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(U) Ms. Walker on April 4, 2008 presented
to Mr. Hayneathqﬁhalversion of the Working
Group Report on Detainee Interrogations in the
Global War on Terrorism: Assessment of Legal,
Historical, Policy and Operational Considerations.

The final report of April 4, 2003 was
not provided to the Warking Group participants,
principals or action officers. In fact; the majority of
the Working Group participants first saw a copy of
the final April 4, 2003 report in June 2004 when it
was declassified and released to the public.
According to Ms. Walker, her office was mstructed
by Daniel Dell'Orto, Principal Deputy General
Counsel of the Department of Defense, not to pro-
vide copies of the final report to the Working Group
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participants. According to Mr. Dell'Orto, he direct-

ed that the final repart not be distributed because

he was concerned that "some might use it in set-
tings other than Guantanamo and thereby cause
confusion,” particularly since it contained discus-
sion of techniques that had been purposely reject-
ed by the Secretary of Defense on March 28, 2003.

- <SANTT On April 5, 2003, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen Myers, forwarded to
the Secretary of Defense an action memorandum,
which enclosed a separate, proposed memorandum
on interrogation techniques to the SOUTHCOM
Commander for the Secretary’s signature. This

proposed memorandum to the SOUTHCOM :.

Commander contained 24 interrogation tech-
niques. In his action memorandum, General
Myers notedthathewaaaendmgthememoran
dum to the Secretary as a follow-up to "our discus-
gion on 31 March regarding the Worhng' Group
Report on Detainee Interrogations in the Global
War on Terrarism.” On April 8, 2008, Mr. Haynes
concurred with Gen Myera recommendannn, and
on Apri 15, 2003, Douglas Feith, the Under

~SECRETNOFORN—. crmo
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'Interrogations at GTMO continue to be governed
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Secretary of Defense for Policy, also concurred.
(U) The Secretary of Defense on April 16,
2008 approved the memorandum to the SOUTH-
COM Commander. Entitled "Counter-Resistance
Techniques in the War on Terrarism,” the memo-

randum noted in its first sentence that the

Secretary had “considered "thereport of the
Wnr]nngGroupthatIdJmtedbeastabhshedon
January 15, 2008.": =The memorandum contained

24 approved mtenogaﬂon techniqueg that were

"limited to mtarrogahons of unlawful combatants
held at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba." (We note for clar-
ification purposes that the Mikolashek Report indi-
catedthetﬂusmemm‘andum approved 26 specific

tec.hm.quea for use at GTMO; in fact, the memo-
only 24 techniques).

by this memorandum fo this day. The memoran-
dum, originally classified as secret, not releasable
to foreign nationals, was declassified and

released to the public on June 22, 2004. The 24

approved techniques are hsted in the figure on
the following pages, as described verbatim in the

memorandum.
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April 16, 2003 Approved GTMO Interrogation Techniques (U)

1. (U) Direct: Asking straightforward questions. |

2. (U) Incentive/Removal of Incentive: Providing a reward or removing a prmlege, ubove and
beyond those that are required by the Geneva Convention, from detaineea. [Caution:
Other nations believe that detainees are entitled to POW protections may consider that
provision and retention of religious items (e.g., the Koran) ate protected under interns-
tional law (see, Geneva III, Article 34), Although the provisions of the Geneva Convention
are not applicable to the interrogation of unlawful cnmbatantu, ‘consideration should be
given to these views prior to application of the technique.] *

(U) Emotional Love: Playing on the love a detainee has for an individual or group.

(U) Emotional Hate: Playing on the hatred sdetameehasforanmdividualor group.

(U) Fear Up Harsh: Significantly increasing the fear level in a detainee.

(U) Fear Up Mild: Moderately increasing the fear level in a detainee.

(U) Reduced Fear: Reducing the fear level i in a detainee.

(U) Pride and Ego Up. Boostmgthe ego of a detainee.

