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164. ~ was but
one event in the ear y man s 6f Agency activity in

that involved the use of interrogation techniques that.
Dorand Headquarters had not approved. Agency persunnel
reported a range of improvised actions that interrogators and
debriefers reportedly used at that time to assist in obtaining
information from detainees. The extent of these actions is illustrative
of the consequences of the lack of clear guidance at that time and the
Agency's insufficient attention to interrogations ~

165.
two incidents:

and the death of a de~ainee at arnilitaty base in Northeast
Afghanistan (discussed further in paragraph 192).. These two cases
presented facts that warranted criminal investigations. Some of .the
techniques discussed below were used wi~and will be
further address~d in cormection with a Repor
In other cases of undocumented or unauthorized techniques, the facts
are ambiguous or less serious, not warranting further investigation.
Some actions discussed below were taken by employees' or
contractors no longer associated with the Agency. Agency
management has also addressed administratively some of the actions.

Pressure Points

[InJuly 2002
operations officer,participated with another

._o..e-ra.tio.ns a.ifi'ce.r m a. custo.di.'a.I inte.rra. =.a.ti'o.no.f,a.d.e.tam.',e.e-

. , "" .".',.".'. .' ',' " reportedly

used a "pressu~e point" techni ue: with both of his hands on the

detainee's neck, manipulated his fingers
to restrict the detainee's carotid artery. '
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168.(S?1NE.)CTC management is now aware of this reported
incident, the se'verity ofwmch was disputed. The use of pressure

oints is not, and had not be~n, authorized, and CTChas advised the
at such actions are not authorized.

Mock Executions

I;'
169. ~ The debrie~oyedthe

handgun and ~AI-Nas~dvised that
those actions were predicated on a technique he had uarticiuated in

~he debriefer stated that when he wa1
between September and October 2002,_offered to
fire a handgun outside the interrogatio~ debriefer
was interviewin a detainee who was thought to be withholding
information. 68 staged the incident, which included
screaming andyelling outside the cell by other CIA officers an~
guards. When the guards moved the detainee from the'interrogation
room, they passed a guard who was dressed as a hooded detainee,
lying motionless on the ground, and made to'appear as if he had
been shot to death.
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170. ~ The debriefer claimed he did not think
he needed to report this incident because th_ad

openly discussed this pl~severa~ and
after the incident. When the debriefer was late~d
believed he needed a non-traditional teclmique to induce the
detainee to cooperate, he told~e wanted to wave a handgun
in front of the detainee to scare him. The debriefer said he did not. -

believe he was required to notify Headquarters of this technique,
citing the earlier, umeported mock executio~

171. ~A senior operations office
recounted that around September 2002_eard that the debriefer
had staged a mock execution. ~as not present but understood it
went b~t was transparenny:-ruse and no "benefitwas derived
from it.~bserved that there is a need to be creative as long as it is
not considered torture. _tated that if such a proposal were made
now, it would involve a great deal of consultation. It would begin
wi~management and would inc~udeCTC/Legal,

172.-~The_admitted staging a "mock -

execution" in the first da~as open. According to the
the technique was his idea but was not effective

because it came across as being staged. It was based on the concept,
from SERE school, of showing something that looks real, butis not.
The . recalled that a particular CTCinterrogator later

. told him about employing a mock execution technique. The--did not know when this incid~nt occurred or if it was
successful. He viewed this technique as ineffective because it was not
believable. -

,~- : ,
~d
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descrihed staging a mock execution of a detainee.
Reportedly, a detainee who witnessed the "body"-inthe aftermath of
the ruse "sang like a bird."-

174. revealed that a roximately
four days before his interview with OIG, th stated he
had conducted a mock executio . October or

November 2002. Reportedly, the firearm was discharged outside of
the building, and it was done because .the detainee reportedly
possessed critical threat information stated that he told

the not to d~e stated that he has not heard
of a similar act occurring ~ince then.. .

'-,~.,"d
Use of Smoke

revealed that

cigarette smoke was once used as an interrogation technique in
October 2002. ReDortedly, at the request of

an interrogator, the officer,who does not
smo:Ke~blewthe smoke from a thin cigarette/ cigar in the detainee's
face for about five minutes. The detainee started talking so the
smoke ceased. heard that a different
O

.

fficer had used smoke as an interrogation teclmi~
questioned numerous personnel who had worke~bout
the use of smoke as a technique. None reported any knowledge of
the use of smoke as an interrogation technique.

