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Abstract 

It is banal to suggest that contemporary international system is 

saddled with ever increasing number of non-state actors, and 

terrorists are one such actors.  Modern civilizations have posed 

several contending issues to statesmen that are either to, not known, 

at least in the degree and intensity they now occur. Humankind has 

no choice but to fashion a modus Vivendi by which such 

phenomenon has to be dealt with; as an essential concomitance of 

globalization and increased interdependence. It therefore behooves 

scholars of Diplomatic studies to fathom solution to one such societal 

malice in order to mitigate the delirious effects which are 

inadvertently the by-product   of societal growth. Here, we look at 

Negotiation with Terrorists:  Strategies   and challenges. Our work 

is based on the framework that the more we are at home with, and 

accept terrorist as germane non-state actors in the international 

space, and seek models of containing them, the safer our 21st century 

world will be. A thorough and in dept knowledge of terrorist, their 
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ideology and idiosyncrasies will help us cope with terrorism. The 

paper therefore presents: who these terrorists are, what motivates 

them, how and when to negotiate with them among others. We have 

adopted the secondary data collection method in our work. 

 

KEY WORDS: Negotiation, Terrorism, Strategies, Challenges, Diplomacy 

 

Introduction  

In  our contemporary international system with growing interdependency, 

terrorism may be seen as a phenomenon that is increasingly permeating 

every area of the globe; at the same  time, it is facilitated by trends in 

international politics. It is difficult to think of terrorism in isolation as a 

prominent problem without considering  the pressure exerted by aspects of 

global developments. These  pressures have enabled a hospitable 

environment for the practice of terrorist tactics and contributed to the 

transformation of terrorism from a sub-national instrument of political 

change to one whose methods today almost invariably transcends national 

boundaries. Today, there are many variations of terrorist groups.  This 

ranges from armed Islamist militias and local terrorist networks  (home-

fighters) to foreign  terrorist organizations (xeno-fighters) who are 

variously motivated by religion like the  “al Qaeda and  Boko Haram” or 

class ideology like the “shining path” in Peru or by ethnic conflict and   

nationalism as the Basque “father land and Liberty”,  in Spain. 

Several attempts have been made at defining the concept “terrorism but it 

would appear, there is no universally acceptable definition or an 

international consensus in the description of the concept. However, for the 

purpose of this paper, we shall adopt the definition put forward in the 

United kingdom’s Terrorism Act. The act defines terrorism as “the use or  

threat  of action which is designed to  influence a government or an 

international governmental  organization, to intimidate the public  or a 

section of the public anywhere in the world, and the use of threat is made 

for the purpose of advancing a political, religious, racial  or ideological 
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cause and where the action (a) involves serious violence against a person 

(b) involves serious damage to property (c) endangers a person’s life, other 

than that of the person committing the action (d) creates  a serious risk to 

the health or safety of the public  or a section of the public anywhere  in the 

world; or (e) is designed seriously to interfere with or seriously to disrupt 

an electronic system”  Satow (2017). We have gone this length to reproduce 

this article to show the whole expanse of what terrorism could entail 

bearing in mind the debate on who is a “terrorist” and who is a “Freedom 

fighter” which is outside the purview of this paper. 

 

Arguably, Negotiations with Terrorist do not fall neatly into the ambit of 

International Negotiations best practices. This is largely because of the 

nature, ideologies and idiosyncrasies of terrorists. This is not to say 

however, that some elements of international negotiations could not apply. 

In a broad sense, terrorism takes on two forms, though not   mutually 

exclusive, and terrorism can take any dimension; fusion of two forms or 

shift from to form in the course of its operations. First, is what can be 

referred to as National Terrorist groups.  Here, the primary actors are the 

terrorists and a national government which has at least some degree of 

legitimacy and support. Underlying distinction in this case between the 

terrorist and the regime is based on economic class, ideology, identity 

(ethnicity, religion, race etc.) or some other political factors. There might be 

some external support on the side of the government, but it is often clear 

that it is a dispute between the terrorists and an endogenous regime. Actors 

in national terrorism are more than just terrorists and counter terrorists. 

