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Introduction 

In a globalized world replete with international organizations (IOs), non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs), and twenty-four hour news media, human rights abuses like 

torture are increasingly difficult to hide. Because there are few international mechanisms 

to address violations of human rights law (Neumayer, 2005), actors like IOs and NGOs 

engage in naming and shaming campaigns with the hope that negative publicity pressures 

repressive regimes to better respect human rights. A great deal of resources support these 

international advocacy campaigns. Between April 2009 and March 2010, Amnesty 

International (AI) spent $21,451,000—about $35 million and 98% of its expended 

resources—on activities in furtherance of the group's objectives, including research into 

rights violations and advocacy campaigns publicizing the results of that research (AI, 

2010, 8,13).iii And in its 2010-2011 spending plan, the United Nations (UN) earmarked 

$24,520,400—5.9% of its operating budget—for human rights and humanitarian affairs 

(UN, 2010, 2).iv Clearly, international advocacy organizations invest resources in the 

naming and shaming of human rights violations like torture. But does it work? 

Naming and shaming campaigns are organized by actors including sovereign 

governments, IOs like the United Nations (UN), international and domestic advocacy 

groups, and the global news media. Quite simply, international advocacy campaigns are 

designed to shine a spotlight on human rights abuse like torture. Although the goal of this 

negative publicity is to pressure repressive regimes to better respect human rights and 

abide by their international commitments (e.g., Ron, Ramos and Rodgers, 2005; Davis 

and Murdie, 2008; Franklin, 2008; Hafner-Burton, 2008; Hendrix and Wong, 2010), 

evidence that naming and shaming campaigns “work” (i.e., decrease repression) is mixed 
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(e.g., Hafner-Burton, 2008; Franklin, 2008). We argue that these mixed results occur 

either because extant literature assumes that international advocacy has identical impacts 

on each form of abuse (e.g., Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate and Keith, 1999; Franklin, 

2008; Hafner-Burton, 2008), or it assumes that advocacy campaigns affect respect for one 

right (e.g., torture) without impacting others (e.g., Davenport, 1995, 1999; Vreeland, 

2008; Powell and Staton, 2009; Hathaway, 2002). In this chapter, we relax those 

assumptions and investigate how the shaming of one type of human rights violation—in 

this case, torture—affects the extent to which the government continues to torture, as well 

as the extent to which it engages in other violations of human rights.  

We argue that international advocacy campaigns—because they are often targeted 

at one type of repressive behavior—increase the costs of some, but not all, repressive 

methods. We focus on how the international naming and shaming of government torture 

affects both the extent to which the government continues to torture and the extent to 

which it engages in other repressive tactics. We expect leaders to respond to international 

naming and shaming for torture by decreasing the use of torture while introducing or 

ramping up other repressive tactics—including empowerment rights violations that stifle 

collection action. We test our hypotheses using new time-series, cross-national data set 

on types of violation shamed by the United Nations Commission on Human Rights 

(UNCHR) and United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC) from 1995 to 2011. We 

fail to find support for our hypothesis that states respond to international advocacy to end 

torture by reducing that torture and argue that this may be in part because torture is 

difficult to stop once it starts (e.g., Conrad and Moore, 2010; Mitchell, 2009). 

Interestingly, however, our empirical results show that naming and shaming can indeed 
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have unintended and pernicious consequences: on average, states shamed internationally 

for torture increase empowerment violations that provide political opponents with 

opportunities to mobilize against the government. 

By studying the effects of international advocacy campaigns on the unintended 

consequences of naming and shaming, we hope to illuminate the conditions under which 

states adopt different means of repression, as well as provide information to the 

international community about how to better limit or prevent rights abuses. Our work 

suggests that international advocacy organizations should take care in deciding who—and 

how—to shame states for individual human rights violations like torture. While the goal 

of naming and shaming for torture is to decrease the likelihood of such violations, calling 

states out for bad behavior can have unintended negative consequences on state respect 

for empowerment rights. More specifically, shaming for torture can encourage 

governments to squelch civil and political rights in an effort to minimize situations in 

which torture would otherwise prove useful as a tool of government control. 

 

Repression: Rationale and Tactics 

We assume that leaders wish to stay in power (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003) and 

desire a monopoly on the forces of coercion within their territories. When citizens 

threaten that monopoly, repression is one way to respond to the threat and reassert control 

over the state and its populace (e.g., Davenport, 2007a). Empirical results support these 

assumptions, and the observable implications thereof in at least three ways. First, political 

leaders repress in response to domestic threats (e.g., Gurr, 1988; Davenport, 1995; 

Gartner and Regan, 1996; Moore, 2000; Shellman, 2006a; Ritter, 2010; Davenport, 
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2007a). Second, democratic regimes repress less often and less severely than their 

autocratic counterparts (e.g., Poe and Tate, 1994; Davenport, 1995, 1999; Poe, Tate and 

Keith, 1999; Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Davenport, 2007b; Conrad and DeMeritt, 

2013). Third, the economy matters—higher government income and incoming 

international monetary fund (IMF) loans decrease repression, while natural resource 

wealth and World Bank structural adjustment agreements increase abuse (e.g., Franklin, 

1997; Abdouharb and Cingranelli, 2006; Abouharb and Cingranelli, 2007; Young, 2009; 

DeMeritt and Young, 2013). In short, although there are limits on the extent to which a 

given state will violate human rights because of domestic and international factors, 

repression is a rational strategy adopted by leaders when it helps them solidify and/or 

maintain their grasp on power. 

Aside from investigating the covariates of repression writ large, scholars have 

also begun disaggregating the concept of repression and developing explanations for 

discrete types of abuse. With respect to torture in particular, empirical results show that 

leaders often torture—and fail to stop torturing—when they face violent dissent (Conrad 

and Moore, 2010; Davenport, Moore and Armstrong, 2007). In the absence of dissent, 

liberal institutions including popular suffrage and a free press constrain the use of torture 

(Conrad and Moore, 2010; Davenport, Moore and Armstrong, 2007).v Lastly, torture may 

also be constrained if autocratic leaders face effective domestic judiciaries (Conrad, 

2012; Powell and Staton, 2009). These influences may constrain torture, but they do not 

eliminate it. Instead, its use remains pervasive. In the final quarter of the twentieth 

century, for example, an average of 78% of governments used torture against at least one 

person under their control (Cingranelli and Richards, 1999, 2004a). Rather than disappear 
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as a tool of state control, torture has evolved and become less pervasive in discourse 

(Rejali, 2007; Ron, 1997). To avoid international condemnation and punishment for this 

type abuse, democratic leaders—and non-democratic leaders who are otherwise 

monitored internationally—have adopted nonlethal, portable, and non-scarring methods 

of torture (Rejali, 2007, 423). 