'176.~
dmitted that he has personally used smoke

. inhalation techniques on detainees to make them ill to the point
where they would start to "purge." After this, in a weakened state,

72
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these detainees would then rovide .th
inforrrlation,7o denied ever physically
abusing detainees or knowing anyone who has.

Use of Cold

178. ~In late Tul
detainee was being interrogate
Prior to proceeding with any of the~ethods,1
officer responsible fo( the detainee_requesting
Headquarters authority to employ a prescribed interrogation plan
over a two-week period. The plan included the following:

. PhysicalComfortLevelDeprivation:Withuse ofa wmdow.air
conditioner and a judicious provision/ deprivation of warm

. clothing/blankets, believewe can increase[thedetainee's]physical
discomfort level to the point where we may lower his
mental/ trained resistance abilities.

CrC/Legal responded and advised, II[C]autionmust be used when
employing the air conditioning/blanket deprivation so that [the
detainee's] dis~omfort does not lead to a serious illness or worse."

70 ~'I1ris was substantiated in part by the CIA officerwho participated in this act with the
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. 183.~Many ofthe officersinterviewedabout
the use of cold showers as a technique cited that the water heater was
inoperable and there was no other-recourse except for cold showers.
However/ xplained that if a detainee was.
cooperative, he would be given a warm shower. He stated that when
a detainee was uncooperative, the interrogators accomplished two
goals by combining the hygienic reason for a shower with the
unpleasantness of a cold shower.

cable.
reported that a detainee was left in a cold room/ shackled and naked,
until he demonstrated cooperation.

. 185. ~ When asked in~03/ if cold
was used as an interrogation technique; the~esponded,
tinot per se." He explained that physical and environmental.
discomfort Was used to eDcourage the detainees to improve their
environment. bserved that cold is hard to define. He

asked rhetorically, "How cold is cold? How cold is life threatening?"
He stated that cold water was still employed however,

. showers were administered in a heated room. He stated there was no

specific guidance on it from Head~an~as left to its
own discretion in the use of cold. ~dded there is a cable
from_documenting the use of "manipulation of the
environment." . .

186. ~Although the DCI GuideHnes do not
mention cold as a technique, the September 2003draft OMS
Guidelines on Medical and Psychological Support to Detainee
Interrogations specifically identify an "uncomfortably cool
environment" as a standard interrogation measure. (Appendix F.)
The OMS Guidelines provide detailed instructions on safe
temperature ranges, including the safe temperature range when a
detainee is wet or unclothed.
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Water Dousing

187. . Accordingto and
others who have worked "water dousing" has been used

since early 2003when officerintroduced
this technique to the facility. Dousing involves laying a detainee
down on a plastic sheet and pouring water over him for 10 to
15 minutes. Another officer explained that the room was maintained'
at 70 degrees or more; the guards used water that was at room
temperature while the interrogator questioned the detainee.

'.-

188. A review. from April and
May 2003 revealed tha sought permission from
CT~to employ specific techniques for a number of detainees.
Included in the list of requested techniques was water dousing.72
Subsequent cables reported the use and duration of the techniques by
detainee per interrogation session.73 One certified interrogator,
noting that water dousing appeared to be a most effective technique,
requested CTC to confirm guidelines on water dousing. A retul1:\
cable directed that the detainee must be placed on a towel or sheet,
may not be placed naked on the bare cement floor, and the air
temperature must exceed 65 degrees if the deta:ine~will not be dried
immediately.

. 189. ~TheDCIGuidelinesdonotmention
water dousing as a technique. The 4 September 2003draft OMS
Guidelines, however, identify "water dousing" as one of 12 standard
measures that OMS listed, in ascending degree of intensity, as the
11th standard measure. OMS did not further address "water

dousing" in its guidelines.