They encompass a range of other actors who have the ability to shift 

relationship between the antagonists by supporting one or the other party, 

and influencing negotiation process. These third parties may include: 

external state actors, organizations, groups as well as the population of a 

country. The second most noticeable form of terrorist group is the 

Liberation terrorists. This class of terrorists pit against a ruling group that 

is seen as outsider occupiers-even when this might not be so – by virtue of 
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ethnicity, race, or culture. The sole aim of this class of terrorists is to 

“liberate their nations from alien occupation”. Like religious ideologues, 

liberation terrorists are more difficult to negotiate with. The approach that 

works for national terrorists-mainly demonstrating that government is 

willing to address root causes of the conflict through reform does not work 

neatly as well since the occupiers are inherently and insurmountably 

distinct from the terrorist and their  supporters. 

 

Their outsider status cannot be overcome by even the most skilled 

negotiator. In this case what motivates the terrorists  is not the lack of jobs, 

schools, or voting rights etc, but resentment at religion  impurity,  (as in the 

case of Boko Haram), at occupation, interference, and the rule by outsiders 

or those perceived to be so. Here, reform is not the solution as it is in the 

case of national terrorists. 

 

Terrorists are increasingly part of our international system. They are 

contemporary non-state sectors on the world stage. Therefore, an in-depth 

knowledge of who they are will guide our choice or how to negotiate with 

them. This paper thus identities terrorist and how to negotiate with them 

in international relations we have adopted the secondary data collection 

method since negotiators and terrorists in most cases exist in the shadows.  

 

A simple definition of terrorism appears to be that, it is a political violence 

that targets civilians deliberately and indiscriminately. But, beyond this 

basic definition, other   criteria can be 

Applied; terrorism is a shadowy world of   faceless enemies with irregular 

tactics marked by extreme brutality. James (2004), Daniel and Simon (2002). 

Among  several  other purposes;  terrorist  serve to demoralize civilian  

population in  order to use  its discontent as a leverage  on the  parties 

terrorists seek   to influence, in order to use its discontent as a leverage on 

the parties terrorists seek  influence, or create a situation that attracts media 

attention to it course. Terrorism is seldom mindless; rather it is often a 
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calculated use of violence as leverage. It varies widely in modus operandi 

and motives. However, whatever shape terrorism assumes the primary 

effect remains the same: It is a psychological war. In capturing the attention 

of the public, a strong statement is made on the psyche of the citizenry 

because of the   nature of the violence. Take for instance, a bomb in a market 

place sends more far reaching message   to the people than the actual 

damages, as this leaves people to imagine in horror that it could be 

anybody; since everybody goes to the market. Terrorists also gain desired 

attention because   of randomness of its victims.  For instance, a bomb in the 

airplane when people already have phobia for fight and height; this is 

double jeopardy. Not only will people feel “It could be me” but also “it 

could be anywhere”. A terrorist   thus amplifies a   small amount of power 

by its psychological effect on large population. This is why it is said that 

“terrorism is a tool for weak”’ 

 

Any meaningful discussion on the subject will entail some insight into 

negotiations between governments and individual terrorists, negotiations 

carried out during the course of a terrorist campaign and to look at 

bargaining over larger ideological issues of terrorists. However,  other 

scholars such as Neumann (2017) has  posited  that while looking at the 

above elements the issue of recognition that  leads to the :No Negotiation ” 

doctrine of states must first be addressed, though in practice democratic 

government often negotiate with terrorists, even if  this is done 

clandestinely. We shall in this paper, examine first, the vexed question  of   

“No Negotiations” with terrorists,  then  some situations and circumstances 

in which  governments will be made to negotiate with  terrorists, who the 

terrorists   are  (i.e the type of terrorists we face and  their ideology, and to 

know whether they actually have what  it take to partake  in binding 

negotiations); when  to open up negotiations (during terrorist events and 

protracted ideological  terrorist campaign) etc. we intend to look at other 

issues that are ancillary to negotiations with terrorists via: skyjacking, 
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hostage barricade and kidnapping.  Hayes (1998). Then, a final analysis of 

tactics and stages in negotiations with terrorists. 