The logic behind the decision to shift from “dirty” to “clean” or non-scarring 

torture underscores the fact that repression itself is a very broad concept: Even 

considering one type of repression (torture), states have a set of repressive options at their 

disposal. Building on this insight, we suggest more generally that states have an arsenal 

of repressive tools available for use against their opposition. They can engage in physical 

integrity violations like torture (e.g., Rejali, 2007; Evans and Morgan, 1998), killing (e.g., 

Krain, 1997; Harff, 2003; Midlarsky, 2005), and disappearances (e.g., Grossman, 1991).vi 

They can throw members of the political opposition in prison (e.g., Seymour, 1979). 

Leaders can limit civil liberties and political rights, censoring the media, otherwise 

disallowing free speech, and limiting freedom of domestic and international movement.vii 

Or they can engage in some combination of these repressive tactics (e.g., Rasler, 1986; 

Poe, Tate and Keith, 1999; Cingranelli and Richards, 1999; Wood and Gibney, 2010), 

picking and choosing the human rights violations that best help them meet their goals and 

avoid the potential costs of condemnation.  

Importantly, the decision to use a particular repressive tactic or tactics is not 

static; leaders can change tactics as they deem necessary. Leaders deciding whether or 

not to violate human rights condition their decision on the costs and benefits of repression. 

As we discuss above, the benefits of repression are most obvious when the state faces 
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violent dissent; repression (potentially) helps keep leaders in power. Some institutions 

and conditions (e.g., from democratic institutions, economic dependence on the public, 

etc.) increase the costs of repression writ large; leaders may indeed decrease repression 

across the board when they face such institutions and conditions.  

In other cases, however, the costs of one repressive tactic may increase relative to 

other repressive tactics. If a government is condemned for a particular type of human 

rights abuse, leaders may prefer to decrease the use of relatively costly repressive tactics 

and switch to relatively less costly forms of repression. Between 2001 and 2003, for 

example, Rwanda held its first series of post-genocide elections. Although physical 

integrity violations decreased once internal conflict ended, Rwanda's transition to 

democracy did not end government repression. Instead, Rwanda’s transition to 

democracy “revealed a shift in repressive practices” (Davenport, 2007b, 2-3). More 

specifically, the emergence of elections was coupled with heightened restrictions on the 

press and increased imprisonment of the opposition. 

Although there are domestic costs to repression writ large and individual 

repressive tactics, like policymakers and humanitarians, we assume that the costs of 

repression also vary on an international dimension. As such, we focus in this chapter on 

the costs of being targeted with international advocacy campaigns. We investigate the 

effect of being named and shamed for torture on subsequent (1) torture and (2) 

empowerment rights violations. Our specific interest on international naming and 

shaming allows us to isolate the effect of a particular event on the use of subsequent 

repressive tactics. Because shaming is often directed at torture, specifically, rather than at 

repression, generally, it provides us with an opportunity to look at its effects on both the 
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shamed tactic and on other repressive tactics that may be employed by the state. 

 

The Effects of Naming & Shaming for Torture 

In order to determine the effect of naming and shaming on torture and empowerment 

rights, viii  we assume that being targeted with an international advocacy campaign 

increases leaders’ costs for continuing the status quo. Costs may be imposed directly, as 

the international community seems to believe. They may also be imposed indirectly: For 

example, there is evidence that states with repressive human rights records receive less 

foreign direct investment (FDI) and portfolio investment (Richards, Gelleny and Sacko, 

2001; Blanton and Blanton, 2007), as well as fewer arms exports (Blanton, 2000). States 

are also increasingly tying trade decisions to human rights, creating preferential trade 

agreements (PTAs) with countries that respect human rights (Hafner-Burton, 2005). 

Finally, negative attention at the international level can result in the creation of new 

domestic NGOs and an increased presence of litigants taking claims before a domestic 

court (e.g., Conrad and Ritter, 2013). In short, negative attention at the international level 

can lead to costly domestic and international consequences.  

Despite high levels of investment in advocacy campaigns and evidence that it 

imposes indirect costs, empirical evidence on the direct effectiveness of these campaigns 

is inconsistent: Hafner-Burton (2008) finds that efforts to name and shame states for 

restricting political freedoms loosen such restrictions, while similar efforts to publicize 

physical integrity violations have no pacific impact on that terror. Further, states shamed 

by international actors may actually increase their use of terror after being targeted 

(Hafner-Burton, 2008). Differently, Franklin (2008) finds that naming and shaming by 



 9 

NGOs lessens physical integrity abuse, but only in states with high foreign capital 

dependence. In short, empirical results are mixed: International naming and shaming 

campaigns may improve respect for human rights, but only by some international actors, 

only for some human rights, and only under specific conditions.  

We believe that these mixed results may be the result of implausible assumptions 

in extant work.ix The literature either assumes that international naming and shaming has 

identical impacts on each form of repression (e.g., Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate and 

Keith, 1999; Franklin, 2008; Hafner-Burton, 2008), or it assumes that advocacy 

campaigns affect respect for one right (e.g., torture) without impacting others (e.g., 

Davenport, 1995, 1999; Vreeland, 2008; Powell and Staton, 2009; Hathaway, 2002). 

Existing work also tends to conflate naming and shaming by all international actors into a 

single shaming event, which rules out the possibility that different actors (or their 

different methods of spotlighting abusers) have different impacts on subsequent abuse 

(e.g., Hafner-Burton, 2008). 

These assumptions strike us as consequentially restrictive. It seems particularly 

implausible that a leader, having identified repression as a cost-effective means of 

pursuing a desired outcome, will cease all repression in the face of an international 

advocacy campaign. Conflating different types of abuse into a single dependent variable, 

or focusing on one type of abuse without considering alternative options, will not capture 

the process by which governments decide whether and how to repress, and therefore will 

not yield consistent results. Conflating these types of abuse into a single dependent 

variable prevents seeing these countervailing impacts empirically; instead, shame’s 

pacific impact on one form of abuse and simultaneous aggravation of a second may 



 10 

cancel each other out, leading to the mixed results we see in extant work on state 

repression. Instead, we suggest that repressive tactics may be a set of related policies. 