(U) Pride and Ego Down. . Attanhng or insulting the ego of a detainee, not beyond the lim-
its that would apply to a POW. [Caut;mn Article 17 of Geneva III provides, "Prisoners of
war who refuse to dnswer may riot be threatened, insulted, or exposed to any unpleasant
or disadvantageous treatmmt of any kind." Other nations that believe that detainees are
entitled to POW prol:echons may consider this technique inconsistent with the provisions
of Geneva. Althoudl the provisions of the Geneva Convention are not applicable to the
mterrogatwn of unlawful combatants, conslderatlon should be given {o these views prior
to application of the technique.]

10. -(U) Futility: Invoking the feeling of futility of a detainee.

11. (U} We Know All: Convincing the detainee that the interrogator knows t.he answers to

L queshma he asks of the detainee.
12. (U) Establish Your Identity: Convincing the detainee that the interrogator has mistaken

the detainee for someone else.

13. (U) Repetition Approach: Continuously repeating the same question to the deta.mee with-
in interrogation periods of normal duration.

14. (U) File and Dossier: Convincing detainee that that the interrogator has a damning and

© O\ o
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inaccurate file, which must be fixed.

15. (U) Mutt and Jefl: A team consisting of a friendly and a harsh interrogator. The harsh
interrogator might employ the Pride and Ego Down technique. [Caution: Other nations
that believe that POW protections apply to detainees may view this I:echmquoasmcon-
sistent with Geneva III, Article 18 which provides that POWs must be’ pmtecbed against
acts of intimjdation. Although the provisions of the Geneva are not a‘.ﬁphcab'le tothe inter-
rogation of unlawful combatants, consideration should be gwn [ t.hm views prior to
application of the technique.] : -

16. (U) Rapid Fire: Questioning in rapid succession without al]owmg detamee to answer.

17. (U) Silence: Staring at the detainee to encourage dmeomfort.

18. (U) Change of Scenery Up: Removmg the detaines fram the standard interrogation set-
ting (generally to a location more pleasant, but no worse).

- 19. (U) Change of Scenery Down: Removing the detamce from the standard interrogation set-
ting andplamngh:mmasel:hngt.hatmaybeleas eomfortable,wmﬂdmtmnmmteasub-
stantial change in environmental quahty .‘._.__ K

20. (U) Dietary Manipulation: Changmgthe diet of a dm no intended deprivation of food
or water; no adverse medical or cultural effott and without intent to deprive subject of food
or water, e.g., hot rations to MRE&.

21. (U) Environmental Mamptﬂauon. Altering the environment to create moderate discom-
fort (e.g., adjusting temperature or introducing an unpleasant smell). Conditions would
not be such that theywoulduuure the detainee. Detainee would be accompanied by inter-
rogator at all ttmes. [Cauhon. Based on court cases in other countries, some nations may
view apphmhotl of this technique in certain circumstances to be inhumane. Consideration
of these ﬂmshould be given prior to use of this technique.]

22. (U) ﬂeepAd]ustment Adjusting the sleeping times of the detainee (e.g., reversing sleep
cycles from hight to day) This technique is NOT sleep deprivation.

23 (U) Fﬂse Flag: Convincdng the detainee that individuals from a country other than the
Umted States are interrogating him.

24. (U) Isolation: Isolating the detainee from other detainees while-still complying with basic |
- standards of treatment. [Caution: The use of isolation as an interrogation technique

requires detailed implementation instructions, including specific guidelines regarding the
length of isolation, medical and psychological review, and approval for extensions of the
length of isolation by the appropriate level in the chain of command. This technique is not
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known to have been generally used for interrogation purposes for longer than 30 days.
Those nations that believe detainees are subject to POW protections may view use of this
technique as inconsistent with the requirements of Geneva IlI, Article 13 whlch provides
that POWs must be protected against acts of intimidation; Article 14 whic.h prtmdes that
POWs are entitled to respect for their person; Article 34 which prolnblta coércion and
Article 126 which ensures access and basic standards of treatment. Although the provi-

gions of the Geneva Convention are not applicable to the mterrogatwn of unlawful com-

batants, consideration should be given to these views prior to application of the technique.)