 

The underlying principle against negotiations with terrorists is a simple 

one.  Democracies must never give in to violence, and terrorists must never 

be rewarded for using it. Neumann (2017). Negotiation means recognition, 

and gives legitimacy to terrorist   and their methods.  

 

This undermines actors who pursue political change through peaceful 

activism. Further, negotiations are capable of destabilizing government's 

political System, set dangerous precedence and undercut international 

efforts to outlaw terrorists act. However, democratic governments 

negotiate with terrorists even if, it is through secret channels. For instance, 

after launching a mortar attack on 10 Downing Street in 1991 that would 

have eliminated the whole British Cabinet, talks were had with the Irish 

Republican Army (IRA). Ditto with the Spanish government and the 

separatists - Basque Home Land and Freedom (ETA) in 1988, only six 

months after 21 people died in a supermarket bomb. Even the government 

of Israel, with its known hard stands against terrorists, in 1993, secretly 

negotiated the Oslo accords even though the PLO has continued its terrorist 

campaign and has refused to recognize Israel's right to exist. This negates 

government professed position on negotiating with terrorists. 

But, as Neumann (2017) has observed, the rigidity of the "No Negotiation" 

stance has prevented any systematic exploration of the best way to conduct 

such negotiations. What are the likely situations and circumstances that 

compel government to negotiate with terrorists? How can a democratic 

government negotiate with terrorists without jeopardizing the integrity of 

its political system? what kind of terrorists are susceptible to negotiation? 

At what time should negotiation be opened? We ask these because the key 

objective for any government contemplating negotiations with terrorists is 

not simply to end violence but to do so in a way that minimizes the risk of 
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setting dangerous precedents and destabilizing its power system. Given 

this dual goal, a number of conditions must be met in order for negotiation 

to have even a chance of success. Assuming that negotiations are 

appropriate in all cases would be not more valid a theory than one that 

assumes they never are. 

Hayes (2000) has opined that government negotiates with individual 

terrorists in two different contexts: when government develops policies 

intended to induce individual terrorists to "come in" or surrender and when 

they have a suspected or convicted terrorist under their control as a 

bargaining chips. As in the case of the Niger Delta 'struggle', when the 

government of President Umaru Ya'radua offered amnesty to armed 

militants of the Niger Delta, government frequently offer terrorists some 

combinations of safe surrender, amnesty or reduced sentence for past 

crimes, rewards, and guarantees of safety for the individuals and members 

of their family. The immediate objectives here are cost-effective reduction 

of the number of terrorists in the field, and to break the ranks of terrorists; 

introducing mistrust and suspicion among them. 

The second, is when government has arrested or convicted terrorists, and 

holds them out as an opportunity to negotiate. Reference is often made to 

the Italian government's Repentant Terrorist Law which is widely 

recognized as the key tools used for the crippling of the Red Brigades. 

Hayes and Schiller (1983) show evidence that the principles of "a classic 

prisoners dilemma game' in which the authorities were able to offer a huge 

difference between the rewards to those who cooperated and punishments 

of those who did not were brought to bear by this legislation. Not only that 

communication among prisoners were restricted, but trust among the 

arrested members were low. Because the terrorists were from different 

background, - some ideologically committed individuals, other less 

ideologically committed than the original membership. Therefore, arrested, 

even dedicated ones were aware that any of the other arrested members 

were likely to testify against them. Hence, they had considerable incentive 
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to cooperate. The Italian model became a standard practice as Germany and 

Britain followed suit, though with various degree of success because of their 

legal Systems. These are important and interesting findings as they 

highlight the problems of settled democratic societies, which value rule of 

law and individual liberties have in curbing terrorism. 