When the costs of one repressive tactic increase, we expect state to turn to less costly 

ways of engaging in repression against the populace. 

In this chapter, we focus specifically on the effects of naming and shaming by the 

United Nations—specifically, the United Nations Commission on Human Rights 

(UNCHR) and the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC)—for government 

torture. Since 2006, the UNHRC—and prior to the 2006, the UNCHR—is the main 

international organization (IO) responsible for naming and shaming states for violations 

of human rights.x As part of their mandate, these bodies are tasked with the issuance of 

resolutions to publicly condemn repressive countries for violations of human rights.  

Although the UN bodies often name and shame states for broad violations of 

human rights, they also call out states for specific repressive tactics, including 

government torture. Torture is one violation of the set of physical integrity rights, which 

are “state or state-affiliated activities [that] target the integrity of the person (i.e., which 

directly threaten human life)” (Davenport, 2007c, 476). We adopt the United Nations 

Convention Against Torture (CAT) definition of government torture:xi 

… any act by which severe pain or suffering, whether physical or mental, is 

intentionally inflicted on a person for such purposes as obtaining from him or a 

third person information or a confession, punishing him for an act he or a third 

person has committed or is suspected of having committed, or intimidating or 

coercing him or a third person, or for any reason based on discrimination of any 

kind, when such pain or suffering is in by or at the instigation of or with the 
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consent or acquiescence of a public official or other person acting in an official 

capacity. It does not include pain or suffering arising only from, inherent in or 

incidental to lawful sanctions. 

Above, we assumed that being targeting with an international naming and shaming 

campaign increases leaders’ costs for continuing the status quo. As such, when states are 

named and shamed for human rights violations, they face incentives to decrease human 

rights violations, writ large. When states are named and shamed for one tactic in isolation, 

they face incentives to decrease the use of that tactic. But if they believe repression to be 

an important part of addressing violent dissent and/or remaining in power, they may also 

face incentives to simultaneously increase the use of other repressive techniques. In this 

way, leaders can minimize the costs associated with being shamed for abusive tactic A 

while continuing to pursue their goals via tactics B, C, etc. If this is true, then one 

observable consequence of being shamed for torture should be a change in the use of 

torture itself. Torture is the status quo, and (as discussed above) continuing that status 

quo behavior leaves the state vulnerable to the potential (direct and indirect, domestic and 

international) costs of shaming. In an effort to reduce these costs, leaders should use less 

torture once that behavior is put in an international spotlight than they used at the time 

they were shamed. This discussion leads to our first testable hypothesis about the effect 

of United Nations shaming for torture on the subsequent use of government torture. 

Hypothesis 1. In response to international advocacy condemning government torture, 

states decrease torture. 

Reducing the use of torture is not the only way for leaders to move away from a 

shamed status quo. Government leaders may also change their practices with respect to 
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other forms of repression, including empowerment rights.xii Why would governments 

restrict empowerment rights at the same time as they decrease the use of torture? 

Governments typically engage in torture for three reasons: (1) to generate intelligence or 

a confession, (2) to intimidate the victim and/or others, and (3) to discriminate (Rejali, 

2007). Being named and shamed for torture reduces leaders' abilities to use torture for 

these purposes because it makes that behavior more costly. That shaming, however, does 

not eradicate the reason(s) the leader chose to torture in the first place. So when leaders 

are limited in their ability to use torture in pursuit of these goals, they may instead find 

other ways to achieve their desired outcome. 

One available option is to limit rights that encourage citizen coordination and 

cooperation—namely, empowerment rights. Restrictions on empowerment rights involve 

“state or state-affiliated limitations, such as arrests, banning, and curfews, being placed 

on expression, association, assembly, and beliefs” (Davenport, 2007c, 476). If citizens 

are less able to communicate freely, form groups, and organize, then they are less able to 

dissent against the state. In such cases, torture becomes less important; preemptive 

empowerment rights violations minimize the government's need to engage in physical 

integrity violations. Another observable implication of our argument, then, is that states 

may respond to being shamed for torture by increasing restrictions on empowerment 

rights. Such behavior enables leaders to avoid paying the costs of naming and shaming 

for torture, while allowing them to continue the rational use of repression to maintain 

their grasp on power. This discussion leads to a second testable hypothesis linking the 

UN shaming of torture to increases in government violations of empowerment rights.  

Hypothesis 2. In response to international advocacy condemning government torture, 
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states increase empowerment rights violations. 

 

Data & Empirics 

We are interested in determining how international advocacy condemning torture 

influences the subsequent use of torture, as well as state violations of empowerment 

rights. In what follows, we discuss the empirical strategy we use to test our hypotheses. 

 

Dependent Variables & Model Specification 

In order to test our hypotheses, we require measures of two dependent variables: the 

extent to which government engage in torture and the extent to which governments 

violate various individual empowerment rights. To capture annual torture incidence, we 

measure Torture using a trichotomous indicator of the concept from Cingranelli and 

Richards (2004b). It ranges from zero to two, with lower values capturing more 

frequent/widespread abuse in a given country-year. To make interpretation more intuitive, 

we reverse this coding so that higher values correspond to increasingly 

frequent/widespread abuse in the models reported below. 

With regard to empowerment rights, we are interested in individual rights that 

make it easier for people to mobilize against the government. We capture Empowerment 

Rights using several ordinal measures that also come from Cingranelli and Richards 

(2004b). In the Cingranelli and Richards (2004b) data, each of the measures is an 

indicator of freedom to pursue rights. Association measures the extent to which citizens 

are free to assemble with others as part of political and special-interest groups. Domestic 

Movement and Foreign Movement capture the extent to which citizens are able to move 
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within their own country and the extent to which they are able to leave and return to their 

own country, respectively. Speech captures the extent to which freedom of speech and the 

press are censored by the government, while Electoral Self-Determination measures 

whether citizens enjoy “freedom of political choice and the legal right and ability in 

practice to change the laws and officials that govern them through free and fair elections.” 

Finally, we measure respect for religious freedom using Religion, which captures the 

extent to which the freedom to practice religious beliefs is subject to government 

restrictions. Each of these ordinal variables ranges from zero (no respect for the right) to 

two (full respect of the right). In our analyses, we reverse the coding of these variables, 

so higher values indicate less respect for a given empowerment right. 