73 eported water dousing as a technique used, but
in a later paragraph used the term "cold water bath."
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Hard Takedown

191.~ According to_the hard
takedown ~as ~ interrogations~art of the
atmospherics." For a time I it was the standard procedure for moving
a detainee to the sleep deprivation cell. It ~as done for shock and
psychological impact and signaled the transition to another phase of
the interrogation. The act of putting a:detainee into a diaper can
cause abrasions if the detainee struggles because the floor of the
facility is concrete.-

,

tated he did not discuss the

hard takedown with~anagersl but he thou\?:htthe
understood what techniques were being used at

tated that the hard takedown had not been used recent!

After taking the interrogation classlhe understood that if



~

he was going to do a hard takedown, he must report it to
Headquarters. Although the DCI and OMSGuidelines address
physical techniques and treat them as requiring advance
Headquarters approval, they do not otherwise specifically address
the "hard takedown." .

192. stated that he was generally
familiar with the technique of hard takedowns. He asserted that they
are authorized and believed they had been used one or more times at

m order to intimidate a detainee. stated that he

would not necessarilyknow if they have been used and did not .

consider it a serious enough handling technique to require
. Headquarters approval. Asked about the possibilitythat a detainee
may have been dragged on the ground during the course of a hard
takedown~esponded that he was unaware of that and did

. not understand the point of dragging someone ,along the corridor in

at Other Locations Outside of the CTC

193. ~Altho~the scope of the
CTC Program, two other incidents_~~re_!~p-orted in
2003.

As noted above, one
resulted in the death of a detainee at Asadabad Base76

194.~In June 2003, the U.S.military sought an Afghan
citizen who had been implicated in rocket attacks on a joint U.S.
Army and CIA position in Asadabad located in Northeast
Afghanistan. On 18June 2003, this individual appeared at Asadabad ,

Base at the urging of the local Governor. The individual was held ill
a detention facility guarded by U.S. soldiers from the Base. During

.~
i

.."",,,/ 76 ~ For more than a year, <::IAreferred to Asadabad Baseas-

TO



_c~~,,'?~ I "~~-~-" --"--,,",~,,

the four days the individual was detained, an Agency independent
contractor, who was a paramilitary officer,is alleged to have severely
beaten the detainee with a large metal flashlight and kicked him
during interrogation sessions. The detainee died in custody on
21 JlUle;his body was turned over to a local cleric and returned to his
family on the following date without an autopsy being performed.
Neither the contractor nor his Agency staff supervisor had been
trained or authorized to conduct mterrogations. The Agency did not
renew the independeht contractor's contract, which was up for
rehewal soon after the incident. OIG is mvestigating this incident in .

concert with DOJ.77

The objective was to determine if anyone at
e school had information about the detonation of a remote-

controlled improvised explosive device that had killed eight border
. guards several days earlier.

196. ~ A teacher being interviewed
re ortedl smiled and lau hed inappropriately,

whereupon used the butt stock of his rifle
to strike or "buttstroke" the teacher at least twice in his torso,
followed by several knee kicks to his torso. This incident was.
witnessed by 200 students. The teacher was reportedly not seriously
injured. In response to his actions, Agency management returned the

to Headquarters. He was counseled and
given a domestic assignment.'

\ ..
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ANALYTICAL SUPPOIU TO INTERHOGATIONS

204, ~ DirccturZlte of Intelligence anal~'sts
assigned to eTe proYide analytical support to interrogation teams in
the field. Analysts are responsible for developing requirements for
the questioning of detainees as well as conducting debriefings in
some cases.

Analvstsl howeverl do not

participate in the application of interrogation techniques.
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205. ~ According to a number of those
interviewed for this Review, the Agency's intelligence on AI-Qa'ida
was limited prior to the initiation of the CTCInterrogation Program.
The Agency lacked adequate linguists or subject matter experts and
had very little hard knowledge of what particular AI-Qa'ida
leaders-who later became detainees-knew. This lack of knowledge
led analysts to speculate about what a detainee "should know," vice
information the analyst could ob1ectivelvdemonstrate the detainee
did know.

a aetainee did not respond to a question posed',to him,-the
assumption at Headquarters was that the detainee was holding back
and knew more; consequently, Headquarters recommended
resumption of EITs.

TO
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evidenced in the final waterboard session of Abu Zuba\"dah,

~ to a senior CTC officec the interrogatio.n tea'lnll
~onsldered Abu Zubaydah to be complIant and \vanted to
terminate EITs. elieved Abu Zubavdah continued to
withhold informationt

"g:;:V~1
'~.