 

Negotiations with Terrorists during Terrorists Campaign        

Unlike tacit bargaining as it is done during negotiations with terrorists in 

other situations and circumstance, negotiations with terrorist during 

terrorist events appears to be most dramatic and visible. Corsi (1981) has 

opined that two major types of campaign can be distinguished via: those in 

which the location of the terrorist and victims are known - which is hostage 

barricade or skyjacking - and those when the location is not known - 

kidnapping. Immediate threat and pressure are usually brought to bear on 

terrorist with known location as they usually have no direct communication 

with the outside world. Further, terrorist seldom allow their top ranking 

member to participate in high - risk operations therefore decision making 

must be done by these junior operatives. Janis, (1982) has stated that the 

small group on the scène are often homogeneous and become fatigued, if 

the events continue overtime. The unmistakable result is group 'think' 

because the same principles bind tired groups. (Moorehead 1982). 

However, terrorist campaign that last for a lengthier time has been termed 

negotiated acts. Oots (1986), or counter terrorism Hayes (1982). These are 

the high-stake situations in which governments and terrorist groups stand 

to gain or lose in very visible and dramatic manner. 

 

Certain on the spot decision making is required by terrorist. On the other hand, in 

campaigns that do not endure in time - such as shootings or bombing - are carried 

out on the basis of plans prepared and amended in relatively calm and secured 

setting by more senior personnel. In this case, communication among terrorists is 

also relatively easy during campaigns. Turk (1982) contends that most campaign 

oriented terrorism is an effort at deterrence, where terrorist seek to forestall some 
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actions by government or alter some government policy by threatening or 

continuing illegal action. Here, revenge and publicity oriented motives; with little 

or no hope on policy impact cannot be completely ruled out. The early Palestinian 

and later Croatian terrorist are good examples. Hayes and Shibuya (1983). 
 

Identifying   Terrorists   with   the   Capacity   to Negotiate 

Knowing the terrorist in this case involves identifying the class of terrorist the 

negotiator faces and their ideology; their ability to actually have a binding 

negotiations etc. Several experts among them: Hoffman (2016), Zartmann (1978), 

believe that terrorists stated aims and ideology should be the decisive factor in 

determining whether they might be willing to compromise. Hence, they try to 

make distinction between nihilistic terrorists, who have "absolute" or even 

"apocalypse" goals (often religiously inspired) and for whom violence has become 

a perverted form of self- realization, and more "traditional" terrorist who are 

believed to be "instrumental" or "political" in their aspirations and so have the 

potential to become constructive interlocutors 

However, this distinction between rational terrorists and irrational ones is to large 

extent in theory, not in practice. This is because as Neumann (2017) argues: if the 

IRA and ETA appear more rational than say, al Qaeda, it is because their goals - 

nationalism and separationist- have a long history in Western political thought. The 

left-wing terrorist of the 1970, and 1980s, the west German Red Army faction, or 

Italian Red Brigades were seen as political because Marxism was a concept familiar 

to their targets. The difference is that al Qaeda's ideology has not become part of the 

twenty first century DNA and thus remains difficult to rationalize. Hayes (2000) 

Going further, Neumann (2017) argues that "rather than examine terrorist stated 

ideology. Policy makers should examine their thinking on the utility of violence as 

it is the violent means rather than particular political objectives that make terrorists 

uniquely problematic. Further, many terror group did not start out as such; they 

resorted to violence when their political ambitions were frustrated, or when they 

began to see violence as an instrument to further their cause. For such 
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movements, the utility of violence sometimes diminishes; leading to the 

conclusion that their aims might be better served by some non- violent 

agitation. It is also probable that some religiously inspired groups are less 

rational than the IRA. 

But, the multifaceted identities of many others are often falsely reduced to 

their religious component. Take for instance, although Hamas and 

Hezbollah both promote religiously inspired archival political ideologies, 

they derive much of their strength from their claim to represent particular 

ethic groups. Not only do they have real-world constituencies they must 

satisfy; they also have demonstrated that they can modulate their use of 

violence against Israel according to more or less rational political 

assessment. 
 

Although terrorists tend to portray themselves as belonging to tightly knit 

outfits, the conditions under which they operate in particular, secrecy-make 

it nearly impossible for them to maintain a perfect chain of command. 