Our dependent variables, Torture and Empowerment Rights, are ordered measures 

of human rights violations; for each right, we assume that no respect is less than some 

respect, which is less than full respect. This assumption means that were we to use the 

simplest available estimator, Ordinary Least Squares (OLS), our errors would be 

heteroskedastic, and our standard errors would be biased. In this case, our confidence 

intervals would be unreliable and our hypothesis tests severely awed (Long, 1997). To 

increase confidence in our results, then, we use ordered probit to model the effects of 

naming and shaming for torture on the likelihood and severity of subsequent torture and 

empowerment rights violations.  

While avoiding the pitfalls of OLS, this choice of estimator requires us to 

confront two other potential issues. First, we face a selection effect: governments are 

more likely to be criticized by the CHR and the HRC as their human rights worsen 

(Lebovic and Voeten, 2006). Because states with worse human rights records are also the 
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least likely to change their behavior, however, the coefficient estimates that we present 

below are biased toward null findings. Second, state decisions to torture may be related to 

state decisions to violate empowerment rights. Indeed, we argue explicitly that that is the 

case. The ordered probit models presented here do not allow us to account for the 

resultant correlated errors across the equations for government torture and empowerment 

rights violations.xiii We are currently developing an estimator that better captures these 

aspects of the data generating process, and encourage other scholars to similarly continue 

the development and application of careful estimation strategies. 

 

Independent Variables 

Cross-national data exist on when states are named and shamed by the international 

community (e.g., Ron, Ramos and Rodgers, 2005; Ramos, Ron and Thoms, 2007; 

Lebovic and Voeten, 2006; Hafner-Burton, 2008; Franklin, 2008). These data provide 

valuable information on “who got condemned and by whom” (Lebovic and Voeten, 2006, 

862-3). While certainly important, existing quantitative data do not include information 

on why international condemnation of state repression occurred in the first place. Was it 

because of torture? Because of government killing? Because political parties were 

banned? We simply do not know. In order to test our hypotheses about how states 

respond to the shaming of torture in particular, we require data on the individual tactics 

for which states were shamed by the international community. 

We use new data from DeMeritt and Conrad (2013) on the extent to which a state 

has been shamed for the use of torture by the United Nations Commission on Human 

Rights (UNCHR) and the United Nation Human Rights Council (UNHRC) from 1995 to 
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2011.xiv As part of their mandate, both the UNCHR and the UNHRC are tasked with the 

issuance of resolutions to publicly condemn repressive countries for violations of human 

rights.xv In order to generate our data, we performed content analysis of these resolutions 

to determine the extent to which they shame states for individual violations of human 

rights including government torture and empowerment rights. The unit of analysis in 

these new data is the UNCHR or UNHRC resolution.xvi After recording identifying 

information about each resolution, we code whether the resolution shamed physical 

integrity or empowerment rights violations (Cingranelli and Richards, 1999), as well as 

the specific form(s) of abuse mentioned in the resolution.  

Within the set of physical integrity violations, we record information on which the 

extent to which a state was shamed for torture (among other violations of human rights) 

in a given year. Within the set of empowerment rights, we record restrictions on freedoms 

of speech, domestic and foreign movement, political participation (electoral self-

determination), and religion. We use these data to create a binary measure, Shamed for 

Torture, that records whether or not a country was shamed for torture during a given year. 

We lag this measure in our empirical models to account for the potential endogenous 

relationship between human rights violations and international naming and shaming. 

In order to account for other factors that affect both human rights violations and 

the production of naming and shaming allegations, we include a battery of controls from 

the literature in our models. First, human rights violations are path dependent: the level of 

past repression affects the extent to which state repress in the future (Carey, 2010; Gurr, 

1988; Davenport, 2007b). Thus, we include a one-year lag the dependent variable in each 

of our models. Second, democracies are, on average, less repressive than their democratic 
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counterparts (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2005; Davenport, 1995, 1997, 1999, 2004, 

2007b; Davenport and Armstrong, 2004; Fein, 1995; Franklin, 1997; Henderson, 1991; 

King, 1998; Krain, 1997; Regan and Henderson, 2002; Richards, 1999). We measure 

democracy using the Polity IV DEM-AUT scale, which accounts for institutional 

variation within states (Marshall and Jaggers, 2001). We rescale Polity IV such that it 

ranges from 0 to 20, with 20 representing a fully consolidated democracy. Third, states 

are more likely to engage in repression of all types when they face domestic dissent or 

international violence (Davenport, 2007b; Franklin, 2009; Lichbach, 1987, 1995; Moore, 

2000; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate and Keith, 1999; Shellman, 2006b). We capture this 

using a binary indicator from the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset, which equals one 

in country-years experiencing civil and/or international wars (Gleditsch et al., 2002). 

Lastly, state wealth and national income tend to be related to state repression (Abdouharb 

and Cingranelli, 2006; Davenport, 1995, 2007c; Poe and Tate, 1994; Poe, Tate and Keith, 

1999; Ziegenhagen, 1986). As such, we control for the natural logs of gross domestic 

product (GDP) and population using data from the Penn World Tables and the World 

Bank. Each control variable is lagged one period in our empirical models. 

 

Results & Discussion 

We hypothesized that states would respond to international condemnation—naming and 

shaming—for government torture by decreasing the use of torture as a repressive tactic 

and by increasing violations of individual empowerment rights. Table 1 shows the results 

of our empirical models. In the first column of Table 1, the dependent variable is Torture, 

as measured by Cingranelli and Richards (2004b). Columns 3 through 7 provide 
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information on the effect of our covariates on the violation of various empowerment 

rights: Association, Domestic Movement, Foreign Movement, Speech, Self-Determination, 

and Religion. Although we include in our models a variety of covariates, we are primarily 

interested in the effect of Shaming Torture on each of these dependent variables and 

focus our discussion on these results. 

[Table 1 about here.] 

We do not find support for our first hypothesis that UN shaming for torture leads 

to decreases in the torture incidence. Although the sign on Shaming Torture in Column 1 

is negative, the coefficient fails to meet conventional levels of statistical significance. 

Increasing the costs of torture via international naming and shaming does not appear to 

motivate state leaders and their agents to decrease the use of that violation of human 

rights. We can think of at least two reasons why this may be the case. First, it is possible 

that naming and shaming does not increase the costs of state repression. More specifically, 

governments may be able to ignore United Nations criticism of their behavior because 

there are no tangible consequences associated with international condemnation. Because 

of research on the deleterious effects of naming and shaming, as well as the extent to 

which strategic international actors engage in naming and shaming campaigns, however, 

we are hesitant to conclude from these results that international criticism enacts no cost 

on shamed governments. Our results on Empowerment Rights discussed below further 

suggest that governments do not completely ignore international advocacy.  