(1) The Secretary's memorandum specified
that four of these techniques - incentive/removal of
incentive, pride and ego down, Mutt and Jeff, and
isolation - could only be used if the SOUTHCOM

Commander specifically determined that military . |
necessity required their use and notified the

Secretary in advance, The Secretaxyalsostatefl"all
of the 24 techniques must be employed 'mth the
following safeguards: “ 3

* (U) Limited to use only at strateglc intan'o-
gation facilities; ..

o (U) Therelsag'oodba.smtobehevethatthe
detainee possesses critical intelligence;

* (U) The détainee is medically and opera-
tionally evaluated as suitable (considering
all techmques to be used in combination);

+ () Inte:togators are specifically trained for
the techmque(a),

o (U)'A.specific interrogation plan (including
reasonable safeguards, limits on duration,
intervals between applications, termination
criteria and the presencs or availability of
qualified medical personnel) has been
developed;

140

* (U) There is appropriate supervision; and
» (U).There’ is appropriate specified senior
“approval for use with any specific detainee
- (after considering the foregoing and receiv-
| mg legal advice).

Thess safeguards, which the Becretary mandated
apply to all approved techniques, were virtually

identical to the safeguards that the Working Group

Report had recommmended for only those tech-
niques that the Working Group had identified as
"exceptional.”

(U) The Secretary's memorandum also reit-
erated that "US armed forces shall continue to
treat detainees humanely and, to the extent appro-
priate and consistent with military necessity, in a
manner consistent with the principles of the

Geneva Conventions." Finally, the Secretary left

open the possibility that other interrogation tech-
niques could be approved, noting that if, in the
SOUTHCOM Commander’s view, he required addi-
tional interrogation techniques for a particular
detainee, he should provide the Secretary, via the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, "a written
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request describing the proposed technique, recom- ence, the 24 techniques are listed in summary form
mended safeguards, and the rationale for applying in the figure below, with those techniques requir-
it with an identified detainee." For ease of refer- ing advance notice to the Secretary in bold.

~ April 16, 2003 Approved Interrozation Techniques (U)
(Techniques requiring advance notice to Secretary ofDefenBe in EoldJ

(U) Direct .
(U) Incentive/removal of incentive
(U) Emotional love
(U) Emotional hate : .:
(U) Fear up harsh T
(U) Fearup mild I T
(U) Reduced fear
(U) Prideandegoup - "=
() Pride and ego down )

10.  (U) Futility

11. (U) We KIJIOWAH T

12.  (U) Establish y yuur 1dent1ty

13. W Repetltmn approach

14.  (U).File and dossler

15. (U)Muit and Jeff

16. .- (U) Rapld fire

;7. - (U) Silence

218, (U) Change of scenery up .

o 19:-.: (U) Change of scenery down
L 20. ¥ (U) Dietary manipulation
"~ 21, (U) Environmental manipulation

o R L L

22. (U) Sleep adjustment
23. (U) False flag
24 (U) Isolation
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(U) These 24 techniques were significantly
less aggressive than the techniques that the
Secretary approved on December 2, 2002. The first
19 of the techniques were identical to the 17 specif-
ically enumerated in FM 34-52, except that the pol-
icy added one technique (Mutt and Jeff) that was
in the 1987 version of FM 34-52 but is not found in
the current version, and the policy also listed
Change of Scenery Up and Change of Scenery
Down as separate techniques, rather than using
the more general Change of Seene technique histed
in FM 34-52. In two cases (incentive/removal of
incentive, and pride and ego down), the policy was
actually more restrictive that FM 34-52, as inter-
rogators could not use these techniques without
advance notice to the Secretary.