Therefore, another factor in deciding whether to negotiate with a terrorist 

group should be its level of internal cohesion. Even in relatively 

hierarchical organization such as ETA, authority is often decentralized and 

the leadership acts as little more than a coordinating body. In terrorist 

networks such as al Qaeda, the leadership hardly plays any operational role 

at all, merely providing ideological inspiration and moral sanction to its 

associated networks. Based on the foregoing, government should not only 

consider whether the terrorist leadership will accept the terms of a 

settlement; but also whether the leadership can control its rank and file and 

the field commanders. 
 

Still on knowing who the terrorist we face, an additional difficulty arises 

when terrorists are sponsored by a state, in which case many have little 

authority to make commitments without their hackers consent. In such 

situations, the negotiating government may decide that talking to the 
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terrorist is futile and opt for negotiating with the sponsoring state instead. 

However, such decision should base on thoroughly assessing the 

relationship between the terrorist group and its state supporter. Richardson 

(1998) points out that there are substantial differences between, say the 

PLO, which has keenly preserved its internal autonomy despite accepting 

support from a number of states, and the Popular Front for the Liberation 

of Palestine - General Command- a breakaway pro-Palestinian organization 

that is little more than Syria's proxy. For all its imperfections, the PLO is a 

political player with whom negotiations might make sense, whereas the 

PFLP-GC has too little authority to be a credible interlocutor. Having looked 

at whom to negotiate with, we shall turn to the question of when to negotiate. 
 

When to Open Up Negotiations with Terrorists 

For talks to succeed, a terrorist group must be at a strategic juncture questioning the 

utility of violence but not necessarily on the verge of defect. Therefore, whether 

negotiations with a particular terrorist group are advisable is also a function of 

timing. Dershowitz (2007) and other commentators believe that negotiations are 

always a bad idea. In their view, negotiation should only be considered when 

terrorist are on the verge of giving up-at which point, terrorist might as well be 

finished off. In real life situations however, matters are rarely as clear cut. Terrorists 

are accustomed to continued, substantial personal sacrifice, and when threatened 

with defeat, some of them might decide to further escalate the violence, wagering 

that they have little to lose from a last push. Analysts such as Post (2002), have even 

identified this situations as one of the scenarios in which terrorist organizations 

may be tempted to resort to Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). Therefore, as 

paradoxical as it may seem, it may sometimes be better to open talks with terrorist 

rather than try to finish them off. Neumann (2017). 

Talking about strategic juncture, government must tread carefully. Governments 

eager for progress may be too quick to jump at any sign of a strategic juncture. This 

impulse may be well intended but it can turn out to be counterproductive. A good 

example here is the Colombian peace process in late 1990s, where such eagerness 
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backfired. In 1998, the government in Bogota agreed to establish a demilitarized 

zone in which the revolutionary armed forces of Colombia (FARC) could operate 

without interference from the security forces. The establishment of the zone was 

granted even before the FARC had agreed to sit down at the negotiating table, let 

alone end its military campaign. Buoyed by the government offer, FARC hard-

liners went on the offensive, seeing the zone as a golden opportunity to formalize 

the quasi-government authority they already enjoyed in part of the country. The 

negotiations turned out to be a farce, and in 2002 the government eventually 

decided to end the experiment, ordering the military to reoccupy the territory it 

ceded before seizing what seems like an opportunity, therefore, a government must 

first carefully assess whether a critical mass within the terrorist organization 

question the utility of violence. The government might not be at leisure to wait until 

a fall consensus has emerged, but it must not move forward until the politically 

minded members of the terrorist group have the balance of influence in their favor. 

It is because of these concerns that a government should begin formal negotiation 

only after the terrorist group has declared a permanent cessation of violence. 

Insisting on such a declaration spurs the politically minded among the terrorists to 

achieve internal consensus. In terms of maintaining the stability of the 

government's political System, a permanent cease-fire represents a public 

commitment to which the terrorists can be held and for whose breach they can be 

sanctioned. Most importantly it helps maintain the democratic protocol, 

establishing in the minds of the terrorists (and of all others who consider the 

political use of violence) that the government will not allow major outcomes to be 

influenced by the use of violence. Neumann (2017). Lastly it may help reinforce the 

perception that the negotiations represent a unique historical opportunity and thus 

may generate valuable political momentum toward resolving conflict. 
 