Second, we know from previous work that government torture is subject to 

principal-agent problems (Mitchell, 2009; Conrad and Moore, 2010). Although state 

leaders pay the increase cost of international naming and shaming efforts, their agents are 
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the ones implementing physical integrity violations like torture. As such, even when 

leaders wish to decrease torture and order their agents to stop violating rights, they may 

be unable to completely enact such a policy change. Hafner-Burton (2005) also finds that 

leaders may be unable to control some violations of human rights—like torture—even 

when they are faced with international condemnation for the practice. Her results on the 

effect of aggregate naming and shaming suggest that international condemnation of 

human rights violations writ large increases state terror and decreases violations of civil 

and political rights. Thus, it may be the case that the international naming and shaming of 

torture does increase the costs of torture violations; we just are unable to find evidence of 

it with this model specification. We welcome future research on better determining the 

effect of naming and shaming torture on the extent to which governments continue to 

torture in states where principal-agent issues are particularly pervasive. 

The effect of shaming torture on empowerment rights violations is more telling 

about the extent to which governments respond to international condemnation. Shaming 

Torture is positively and significantly related to four of the six violations of 

empowerment rights we investigate, including violations of the right to freedom of 

association, the freedom of domestic movement, and the freedoms of speech and electoral 

self-determination. The international condemnation of torture is not associated with 

violations of the right to freedom of foreign movement or with religious freedom. We 

believe that these statistical results reveal a new and important consequence of 

international naming and shaming: States shamed for torture increase restrictions on 

citizens’ freedoms and empowerment, perhaps to minimize the situations in which torture 

would be advantageous to the state. But how strong is this response, and how severe are 
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these changes? To determine the substantive impacts of our findings, Figure 1 presents 

estimated first differences in the probability of each level of each type of empowerment 

right, where the difference comes from the introduction of shaming for torture.xvii 

[Figure 1 about here.] 

As noted above, freedom of assembly and association is the “internationally 

recognized right of citizens to assemble freely and to associate with other persons in 

political parties, trade unions, cultural organizations, or other special-interest groups” 

(Cingranelli and Richards, 2004a). Ceteris paribus, shaming for torture lowers the 

probably that this freedom is unrestricted and freely enjoyed by an average of 36%. 

Shaming for torture makes it 31% more likely that these freedoms are limited, and 5% 

more likely that these freedoms are severely restricted or denied completely. When states 

face international criticism for torture, they restrict the extent to which individuals are 

free to associate with groups that may form contrary opinions to the government. By 

limiting the ability of these groups to organize these groups as they form, the government 

may be able to avoid situations in which torture is the preferable policy choice. 

Next, freedom of domestic movement captures “citizens’ freedom to travel within 

their own country” (Cingranelli and Richards, 2004a). All else equal, international 

shaming for torture reduces the likelihood that citizens can move freely by 18%, while 

increasing the likelihood of some restrictions on domestic movement by 18% and 

increasing the likelihood of severe restrictions by 0.2%. As was the case with restrictions 

on freedom of assembly, governments do not crack down on all movement in response to 

the international naming and shaming of torture. To do so would likely warrant a 

backlash from both domestic and international audiences. But governments do appear to 
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place some limits on the extent to which individuals are able to move domestically, 

limiting the likelihood that they are able to engage in dissent against the state. 

Third, freedom of speech indicates “the extent to which freedoms of speech and 

press are affected by government censorship, including ownership of media outlets. 

Censorship is any form of restriction that is placed on freedom of the press, speech or 

expression. Expression may be in the form of art or music" (Cingranelli and Richards, 

2004a). Ceteris paribus, shaming for torture reduces the probability that this type of 

censorship is absent by 12%, and increases the probability of complete government 

censorship by 24%. Although it affects the chances that a society is wholly (un)censored, 

this same shaming has no significant impact on the probability of the middle category, or 

some censorship by the state. Why might leaders restrict freedom of speech more 

completely than freedoms of assembly or domestic movement?  

Both assembly and movement are clearly individual-level rights; they limit each 

individual citizen's ability to join with other citizens and potentially organize and 

mobilize against the state. Differently, freedom of speech places limits on the media. The 

media is already organized, capable of communicating with a very large number of 

citizens at once, and therefore equipped to mobilize citizens much more quickly than they 

could mobilize themselves. Continuing to allow media freedom, then, should increase the 

chances of dissent and a real threat to the government's grasp on power more than 

continuing to allow at least some freedom of assembly or movement; continuing to allow 

some media freedom is more costly than continuing to allow some assembly or 

movement. As above, imposing complete media censorship may well warrant a backlash. 

Given the potential risks associated with not imposing complete censorship, however, 
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states may be willing to risk that backlash in order to maintain their hold on power.  

Finally, electoral self-determination captures the extent to which “citizens enjoy 

freedom of political choice and the legal right and ability in practice to change the laws 

and officials that govern them through free and fair elections” (Cingranelli and Richards, 

2004a). All else equal, shaming for torture lowers by 27% the likelihood that citizens 

enjoy this right to self-determination in both law and practice. It also raises by 32% the 

likelihood that self-determination exists in neither law nor practice. Shaming for torture 

has no significant effect on whether or not a society is somewhat limited (i.e., has the 

legal right to self-determination but faces limitations to the fulfillment of this right in 

practice). Like the media, elections are an organized institution capable of reaching a 

very large number of citizens and allowing their voices to be heard. Elections are, in fact, 

actually designed to mobilize the population en masse. For leaders who have been using 

torture and have been named and shamed for that torture, elections pose a direct and 

immediate threat to their grasp on power. It therefore makes sense that those leaders will 

act strongly to prevent elections from occurring; they may face a backlash, but they will 

be in power to (attempt to) weather that backlash. 

Overall, our results show that international naming and shaming for torture limits 

citizens’ abilities to act and interact as they wish. Why might this be the case? We 

suggest that leaders respond to being shamed for torture by increasing violations of 

empowerment rights that help citizens overcome their collective action problems and 

mobilize against the state. If people cannot relocate as desired, associate with one another, 

express themselves freely or participate in the selection and replacement of their leaders, 

fewer individuals are able to dissent against the state. As a whole, citizens in these 



 23 

circumstances are largely incapable of forming a cohesive opposition that threatens 

leaders' monopoly on power. On the other hand, empowerment violations that have a 

lesser impact on individuals' ability to mobilize—including freedom of religion and the 

ability to leave the country—seem to be unaffected by international advocacy campaigns 

to end torture. Thus we believe that when a state is put on notice for torture, it responds 

by securing its own grasp on power, limiting empowerment rights that increase the 

probability of the leader being ousted from office.  

