to harm a person. In this scenario, Ross would argue
that conflict of morality is inevitable, where “rela-
tive importance” of those two options is weighted
out unlike in Kantian absolutist beliefs (Ross Da-
vid & William David Ross, 2002). According to the
“Principle of Permissible Harm” (Frances Kamm,
1996) and “Doctrine of Productive Purity” (Fran-
ces Kamm, 2007), there is still given a permission
to act in a way that harms others. Of course, this
goes against the principle of Kant’s categorical im-
peratives but illustrates us that in situations of moral
dilemma Kant's absolutist principles are not entirely
applicable.

In the case for ransom payment, the government
is morally responsible in this reasoning for the deaths
of hostages if we apply the absolutist approach by
Kant. Even if the government can understand the
suffering that the hostage has to go through, their
duty to stick to its principles not to negotiate with
the terrorists might take precedence according to
Rossian Deontology. Another argument for the du-
ty-based theory also suggests that governments can
avoid decisions where it might be forced to “choose”
the lives it favors to save or not. Otherwise, if the
government may choose to save lives between two
people, they would better not choose anyone in order
not to make themselves morally responsible for their
course of action. Kant would disagree with that and
say that moral beliefs such as not killing is absolute,
but again is the governmental intentionally avoiding
terrorists by knowing that he will get killed or not
knowing that he would get killed as it is a gamble
for the government in a way to react or not to react
to the demands of terrorists. Eventually Ross argues
that, with his intuitionist sense to use moral beliefs
in situational specific case, it is upon to us at the end
of the day which decision to take between two con-
flicting moral principles of obligations and consid-
erations (Ross David & William David Ross, 2002).

Turning the table: Is there anything like a “‘jus-
tifiable” kidnapping?

Is there a moral justification for kidnappers to
kidnap a person or a group of people? Irrespective
of kidnappers, the action itself is immoral and crimi-
nally persecuted in many countries. But if we con-
textually apply the just war theory with it we can see
how the situations in kidnapping a politician or a
corrupt person might even bring peace by avoiding

unnecessary killing from both sides if the govern-
ment of that citizen pays ransom payment. How-
ever, what is important is to understand the motives
of the kidnappers, as some might kidnap in order to
alleviate their problems with the quid pro quo prin-
ciple by securing financial means and others might
use the kidnappers as a last resort for self-defense
purposes (Rajat Sethi, n.d.: p.8). But do right inten-
tions to reach peace by kidnapping a random or spe-
cific person then still justify the act and what kind
of right intentions can be morally right and univer-
sally accepted? 1f we for instance take Europe, kid-
napping is socially unacceptable and is persecuted
whereas in countries such as Kyrgyzstan the act of
“bride kidnapping” has just been recently in the ear-
ly 2000’s become criminalized by legislation. But
again, the very fact that terrorists are labeled as im-
moral groups of violent and extremist’s beliefs with
political intentions makes this issue more politicized
and rather unique. Politics complicates many moral
issues such as the act of kidnapping and it is inevi-
table to avoid it. In terms of just war theory, it only
applies if the self-defense is justified by bringing
peace in the long run. But this action must have a
“good will” to begin with, but understanding that
there is a reward for the exchange for the person in
terms of monetary values, we can argue that eventu-
ally kidnapping is just a mean to achieve whatever
goals the kidnappers had.

Conclusion

In a nutshell, we can say that the ransom dilem-
ma itself is not only associated with the morality of
the problem, but also within politics it is in terms of
discourse a politically driven issue. The example of
the USA has shown us that with its hardline utilitar-
ian/consequentialist approach in not cooperating by
not taking into consideration the demands of terror-
ists. They apply a combination of deterrence and re-
tributive method in order to first and foremost indi-
rectly punish or persecute those who were caught by
terrorists and on the other side to prevent future at-
tacks. Hence, it is a forward-looking approach. Con-
sequentialist approach itself is also easy to apply for
the sake of everyone and regard altruism from the
side of the state as morally right to conduct. Thus,
a non-interventionist approach would save many
lives by giving the society precedence and priority.
In strong contrast to that, the European and Israeli
approach has shown us that the application of a re-
habilitative approach that aims not to prevent, but to
rehabilitate so to say terrorists not to commit more
kidnappings and terrorist attacks. Hence, the pay-
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ment for ransom should serve two purposes at once.
Firstly, returning the kidnapped people back to the
society. Secondly, to appease terrorist demands for
deterrence reasons. However, some ethical philos-
ophers such as Peter Singer have argued that the
“rule of rescue” always exists for the government
but is restrained by a cost and risk factor. To sum it
up, consequentialist approach is in general very easy
to apply as it promotes the total or aggregate utility.
However, this ethical altruistic behavior by the state
is on the one hand like opium for people that allow
them to be easily controlled. Thus, some argue it to
be a usage of cynical, incalculable and simply abu-
sive form of normative ethics that is criticized for
being applied to humans as a means to maximize
utility, tyrannize the minority by the majority as
well as make false premises that maximization of
happiness is connected to everyone else’s.

