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Torture inflicts severe pain to force someone to do or say something and has been used against prisoners-of-war,
suspected insurgents and political prisoners for hundreds of years. In the s and s, governments began to identify a
specific form of violence called "terrorism" and to identify.

Conrad , Justin Conrad , James A. A contribution to the openGlobalRights debate on Trump and human rights.
He did not mince words at a November campaign rally in Ohio: You bet your ass I wouldâ€”in a heartbeat.
But the law is the law. We are not bringing back torture in the United States of America. There is surprisingly
little evidence that governments regularly respond to terrorism with torture. David Charters and colleagues
found that democracies facing threats of terrorism in the s and s were able to craft effective counterterrorism
policies without resorting to torture. A more recent study by James Walsh and James Piazza finds that
governments react to terrorism by engaging in more physical integrity violations, such as extrajudicial killings
and disappearances, but do not engage in heightened levels of torture, specifically. Our research examines the
effects of terrorist attacks on government torture. We argue that incentives to violate human rights differ
across government agencies, and that the type of terrorist attack that a country experiences matters. Because
an important objective of the military is to defend against external enemies, we argue that military forces
respond to transnational terrorist attacksâ€”but not domestic terrorist incidentsâ€”with heightened torture.
Militaries have historically devoted most of their attention to planning for war, not counterterrorism. Torture is
a practice that they can implement quickly and seemingly cheaply to gain intelligence about terrorist threats,
making it a tempting solution to a novel policy challenge. Police and prison officials, in contrast, are less
likely to view responding to transnational threats as central to their organizational missions, and thus do not
respond by increasing the degree to which they torture following a terrorist attack. We assessed this argument
with data from the Ill-Treatment and Torture Data Collection Project , which disaggregates the agencies
engaging in torture for countries around the world from through The figure shows that the likelihood of
widespread, systemic torture by military forces increases sharply with the number of transnational terrorist
attacks, while the probability that the military will refrain from engaging in torture declines. We further find
that this response to terrorism is most likely to occur in established democracies. At first glance, this claim is
surprising because democracies are less likely to engage in abuses of human rights , less likely to engage in
torture , and more likely to stop torturing once they start. But the value of torture for democratic states
increases during periods of foreign threat , including threats posed by transnational terrorists. Democracies
have long responded to external threats by increasing repression at home. The first is more effective oversight
of these agencies, including in long-standing democracies such as the United States. As Michael Colaresi and
others have suggested, requiring military and intelligence agencies to explain and justify their treatment of
detainees to legislative or judicial bodies might restrain the resort to measures such as torture that promise
quick intelligence returns but threaten to undermine the legitimacy of counterterrorism policiesâ€”and might
actually lead to more terrorism. A second useful response would be to consider now how the United States can
best respond to catastrophic terrorist attacks in the future. Coolly debating the range and value of responses to
terrorism before the next attack might ensure that more effective and ethical policies can be put in place
should the United States homeland be targeted by transnational terrorists in the future. This last point is a
pressing one. How would the Trump administration respond if transnational terrorists launch a major attack on
American territory? As a newly-inaugurated President with little traditional political experience, President
Trump may not seek a wide range of advice about the most effective counter-terrorism policies, and could
prefer responses that seem to offer clear-cut solutionsâ€”and his comments in support of waterboarding
suggest he views the practice as quite effective. Thinking through these issues now could lead to more
effective and just responses in the event of such an attack. About the authors Courtenay R.
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