 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, we hypothesized that international naming and shaming campaigns 

targeted at torture would have two effects on domestic respect for human rights. First, we 

predicted (and failed to find support for the prediction) that the international 

condemnation of torture would increase the costs of government torture and consequently 

decrease its subsequent use. Second, we suggested that UN naming and shaming of 

torture would have another effect: making governments prefer other, relatively less costly 

types of repression—like empowerment rights violations. We found strong empirical 

support for this hypothesis. 

Although we did not find support for our prediction that shaming for torture 

decreases torture, we are not entirely convinced that shaming has no effect on subsequent 

torture. Torture is subject to agency problems, such that even when state leaders wish to 

stop violations, it is often difficult to do so. Although leaders may feel heightened costs 

of torture due to international naming and shaming, they cannot stop torture if they 

cannot control their agents. It may be that the costs of naming and shaming torture only 
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manifest themselves in decreased violations in states—like democracies—that have 

relatively better control over their agents. Or, it may be the case that those costs only 

manifest themselves in decreased violations in states—like dictatorships—that can 

threaten violence against agents who go rogue. Unpacking the potential mediating role of 

regime type on the principal-agent interaction that generates torture strikes us as a 

profitable direction for future research. 

Our results make clear that international condemnation of torture does have 

pernicious effects: when states are called out for torture by the United Nations, they are 

more likely to place limits on citizens' empowerment rights. They are more likely to limit 

freedoms of assembly/association and domestic movement, and to quash freedoms of 

speech and electoral self-determination, than they would be in the absence of naming and 

shaming for torture. These limits restrict citizens' ability to organize and mobilize against 

the state, increasing the likelihood that the leadership remains in power and reducing the 

chance that they face circumstances that would otherwise lead to torture.  

Of course, empowerment rights are only one subset of options in the repressive 

arsenal. In other work, we are focusing on the effects of international shaming for 

physical integrity violations like torture on subsequent physical integrity violations. That 

work follows a logic similar to what we lay out here: Naming and shaming for one type 

of human rights abuse should induce a move away from the status quo, through a 

reduction in the use of the shamed abuse and/or through the introduction of other forms 

of repression. Our broad goal with this research program is to unpack the umbrella 

concept of “repression” in a way that clarifies the mixed empirical findings that 

characterize current work on naming and shaming and leads to a better understanding of 
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not only why, but also how, leaders repress their citizens' human rights. 

In line with the purpose of this volume, we have focused attention on the effect of 

naming and shaming torture on torture and empowerment rights violations. Future work 

could focus on whether shaming for other physical integrity violations—killing, 

disappearance, and political imprisonment—has similar effects. We expect that 

international naming and shaming for these violations would have similar pernicious 

effects on empowerment right violations. Furthermore, killing, disappearances, and 

political imprisonment are not subject to as much agency loss as torture; as such, we may 

also find stronger effects for the effect of shaming these violations on subsequent 

physical integrity violations. 

Like the other authors whose work appears in these pages, we believe that the 

systematic use of torture by states is a troubling indicator of the continued erosion of 

government respect for human rights. We applaud the international advocates who invest 

in calling out abusive leaders, but temper our applause with a note of caution: As 

demonstrated in this chapter, shining a spotlight on torture may lead to unintended and 

undesirable consequences. 

 



 26 

 
References 

Abdouharb, M. Rodwan and David L. Cingranelli. 2006. “The Human Rights Effects of 
World Bank Structural Adjustment, 1981-2000.” International Studies Quarterly 50(2): 
233-262. 
 
Abouharb, M. Rodwan and David L. Cingranelli. 2007. Human Rights and Structural 
Adjustment. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
AI. 2010. “Amnesty International Limited and Amnesty International Charity Limited: 
Report and Financial Statements for the Year Ended 31 March 2010.” URL: 
http://www.amnesty.org/en/library/info/FIN40/013/2010/en 
 
Blanton, Robert G. and Shannon Lindsay Blanton. 2007. “Human Rights and Trade: 
Beyond the Spotlight.” International Interactions 33(2): 97-117. 
 
Blanton, Shannon Lindsay. 2000. “Promoting Human Rights and Democracy in the 
Developing World: US Rhetoric versus US Arms Exports.” American Journal of 
Political Science 44(1): 123-131. 
 
Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce, Alastair Smith, Randolph M. Siverson and James Morrow. 
2003. The Logic of Political Survival. MIT Press. 
 
Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce, George W. Downs, Alastair Smith and Feryal Marie Cherif. 
2005. “Thinking Inside the Box: A Closer Look at Democracy and Human Rights.” 
International Studies Quarterly 49(3): 439-457. 
 
Carey, Sabine C. 2010. “The Use of Repression as a Response to Domestic Dissent." 
Political Studies 58(1): 167-186. 
 
Cingranelli, David L. and David L. Richards. 1999. “Measuring the Level, Pattern and 
Sequence of Government Respect for Physical Integrity Rights.” International Studies 
Quarterly 43(2): 407-418. 
 
Cingranelli, David L. and David L. Richards. 2004a. “The Cingranelli Richards (CIRI) 
Human Rights Database Coding Manual.” available online at 
http://ciri.binghamton.edu/documentation.asp. 
 
Cingranelli, David L. and David L. Richards. 2004b. “The Cingranelli Richards (CIRI) 
Human Rights Dataset.” 
 
Conrad, Courtenay R. 2013. “Divergent Incentives for Dictators: Domestic Institutions 
and (International Promises Not to) Torture.” Forthcoming at the Journal of Conflict 
Resolution. 
 



 27 

Conrad, Courtenay R. and Emily Hencken Ritter. 2013. “Treaties, Tenure, and Torture: 
The Conflicting Domestic Effects of International Law.” Forthcoming at the Journal of 
Politics. 
 
Conrad, Courtenay R. and Jacqueline H.R. DeMeritt. 2013. “Constrained by the Bank 
and the Ballot: Unearned Revenue, Democracy, and State Incentives to Repress.” Journal 
of Peace Research 50(1): 105-119. 
 