How are Negotiations held with Terrorists? 

There is no guarantee that talks process will succeed, even when dealing with a 

terrorist group that is ready for negotiations. What in this case will a government's 

posture be? Williams (1983) has suggested that the risk of appearing weak and 

undermining a government's political system during negotiations is so great that 



Port Harcourt Journal Of History & Diplomatic Studies                      www.phjournalofhistorydiplomaticstudies.com                     
 

Negotiation with Terrorists: Strategies and challenges                53 

government should make "No Concessions". This argument is the logical extension 

of the doctrine of "no negotiation". But the difficulties of trying to end violence 

while safeguarding the credibility of a government's political system have 

continued. David Cristal (1993) who was a negotiator at Camp David for the Israeli 

government, has argued that one viable tactic is for governments to shift the terms 

of the negotiations from the terrorists' political demand to their personal fate. But, 

as Neumann (2017) has observed. This might not be possible unless the terrorists 

are ail but defeated, but it is a useful distinction in many instances. 

Government can split negotiations into two tracks and consider two types of 

concession. One related to the political state demands (primary concession) and 

second on the personal fate of the terrorists (secondary concession). Both sets 

would be negotiated in parallel, but whereas concessions would be discussed in 

direct negotiations between the government and the terrorists, primary 

concessions would have to be part of a broader process this would subject the 

terrorists to a democratize mandate, secured through elections for a constitutional 

assembly or a similar body. The distinction between these two tracks is 

essential. Terrorists seeking primary concessions aim to alter the political 

arrangements under which the state operates, and no self-respecting 

democracy can allow a small group of one - time-violent conspirators to 

impose constitutional change even after it has ostensibly renounced 

violence. On the other hand, terrorists will have little incentive to engage in 

negotiations unless they feel constitutional change is at least a possibility. 

The only way to resolve this tension is to grant primary concessions only in 

the context of a broader settlement involving all the major parties (and in 

which the terrorists participate on the basis of a democratic mandate) so 

that the concessions become an extension of the party's will. 

In contrast to that primary-track negotiating, the purpose of secondary 

track talks is relatively straight forward, to ensure an orderly 

demobilization of the terrorist group. But such discussions often turn out 

to be a negotiator's worst nightmare. This is especially time of negotiations 

on personnel-related matters, which often leads to amnesty-like 
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arrangement for terrorists on the run. No matter how conditional or 

sophisticated the form of their release, allowing convicted murderers to go 

free will invariably beat odds with the government pledges never to give-

in to terrorists' demands, and such a deal could be impossible to sell to the 

public. Even at this, securing such arrangement is in the best interest of 

government. They strengthen the hand of the politically minded members 

of the terrorist group and remove pretext for dissidents to justify returning 

to violence. They also provide a strong incentive for the terrorists to give 

ground-to primary-track issues. 

In cases such as that of al Qaeda, the chances for a negotiated solution are 

slim. Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zarahiri, al Qaeda ideological 

powerhouse, have offered cease-fire to governments in the United States 

and Europe, but it is unclear whether the organization's local commanders 

would honor them. No indication that al Qaeda has changed its thinking 

on the utility of violence. Al Qaeda has global aspiration; no firm territorial 

base and it is hard to conceive of a viable process of primary negotiation in 

which al Qaeda could be included. No clearly defined territory in which its 

aims could be satisfied through constitutional means. Under these 

conditions, opening negotiations would be counterproductive; it would 

provide al Qaeda with political legitimacy while undermining both 

moderates across the muslim world and the negotiating government 

themselves. 

Conclusion  

Diplomacy can and should play a key role in trying to resolve (where 

possible) the grievances which are used by perpetrators as their justification 

for acts of terrorism. (The Arab-Israel conflict is the most egregious example 

of unresolved grievances where 60 years of failed diplomacy have left a 

toxic residue which continues to poison relations within the region and 

between the countries of the region and the West). But the prospects of any 

agreement are much diminished by the actions of extremists and terrorist. 