In terms of deontology, Kantian approach of
deontology showed us that it is practically impos-
sible to apply it in politics. He though encourages
the government to step in and apply quid pro quo
approach to save the life of a person by sacrificing
something. Thus, governments should apply the
highest maxim towards terrorist duties as being seen
for their acts as being morally this should form an
absolute rule according to Kant for everyone. Thus,
no matter what terrorists will do to the kidnapped
person, it is always morally right to save him or her
no matter what under this maxim. According to Ros-
sian deontology who provides with the seven prima
facie duties an alternative in contrast to Kantian de-
ontology, moral decisions based on duties should
be balanced in such a way that decisions are taken
according to these prima facie duties alongside ac-
tual duties of the individual himself by weighing up
them all up (BBC, n.d.: Rossian duty-based ethics
section, para. 5). Hence, Ross uses an intuitionist-
based approach in solving ethical dilemmas through
pluralism of individual moralities (BBC, n.d.; Ros-
sian duty-based ethics section, para. 10). One of
the examples that were provided to justify this was
the problem of dirty hands dilemma. This approach
in general though assumes that the person reached
sufficient mental maturity and that morally conflict-
based situations of obligations and considerations of
an individual result in the best morally right action.

It is also interesting to look at the issue by ask-
ing oneself to ponder about which one of the sides
of society or individual should take first precedence
over the other. This question by no means an answer
that can or should be answered easily as we have
seen by the two examples of normative ethics in de-
ontology and consequentialism/utilitarianism. Even
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if these normative ethics provide their moral stances
and approaches to moral problems, they do not re-
ally consider the question of how someone under-
stands both the “rightness/goodness” and “wrong-
ness” of decisions as this takes it a bit further than
that. Another question is also about the epistemo-
logical aspect of things we know. For instance, how
could people ever know what they know in terms of
what is considered to be “intrinsically good” and
“intrinsically bad” in their own decision-making?
Thus, how could people ever know why we know
what we know?

These approaches showed us that there is no
clear answer between choices of white and black or
right and wrong. It is rather a question of how gov-
ernments react to such ethical dilemmas. Despite
that, still today divergent state approaches exist to-
wards hostage situations and ransom payment prob-
lems (Elizabeth Bundy, 2015: p.3). States though
do question the morality of their actions but as they
have to move on and evolve as states, their survival
also depends on how quick, effective as well as easy
approaches and answers for difficult ethical dilem-
mas. In the context of Central Asia, ransom dilemma
has not yet all been discussed by my knowledge and
understanding. Even if it lies in the realm of terror-
ism, cases of ransom dilemma have not been widely
discussed so far in the political agenda nor media
or social media. However, it can be though argued
that states such as EU having developed over time a
strong rule of law as well as a human-centered ap-
proach are likely to take a flexible approach than the
US. Thus, the process of social constructivism influ-
ences a state’s decisions in the long run. Though, it
is still necessary to establish for the society a trustful
community and a channel of communication with
governments in order to understand perpetrators
actions and that paying ransom works like an ap-
peasement to terrorists. Sometimes it really takes a
strong-willed person to address the ethical problem
of ransom dilemma and bring it into daylight of pub-
lic discourse. Unless someone has not been in such
a situation between life and death, he has no moral
right to accuse those who were in such situations.
The Israeli approach has shown us that they are will-
ing to sacrifice principles or rules for just the free-
dom of one person. While, examples of UK and US
portrayed us that governments often put rules and
laws above the life of a person without any moral
responsibility for their actions. In this case, the ethi-
cal dilemma is practically inevitable to bypass and
proves that this is indeed an ethical dilemma for
governments all around the world. Thus, in the con-
text of Central Asia, an ethical dilemma of ransom
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payment could not be an uncommon feature of the
region in the nearest future if threats and incidences
of terrorism rise over time. Understanding that the
region is plagued by political turmoil’s such as in
Kyrgyzstan and more commonly with systemic cor-
ruption problems, as these factors enable and facili-
tate political instability and could attract terrorists to
build safe heavens or means to build local networks.
With this in mind, increasing the likelihood for risks
in ransom demand market. Governments of Central
Asia should not sit idly down to expect that anti-
terrorism policies will eventually lead to no incom-

ing foreign threats. In fact, terrorism is often bred
from within and it might go unnoticed. But then it is
already too late to react.
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