84
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generated substantial pressure from Headquarters to'continue use of
t4e EITs. According to this senior officer,the decision to resume use
of the w~board on Abu Zubaydah was made bv senior officers of
the DO

to assess Abu Zubaydah's compliance and witnessed the
finafwaterboard session, after-which, they reported back to
Headquarters that the EITswere no longer needed on Abu
Zubaydah.

.

EfFECTIVENESS

211. ~ The detention of terrorists has prevented
them from 'engaging in further terrorist activity, and t1}eir
interrogation has provided intelligence that has enabled the
identification and apprehension of other terrorists, warned of
terrorists plo.ts planned for the United States and around the world,
and supported articles frequently used in the finished intelligence
publications for senior policymakersand war fighters. In this regard,
there is no doubt that the Program has been effective. Measuring 'the
effectiveness of EITs,however, is a more subjective process and not
without some concern.

212. ~ When the Agency began capturing
terrorists, management judged the success of the effort to be gettin
them off the streets,

v~
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ith the capture of terrorists who had access to much more
significant, actionable information, the measure of success of the
Program increasingly became the intelligence obtained from the

. detainees.

213. ~ Quantitatively, the DO has significantly.
increased the number of counterterrorismintelligencereports with .

the inclusion of illformation from detainees in its custody. Between
9/11 and the end of April 2003,the Agency produced over 3,000
intelligence reports from detainees. Most of the reports came from'
intelligence provided by the high value detainees at

214. CTCfrequently uses the
information from one detainee, as well as other sources, to vet the
information of another detainee. Althot:lghlower-level detainees
provide less information than the high value detainees, information
from these detaineeshas, on many occasions,supplied the .

information needed to vrobe the high value detainees further.

n the triangulationof
intelligence provi<:lesa fuller knowledge of Al-Qa'ida activities than
would be possible from a single detainee. For example, Mustafa
Ahmad Adam al-Hawsawi, the AI-Qa'ida financier who was
captured with Khalid Shaykh Mcl1ammad, rovided the Agency's
first intelligence pertaining to another
participant in the 9/11 terrorist plot. Hawsawi's
information to obtain additional details about role from
Khalid Shavkh Muhammad

215. Detainees have provided

information on Al-Qa'ida and other terrorist gro~
note includes: the modus operandi of Al-Qa'ida,-

errorists who are capable of mounting attacks in the
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216. ~ Detainee inform,ation has assisted in the
identification of terrorists. For example, information from Abu
Zubaydah helped lead to the identification of Jose Padilla and

. Binyam Muhammed-operatives wh~had plans to detonate a
uranium-topped dirty bomb in either Washington, p.C., or New:
York City. Riduan itHambali" Isomuddin provided infoI1J.1ationthat
led to the arrest of previously unknown members of an Al-Qa'ida cell
in Karachi. They were designated as pilots for an aircraft attack
inside the United States. Many other detain~es, including lower-level
detainees such as Zubayr and Majid Khan, have provided leads to
other terrorists, but probably the most prolific has been Khalid
Shaykh Muhammad. He provided information that helped lead to
the arrests of terrorists including SayfuUah Paracha and his son Uzair
Paracha, businessmen whom Khalid Shaykh Muhammad planned to
use to smuggle explosives into the United States; Saleh Almari, a
sleeper operative in New York; and Majid Khan, an operative who
could enter the United States easil and was tasked to research

attacks Khalid Shaykh Muhammad's

inf~rmation also l~d to the inve~tigation and'pros~cu~
Fans,thetruckdnverarrestedillearly2003illOhio.-

TO
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blow up several
U.S. gas stations-To-createpanic and havoc; hijack and fly an airplane
into the tallest building in California in a west coast version of the
World Trade Center attack; cut the lines of suspension bridges in
New York in an effort to make them collapse;-

This Review did not uncover any evidence that these plots
were imminent. Agency senior managers believe that lives have been
saved as a result of the capture and interrogation of terrorists who
were planning attacks, in particular KhaUd Shaykh Muhammad, Abu
Zubaydah, Hambali, and AI-Nashiri.