Rabin, the assassinated prime minister of Israel, famously addressed the 
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issue. "We shall negotiate as through there is no terrorism, and we shall 

pursue the terrorist as though there were no negotiation". Richardson (2006) 

identifies different kinds of terrorist groups and divides them into ethno-

nationalist, who are looking for traditional territorial concessions like the 

IRA, PLO, ETA, and the PKK: social revolutionary groups, who look to 

overthrow capitalism, like the Baader-Meinh of Gang or the Red Brigades: 

Maoist groups like Sendero Luminoso in Peru who want to refashion 

society; lastly, the fundamentalist groups who want to replace secular with 

religious (usually sharia) law and/or 'want to bring about the millennium, 

in the case of al Qaeda and Islamic State, Boko Haram, the return of the 

Caliphate. The last have used killings and the savagery of the act 

specifically as acts of terror, to intimidate and subjugate populations. They 

have no interest in any negotiation. 

The extent to which terrorists' demands are negotiable and the support they 

enjoy from within their communities are both key considerations. It is 

important to differentiate between negotiation with terrorists over a 

particular situation, and a political negotiation with a terrorist organization. 

The former, for example a kidnapping, raises real issues for a government. 

To negotiate and yield may serve to encourage more kidnappings. Hence 

initiatives such as the declaration by the G7 in 1995 which called on the 

member States to condemn kidnapping, not to accede to kidnapper' 

demands, to stop kidnapping being profitable for the perpetrators, and to 

secure the punishment of kidnappers. 

The policy of 'no concessions to terrorists' is sensitive and can be 

controversial. "Governments always resist talking to terrorists for fear that 

it confer legitimacy on them, or rewards their terrorism. Yet, if their 

demands are negotiable, then it pays to negotiate not least as there is 

considerable intelligence advantage in knowing the terrorists and their 

demand better to establish the nature of their goals and second, to isolate 

them from their community of support' Richardson (2006). The British 

government had secret talks with the 
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IRA from the early days of The Troubles and ultimately a peace accord was 

reached in 1998 after years of direct and indirect or secret talks, on terms 

which had essentially been on offer more than 20 years earlier. 

It is far more difficult to embark on a negotiation, secret or otherwise with 

those whose demands are non-negotiable. The best that contact may be able 

to achieve could be a realistic assessment of how much community support 

the terrorist enjoy and what might be needed to detach the community 

from the terrorist. Sometimes the terrorists may themselves alienate their 

own community by their barbarism, though sometimes, as appears to be 

the case with Islamic State, their excesses attract recruit its rather than repel 

them. On other occasions, engagement, however politically risky, may 

point the way towards actions governments can take domestically to 

weaken terrorist support. And with more 'moderate' terrorists, engagement 

may allow the terrorists' grievances, not all of which may be unreasonable, 

to be analyzed and partly at least to be addressed. Not rejecting all terrorist 

demands out of hand (for example conceding political prisoner status to 

captured terrorists in exchange for a meaningful cease-fire), far from being 

an example of negotiating weakness may be an effective part of a counter-

terrorism strategy to undermine the terrorists' support. The best recruiting 

sergeant for terrorism can often be an obdurate and inflexible attitude to 

demands which do not in themselves seem wholly unreasonable. The 

deaths in 1981 of ten IRA hunger strikers, who were demanding the right 

to wear their own cloths in prison, and which became an almost personal 

stand-off between the British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and the 

hunger strikers, boosted IRA recruitment and increased paramilitary 

activity just at a time when the IRA's campaign seemed to .be faltering. An 

ostensible win for the British government thus became a very pyrrhic 

victory.  

Indeed, issues abound in negotiating with terrorists. These range from mere 

handling of the publics at the scène of terrorists events, bargaining in 
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skyjacks and hostage takings to the issue of negotiating in larger context 

which may be difficult to discuss in a paper of this nature because of space 

and time. However, the point to make here is that researches in the nature 

and incidence of terrorism need to be stepped-up. A more in-depth 

stretches in the ever changing models of terrorists activities is strongly 

advocated if the world stage will be safe in the 21st century. Finally, 

terrorism must be seen as part of our world. We should concern ourselves 

with "containment actions" instead of "victory over terrorist" model in our 

counterterrorism operations. 
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