(U) Of the remaining five techniques,
(dietary manipulation, environmental manipula-
tion, sleep adjustment, false flag, and isolation),
only one (isolation) was identified by the Working
Group as “"exceptional.” - The April 16, 2003 policy
contained none of the most aggressive Category II
techniques -such as stress positions, 20-hour inter-
rogations, nemoval of clothing, or use of individual
phobiag (such as fear of dogs) to induce stress - con-
tained it the December 2, 2002 policy, nor the one
Category I technique (mild, non-injurious physi-
cal contact). Finally, as described above, the cur-
rent policy included a number of safeguards, which
were not gpecifically enumerated in the December
2, 2002 policy.
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(U) Conclusion

(U) While the foregoing discussion lays out
a detailed and often complicated debate surround-
ing the evolution of approved mterrogatmn tech-
niques for GTMO, several relatively simple themes
emerge. First, the push for intérrogation tech
niques beyond those found in FM 34-52 came from
GTMO itself, not fram the Office of the Secretary
of Defense or the Jomt Chiefs of Staff. The GTMO
leadership- and mterrog'ai:ora on the ground felt
that they needed counter resistance techniques in

order to obtain intelligence from high value
detainees who had been trained to resist standard

'mtermgatmns Moreover, based on their experi-

ence with the counter resistance techniques - espe-

clally Kahtani's interrogation - the GTMO

leadership felt that such techniques were essential
to mission success. A

(U) Second,l when foﬁﬂating GTMO

interrogation palicy, the Office of the Secretary of

Defense received meaningful input from military
service lawyers. This was most evident in the
establishment of the Working Group in January
2003 and the ensuing debate among the Working
Group representatives that led to the April 16,
2003 interrogation policy. While many of the rep-
resentatives levied strong objections to the OLC

memorandum - ohjections that turned out to be

entirely justified, sspecially in light of the White

House's and DOJ's June 2004 characterization of

the August 1, 2002 memorandum which formed

ﬂ
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the basis of the OLC memorandum as “overbroad”
and “unnecessary” - their specific concerns (or at
the very least, the spirit of their concerns) ulti-
mately carried the day when the Secretary dra-
-matically cut back on the Working Group's
recommendations and accepted only 24 interroga-
tion techniques for GTMO an April 16, 2003.

(U) Similerly, when JTF-170 and SOUTH-

COM initially requested counter registance tech-

niques in October 2002, the Joint Staff solicited
input from all the services during the lead-up to
the December 2, 2002 policy. While all of the serv-
ices in November 2002 expressed serious reserva-
tions about approving these techniques mthout
further legal and policy review, these views
undoubtedly played a role in the Secretary’s ulti-
mate decision on December 2, 2002 to reject the
three most aggressive Category III tedm:ques. It
is true that, in light of their ol:uechona, the respec-
tive services were uncomfortable ‘with the
Secretary’s adoption of a subnet of. the counter
resistance techniques, but this declmon was driven
*bythepercmvedmgacyatthehmeofgmmng
actionable intelligence from particularly resistant
detainees (principally. Kahtani) that could be used
to thwart posmbls attar.kn on the United States.

(U) '_'._[‘_hlrd, when considering requests for
additional interrogation techniques beyond those

in FM 34-52, the Office of the Secretary of Defense
was a moderating force that cut back on the num-
ber and types of techniques under consideration.
Again, this was most evident in the promulgation

—SECRETMNOEORN— gm0
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of the April 16, 2003 policy, which included only 24
of the 35 techniques recommended by the Working
Group, and included nane of the most aggressive
techniques. This was also true to a lesser extent in
the December 2, 2002 policy;, which included only
one of the requested Category III techmques This
policy netted valuable inu]hgenae, especially from
the 20th hijacker, Kahtani, andyettheSemtaty
took a relatively cautious approach by suspending
th:apohcyonJanuﬂry 15, 2008, largely in regponse
to Mr. Mora's_concerns, and establishing the