Conrad, Courtenay Ryals and Will H. Moore. 2010. “What Stops the Torture?” American 
Journal of Political Science 54(2): 459-476. 
 
Davenport, Christian. 1995. “Multi-Dimensional Threat Perception and State Repression: 
An Inquiry Into Why States Apply Negative Sanctions.” American Journal of Political 
Science 39(3): 683-713. 
 
Davenport, Christian. 1997. “From Ballots to Bullets: An Empirical Assessment of How 
National Elections Influence State Uses of Political Repression.” Electoral Studies 16(4): 
517-540. 
 
Davenport, Christian. 1999. “Human Rights and the Democratic Proposition.” Journal of 
Conflict Resolution 43(1): 92-116. 
 
Davenport, Christian. 2004. “Human Rights and the Promise of Democratic Pacification.” 
International Studies Quarterly 48(3): 539-560. 
 
Davenport, Christian. 2007a. “State Repression and Political Order.” Annual Review of 
Political Science 10: 1-27. 
 
Davenport, Christian. 2007b. State Repression and the Domestic Democratic Peace. New 
York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Davenport, Christian. 2007c. “State Repression and the Tyrannical Peace.” Journal of 
Peace Research 44(4): 485-504. 
 
Davenport, Christian and David Armstrong. 2004. “Democracy and the Violation of 
Human Rights: A Statistical Analysis from 1976-1996.” American Journal of Political 
Science 48(3): 538-554. 
 
Davenport, Christian, Will H. Moore and David Armstrong. 2007. “The Puzzle of Abu 
Ghraib: Are Democratic Institutions a Palliative or Panacea?” Working paper available at 
SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1022367. 
 
Davis, David R. and Amanda Murdie. 2012. “Shaming and Blaming for Change: An 
Event-Data Study on the Impact of Human Rights INGOs on Human Rights Practices.” 
International Studies Quarterly 56(1): 1-16. 
 



 28 

DeMeritt, Jacqueline H.R. 2012. “International Organizations and Government Killing: 
Does Naming and Shaming Save Lives?” International Interactions 38(5): 597-621. 
 
DeMeritt, Jacqueline H.R. and Courtenay R. Conrad. 2013. “The Unintended 
Consequences of Human Rights Advocacy.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
International Studies Association. 
 
DeMeritt, Jacqueline H.R. and Joseph K. Young. 2013. “A Political Economy of Human 
Rights: Oil and State Incentives to Repress.” Conflict Management and Peace Science 
30(2): 99-120. 
 
Evans, Malcolm D. and Rod Morgan. 1998. Preventing Torture: A Study of the European 
Convention for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment. New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Fein, Helen. 1995. “More Murder in the Middle: Life-Integrity Violations and 
Democracy in the World.” Human Rights Quarterly 17: 170-191. 
 
Franklin, James C. 1997. “IMF Conditionality, Threat Perception and Political 
Repression: A Cross-National Analysis.” Comparative Political Studies 30: 576-606. 
 
Franklin, James C. 2008. “Shame on You: The Impact of Human Rights Criticism on 
Political Repression in Latin America.” International Studies Quarterly 52(1): 187-211. 
 
Franklin, James C. 2009. “Contentious Challenges and Government Responses in Latin 
America.” Political Research Quarterly 62(4): 700-714. 
 
Gartner, Scott S. and Patrick M. Regan. 1996. “Threat and Repression: The Non-Linear 
Relationship between Government and Opposition Violence.” Journal of Peace Research 
33(3): 273-288. 
 
Gleditsch, N. P., Wallensteen, P., Eriksson, M., Sollenberg, M., & Strand, H. 2002. 
“Armed Conflict 1946-2001: A New Dataset.” Journal of Peace Research, 39(5): 615-
637. 
 
Grossman, Herschel I. 1991. “A General Equilibrium Model of Insurrections.” American 
Economic Review 81(4): 912-21. 
 
Gurr, Ted Robert. 1988. “War, Revolution, and the Growth of the Coercive State.” 
Comparative Political Studies 21(1): 45-65. 
 
Hafner-Burton, Emilie M. 2005. “Right or Robust? The Sensitive Nature of Repression to 
Globalization.” Journal of Peace Research 42(6): 679-698. 
 
Hafner-Burton, Emilie M. 2008. “Sticks and Stones: Naming and Shaming and the 
Human Rights Enforcement Problem.” International Organization 62(4): 689-716. 



 29 

 
Harff, Barbara. 2003. “No Lessons Learned from the Holocaust: Assessing Risks of 
Genocide and Political Mass Murder Since 1955.” American Political Science Review 
97(1): 57-74. 
 
Hathaway, Oona A. 2002. “Do Human Rights Treaties Make a Difference?" Yale Law 
Journal 111: 1935-2042. 
 
Henderson, Conway. 1991. “Conditions Affecting the Use of Political Repression." 
Journal of Conflict Resolution 35(1): 120-142. 
 
Hendrix, Cullen S. and Wendy H. Wong. 2010. “The Pen is Truly Mighty: Direct 
Communication, Amnesty International's Urgent Action Campaigns, and Human Rights 
Practices in Target States.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the International 
Studies Association. 
 
Hill, Daniel W., Will H. Moore and Bumba Mukherjee. 2013. “Information Politics v 
Organizational Incentives: Are Amnesty International's ‘Naming and Shaming’ Reports 
Biased?” Forthcoming at International Studies Quarterly.  
 
King, John. 1998. “Repression, Domestic Threat, and Interactions in Argentina and 
Chile." Journal of Political and Military Sociology 26(2): 1-27. 
 
Krain, Matthew. 1997. “State-Sponsored Mass Murder: A Study of the Onset and 
Severity of Genocides and Politicides.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 41(3): 331-360. 
 
Lebovic, James H. and Eric Voeten. 2006. “The Politics of Shame: The Condemnation of 
Country Human Rights Practices in the UNCHR.” International Studies Quarterly 50(4): 
861-888. 
 
Lichbach, Mark. 1987. “Deterrence or Escalation? The Puzzle of Aggregate Studies of 
Repression and Dissent.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 31(2): 266-297. 
 
Lichbach, Mark. 1995. The Rebel's Dilemma. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 
 
Long, J. Scott. 1997. Regression Models for Categorical and Limited Dependent 
Variables. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Marshall, Monty and Keith Jaggers. 2001. “Polity IV Project: Political Regime 
Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-1999.” Data User’s Manual. Available online at: 
http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/polreg.htm. 
 