218.
detainees as one of the most irn

intelligence. viewed
analysts' knowledge of the terrorist target as having much more
depth as a result of information from detainees and estimated that
detainee reporting is used in all cOlUlterterrorism articles oroduced
for the most senior Dolicvmakers.

-~'
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said he believes the use of EITshas proven to be extremely valuable
in obtaining enormous amounts of critical threat information from
detainees who had otherwise believed they were safe from any harm
in the hands of Americans.

w~,/

220. ~ Inasmuch as EITshave been used only
since August 2002,and they have not all been used with every high
value detainee, there is limited data on which to assess their
individual effectiveness. This Review identified concerns about the
use of the waterboard, specificallywhether' the risks of its use were
justified by the results, whether it has been unnecessarily used in
some instances, and whether the fact that it is being applied in a
manner different from its use in SEREtraining brings into question
the continued applicability of the Do}opinion to its use. Although
the waterboard is the most intrusive of the EITs, the fact that
precautions havebeen taken to provide on-site medical oversight in
the use of all EITs is evidence that their use poses risks.

221. ~ Determining the effectiveness of each
EIT is important in facilitating Agency management's decision as to
which techniques should be used and for how long. Measuring the
overall effectiveness of EITs is challenging for a number of reasons
including: (1) the Agency Car1notdeterrn.mewith' any certainty the
,totality of the intelligence the detainee actually possesses; (2)each
detainee has different fears of and tolerance fOfEITs; (3) the
application of the same EITsby different interrogators may have
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222. ~ The waterboard has been used on three
detainees: Abu Zubaydah, Al-Nashiri, and Khalid Shavkh
Muhammad.

223. Prior to the use of EITs,Abu Zubaydah
provided information fo intelligence reports. Interrogators
applied the waterboard to Abu Zubaydah at least 83 times during"
August 2002. During the period between the end of the use of the

. waterboard and 30 April 2003, he provided information for
approxirnatel_additional reports. It is not possible to say
definitively that the waterboard is the reason for Abu Zubaydah's
increased prQduction, or if another factor, such as the length of .

detention, was the catalyst. Since the use of the waterboard
however, Abu Zubaydah has appeared to be cooperative

Al'-Nashiri was thought to be withholding
information. Al-Nasliiri subsequently received additional BITs,

, but not the waterboard. The Agency then
, determined Al-Nashiri to be "compliant." Because of th~ litany of

90
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techniques used by different interrogators over a relatively short
period of time, it is difficult to ide~tify exactly why Al-Nashiri
became more willing to provide information. However, following
the use of EITs,he provided information about his most current
operational planning and as opposed to
the historical information he provided before the use of EITs.

225. ~ On the other hand, Khalid Shaikh
Muhammad, an accomplished resistor, provided only a few
intelligence reports prior to the 'use of the waterboard, and analysis of
that information revealed "thatmuch of it Wasoutdated, inaccurate, or
incomplete. As a means of less active resistance, at the begirming of
their interrogation, detainees routinely provide information that they
know is already known. Khalid Shaikh Muhammad received 183
aoolications of the waterboard in March 2003

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS AND CONCERNS REGARDING THE DETENTION

AND INTERROGATION PROGRAM

226. ~ The EITs used by the Agency under the
CTC Program are inconsistent with the public policy positions that the
United States has taken regarding human rights. This divergence has
been a cause of concern to some Agency persoIUlelinvolved with the
Program. .

-"-,,,,-
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Policy Considerations

227. (U/ /FOUO) Throughout its historyl the Uni~edStates has
been an international proponent of human rights and has voiced
opposition to torture and mistreatment of prisoners by foreign
countries. This position is based upon fundamental principles that are
deeply embedded in the American legal structure and jurisprudence.