Working Group. | L

e (mliburth,theApnl 16, 2008 interroga-
tioh pohcy for GTMO (which is still in effect) was a
eonmahvepohcythatwas closely tied to FM 34-
52 and contained none of the interrogation tech-
‘niques - such as stress positions, removal of
clothing, or the use of dogs to induce stress - that
previous investigations have identified as possibly
leading to detainee abuse. As noted above, the first
19 techniques in the current policy were virtually
identical to the techniques found in FM 34-52. Of
the remaining techniques, dietary manipulation
simply consisted of feeding detainees military field
rations instead of hot meals; sleep adjustment did
not entail depriving detainees of sleep, but rather
adjuating their sleep cycles from night to day; and
false flag involved the sort of nonviolent trickery or
ruse that is inherent in many of the FM 84-52 tech-
niques. The last two techmiques, environmental
manipulation and isolation, were the most aggres-
sive of the 24, but were to be implemented only

with appropriate safeguards.
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(U) Finally, in our view, the unifying theme
among all parﬁcipants in the debate surrounding
interrogation policy for GTMO - from the
SBecretary of Defense, to the Joint Staff, to the var-
ious military service lawyers, to the Working
Group, to the leaders at SOUTHCOM and GTMO
- was the gincere desire to do what was right for the
United States under exceedingly difficult circum-
stances. Much of the debate on interrogation poli-
cy took place when the memory of 9/11 was much
fresher than it is today, and many of the partici-
pants felt that the United States would be attacked
again, and that the detainees at GTMO had infor-

mation that could prevent such attacks. While it is
impossible to quantify how many American lives . -

have been saved by the intelligence gathered at

GTMO, it is undoubtedly true that lives have been

saved. As the Independent Panel wrote, "[t]he
interrogation of al Qaeda members -held. at
Guantanamo has yielded valuable information
used to disrupt and preempt terrorist planning and
activities," and in fact' "[mJuch-of the 9/11
Commission’s report on the planning and execu-
tion of the attacks on the World Trade Center and
Pentagan came fron interrogation of detainees.”
The interrogatmn pnhcy development process, we
think, reflected the honest efforts of our country's
military and t:t_vﬂmn leaders to come up with the
right soltion-- one that would both protect our
nation and our values.
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Interrogation Techniques Actually
Employed (U)

(U) The above discussion sets the stage for
an analysis of interrogation techmqum actually
employed at GTMO. This séction begins with a
short description of our* investigation, followed by a
discussion of some of the specific policies and pro-

" cedures that have developed at GTMO into what

we describe ai the GTMO "model.” Next, we ana-
lyze the. ‘ini_;e'i'rogation techniques actually
employed at GTMO (and compare them to those
that were approved for use), and conclude with a
discussion of detainee abuse.

{tI) Investigation Procedure

(U) Vice Admiral Church in early May 2004
led a review into detainee treatment at GTMO
(and at the Naval Consalidated Brig in Charleston,
SC), and briefed the Secretary of Defense with his
findings on May 11, 2004. The review team com-
pleted more than 100. interviews, including 43
sworn statements from military intelligence and
military police leadership, interrogators, inter-
preters, and military police guards. For purposes
of the current investigation, we have attempted to
Jeverage the work done in the previous review

where possible, although the previous review
looked more broadly at compliance with DoD
orders in general and therefore did not focus on
interrogation techniques with the detail found in
the current investigation.
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() For our current investigation, we col-
lected information from a variety of sources. First,
a five-person team traveled to GTMO from June 21
to 25. Upon arrival, the team received a briefing
from the current JIG Commander, Mr. Esteban
Rodriguez. The team conducted a number of inter-
views with military intelligence and military police
leadership, interrogators, military police guards,
intelligence analysts, interpreters, linguists, mili-
tary working dog handlers, staff judge advocates,
and medical personnel. These interviews were
then turned into sworn statements. The team also
reviewed and collected a large volume of various
documentation during the on-site visit. Second, we

requested and received GTMO-related materials
from throughout DoD, many of which were used to

construct the detailed chronology of approved :

interrogation techniques described above.