Midlarsky, Manus I. 2005. The Killing Trap: Genocide in the Twentieth Century. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Mitchell, Neil J. 2009. Agents of Atrocity: Leaders, Followers and Human Rights 



 30 

Violations in Civil Wars. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Moore, Will H. 2000. “The Repression of Dissent: A Substitution Model of Government 
Coercion.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 44(1): 107-127. 
 
Neumayer, Eric. 2005. “Do International Human Rights Treaties Improve Respect for 
Human Rights?” Journal of Conflict Resolution 49(6): 925-953. 
 
Poe, Steven and C. Neal Tate. 1994. “Repression of Personal Integrity Rights in the 
1980's: A Global Analysis.” American Political Science Review 88: 853-872. 
 
Poe, Steven, C. Neal Tate and Linda Camp Keith. 1999. “Repression of the Human Right 
to Personal Integrity Revisited: A Global, Cross-National Study Covering the Years 
1976-1993.” International Studies Quarterly 43(2): 291-313. 
 
Powell, Emilia J. and Jeffrey K. Staton. 2009. “Domestic Judicial Institutions and Human 
Rights Treaty Violation.” International Studies Quarterly 53(1): 149-174. 
 
Ramos, Howard, James Ron and Oskar N.T. Thoms. 2007. “Shaping the Northern 
Media's Human Rights Coverage, 1986-2000.” Journal of Peace Research 44(4): 385-
406. 
 
Rasler, Karen. 1986. “War, Accommodation, and Violence in the United States, 1890-
1970.” American Political Science Review 80(3): 921-945. 
 
Regan, Patrick and Errol Henderson. 2002. “Democracy, Threats and Political Repression 
in Developing Countries: Are Democracies Internally Less Violent?” Third World 
Quarterly 23(1): 119-136. 
 
Rejali, Darius. 2007. Torture and Democracy. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
University Press. 
 
Richards, David L. 1999. “Perilous Proxy: Human Rights and the Presence of National 
Elections.” Social Science Quarterly 80(4): 648-668. 
 
Richards, David L., Ronald D. Gelleny and David H. Sacko. 2001. “Money with a Mean 
Streak? Foreign Economic Penetration and Government Respect for Human Rights in 
Developing Countries." International Studies Quarterly 45(2): 219-239. 
 
Ritter, Emily Hencken. 2010. “Conflict Processes and Courts: Repression, Dissent, and 
the Influence of Domestic Judicial Institutions.” Dissertation, Emory University, Atlanta, 
GA. 
 
Ron, James. 1997. “Varying Methods of State Violence.” International Organization 
51(2): 275-300. 
 



 31 

Ron, James, Howard Ramos and Kathleen Rodgers. 2005. “Transnational Information 
Politics: NGO Human Rights Reporting, 1986-2000.” International Studies Quarterly 
49(3): 557-588. 
 
Seymour, J.D. 1979. “Indices of Political Imprisonment.” Universal Human Rights 1(1): 
99-103. 
 
Shellman, Stephen M. 2006a. “Leaders’ Motivations and Actions: Explaining 
Government-Dissident Conflict-Cooperation Processes.” Conflict Management and 
Peace Science 23(1): 73-90. 
 
Shellman, Stephen M. 2006b. “Process Matters: Conflict and Cooperation in Sequential 
Government-Dissident Interactions.” Security Studies 15(4): 563-599. 
 
UN. 2010. United Nations Regular Budget Factsheet. URL: 
http://www.un.org/en/hq/dm/pdfs/oppba/Regular Budget.pdf 
 
Vreeland, James Raymond. 2008. “Political Institutions and Human Rights: Why 
Dictatorships Enter into the United Nations Convention Against Torture.” International 
Organization 62(1): 65-101. 
 
Wood, Reed M. and Mark P. Gibney. 2010. “The Political Terror Scale (PTS): A Re-
introduction and Comparison to the CIRI Human Rights Database.” Human Rights 
Quarterly 32(2): 367-400. 
 
Young, Joseph K. 2009. “State Capacity, Democracy, and the Violation of Personal 
Integrity Rights.” Journal of Human Rights 8(4): 283-300. 
 
Ziegenhagen, Eduard. 1986. The Regulation of Political Conflict. New York: Praeger. 
 



 32 



 33 

 

 
 



 34 

 
                                                
i Assistant Professor of Political Science. Email: cconrad2@ucmerced.edu 
ii Assistant Professor of Political Science. Email: jdemeritt@unt.edu 
iii See Hill, Moore and Mukherjee (2011) for a discussion of AI as a strategic actor. 
iv This can be compared, for example, to the 4.6% allocated to safety and security or the 1.9% dedicated to 
international law and justice. 
v Other democratic institutions—like veto—can prevent states from stopping torture once it starts (Conrad 
and Moore, 2010). 
vi Following Davenport (2007c, 476), we define physical integrity violations as “state or state-affiliated 
activities (that) target the integrity of the person (i.e., which directly threaten human life).”  
vii Empowerment rights violations include “state or state-affiliated limitations, such as arrests, banning, and 
curfews, being placed on expression, association, assembly, and beliefs” (Davenport, 2007c, 476). 
viii We discuss such costs above. 
ix See DeMeritt (2012) for a lengthier exposition of this claim. 
x The United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) was created by the UN Charter and 
replaced in 2006 by the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHCR). 
xi Rejali (2007, 35) defines torture as the “systematic infliction of physical torment on detained individuals 
by state officials for police purposes, for confession, information, or intimidation.” It particularly refers to 
the “purposeful inflicting of extreme pain, whether mental or physical, by government officials or by 
private individuals at the instigation of government officials” (Cingranelli and Richards, 2004b). 
xii Elsewhere (DeMeritt and Conrad, 2013), we examine the effects of shaming for torture (and other forms 
of repression) on subsequent physical integrity abuse. 
xiii Bivariate probit models are appropriate when theory dictates that two binary response variables vary 
jointly. We prefer not to dichotomize our ordinal measures to make use of this empirical model. 
xiv The United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) was created by the UN Charter and 
replaced in 2006 by the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHCR). 
xv Although these bodies can also discuss violations of human rights in confidential sessions, Lebovic and 
Voeten (2006, 864) argue that public resolutions are explicitly intended to criticize more harshly. 
xvi For more information on these data, please refer to DeMeritt and Conrad (2013). 
xvii All first differences were simulated with independent variables other than shaming for torture held at 
their in-sample medians. 