. The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S.Constitutionlfor
example Irequire due process of lawl while the Eighth Amendment
bars "cruel and unusual punislunents,"

228. (U / /FOUO) The President advised ,the Senate when
submitting the Torture Convention for ratification that the United
States would construe the requirement of Article 16 of the Convention
to "undertake to prevent in any territory under its jurisdiction other
acts of cruet inhuman, or degrading treatment or punislunent which
do not amount to torture" as "roughly equivalent to".and "coextensive
with the Constitutional guarantees against cruel I Unusuall and
inhumane treatment."81 To this endl the United States submitted a
reservation to the Torture Convention stating that the United States
considers itself bOlUld by Article 16 "only insofar as the term IcrueL
inhum'an or degrading treatment or punislune.nt' means the cruel,
unusual, and inhumane treatment or punishment prohibited by the
5thl 8th and/or 14th Amendments to the Constitution of the United

States." Although the Torture Cqnvention expressly provides that no
exceptional circumstances whatsoever; including war or any other
public emergencYIand no order from a superior officer,justifies
torturel no similar provision was included regarding acts of "cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment." .

0"""""

81 (UI I FOUO) See Message from the President of the United States Transmitting the
Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment,
Sen. Treaty Doc. 100-20,100thCong., 2d Sess., at 15,May 23,1988; Senate Committee on Foreign
RelaHons, Executive Report 101-30,August 30, 1990,at 25, 29, quoting summary and analysis
submitted by President Ronald Reagan, as revised by President George H.W, Bush.

92
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229. (VIIFQUO) Annual U.S.State Department Country
Reports on Human Rights Practices have.repeatedly condemned
harsh'interrogation techniques utilized by foreign governments. For
example, the 2002Report, issued in'March 2003,stated:

[TheUnited States] have been given greater opportunity to make
good on our comrnihnent to uphold standards of human dignity
and liberty. . .. [N]o country is exempt from scrutiny, and all
,countries benefit from constant striving to identify their
weaknesses and improve their performance. . . . [T]heReports
serve as a gauge for our international human rights efforts,
pointing to areas of progress and drawing our attention to new and
continuing challenges.

In a worldrnarching toward democracy and respect for human
rights, the United States is a leader, a partner and a contributor.
We have taken this responsibility with a deep and abiding belief
that human rights are universal. They are not grounded
exclusively in American rr western values. But their protection
worldwide serves a core 'u.S. national interest.

The State Department Report identified objectionable practices in a
variety of countries including, for'example, patterns of abuse of
prisoners in Saudi Arabia by such means as '~suspel1Bionfrom bars by
handcuffs, and threats against family members,. .. [being] forced
constantly to lie on hard floors [and] deprived of sleep. . .. " Other
reports have criticized hooding and stripping prisoners naked.

230. (U I I FOUO) In June 2003, President Bush issued a
statement in observance of "United Nations International Day in
Support of Victims of Torture~" The statement said in part:

The United States declares its strong solidarity with torture victims
across the world. Torture anywhere is an affront to human dignity
everywhere. We are committed to building a world where human
rights are respected and protected by the rule of law.

\"I
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Freedom from torture is an inalienable human right. . .. Yet
torture continues to be practiced around the world by rogue
regimes whose cruel methods match their determination to crush
the human spirit. . . .

Notorious human rights abusers. . . have sought to shield their
abuses from the eyes of the world by staging elaborate deceptions
and denying access to international human rights monitors. . . .

The United States is conunitted to the worldwide elimination of

torture and we are leading this fight by example. I call on all
governments to join with the United States and the community of
law-abiding nations in prohibiting, investigating, and'prosecuting
all acts of torture and in undertaking to prevent other cruel and
unusual punishment.. . .

Concerns Over Participation in the CTC Program

, 231: ~ During the course of this Review, a number of
Agency officers expressed Unsolicitedconcern about the possibility of,
recrimination or legal action resulting from their participation in the
crc Program. A number of officers expressed concern that a human
rights grOUPmight uursue them for activities

Additionally, they feared that the Agency
would not stand behind them if this occurred.

232. ~One officer expressed concern that one day,

Agency officers will wind ~p on some ':wanted list".t~ ~p~r before
the World Court for war cnmes stemnung frornactivlties.

Another said, "Ten years from now we're going to be 'sorry
we're doing this . . . [but] it has to be done." He expressed concern
that the ere Program will be exposed in the news media and cited
particular concern about the possibility of being named in a leak.

.'-~"
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237. ~ The number of detainees in CIA custody
is relatively small by comparison WitJl those in U.S. military custody.
Nevertheless, the AgencYr like the military, has an interest in the
disposition of detainees and particular interest in those who, if not
kept in isolation, would likely divulge information about the
circumstances of their detention.
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