SOUTHCOM, in particular, proved espeual]y help-
ful in gathering various documentation. Finally in

order to gain a more complete lustonml picture of
interrogation operations at 'GTMO, the current
investigation team conducted a number of "reach-

back" interviews of mel who had served at
GTMO prewouﬂy but had gince moved on to other
assignments.. Thm reachback interviews included
mtarrogatora, m.llltary mtelhgence leadership and
staff Judge advocatea who were stationed at GTMO
as early asJ__anualy 2002. Included in this reach-

back effort were interviews and accompanying
statements from the former JTF-170 Commander,

MG Dunlavey, and the former JTF-GTMO
Commander, MG Miller Overall, we conducted

~SEGRETNOFORN-¢« gTMmo
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over 60 additional interviews as part of the carrent
investigation, 47 of which were turned into sworn
statements.

(U) The GTMO "Model"

(U) Intelligence: Opersuons at GTMO are
conducted in a hlghly-structured well-disciplined
environment that ia eondudve to intelligence col-

lection. Thisis pa.rhally due to the fact that GTMO
mmaremotenndaemrelocation far from any bat-

tlefield. Unlike ‘their counterparts at Abu Ghraib,

for mmple, mterrognt.ors and military police at
G'I'MO have not had to contend with the numerous

- dlﬁcult:u associated with operating within a com-

bat zone: the confusion, chaos, mortal danger,

-._logmhml difficulties, highly variable detainee pop-

ulation, or any number of other challenges inher-
ent to combat operations. But much of the credit
for the structure and discipline at GTMO is due to
specific policies and procedures that have devel-
oped at GTMO over time, or what we refer to in
shorthand as the GTMO "model.” Outlined below
are the most significant aspects of this model.

() Command Organization

(U) As diacussed in the background section,
the command structure at GTMO has evolved sig-
nificantly from the original organization, which had
separate chains of command for intelligence and
detention operations, to the current structure,

which places both intelligence and detention oper-
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ations under the command of a single entity, desig-
nated Joint Task Force GTMO (JTF-GTMO).
Placing one commander in charge of both military
intelligence and military police operations has
enabled greater coordination and cooperation in
the accomplishment of the assigned mission.

(U) Significantly, the Independent Panel in
its report endorsed this organizational structure by
noting that the need for this type of organization
was & lesson learned from Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM and earlier phases of Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM, but was not adequately followed in
the phase of the Irag campaign following major
combat operations. The Independent Panel wrote
of "the value of establishing a clear chain of cam-
mand subordinating MP and MI to a Joint Task
Force or Brigade Commander. This commander
would be in charge of all aspects ofl:iothdei:ent.mn
and interrogations just as tactical combat forces
are subordinated to ] smgle commamier

(U) Relatlopshlp Betweet_l_ Mlhtar? Police and
!li]il I I ll.‘ . i | v - - .

(U) Under the GTMO model, military
police (MP) work cloaely with military intelligence
(MI) in helpmg to set the conditions for successful
interrogations. The overarching command struc-
tfure is what makes this possible: having military
police answer to the same commander as military
intelligence ensures that the detention function
supports the intelligence collection function, and
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thus recognizes the primacy of the human intelh-
gence collection mission at GTMO.

(I.DWhendlscussmgMPMre]ahonsat

GTMO, it is helpful to differentiate between evants

that occur during mterrogatmm (or inside the
interrogation room) and those that ‘oocur in prepa-
ration for mterrogat.loml (or in' the cellblock, out-
side the mterrogatmn room). Generally speaking,
mterrogatorsa:emchargeofadetameewhhe
mmt.hemtenogahonmom,whﬂehﬂ’sarem
charge of a detairieé when he is in the cellblock, or
being moved anywhere within the detention facili-

ty. This is 2 matter of both doctrine and practical-

ity Interrogators are responsible for devising
interrogation plans and have the specific training
and experience to conduct interrogations. MPs, in

turn, are responsible for the security, disciplineand

welfare of detainees in the cellblock.

(U) MPs at GTMO are not permitted to
participate in the interrogations themselves.
According to our investigation, this has always
been generally understood by both military police
and interrogators. Howaever, in response to isolat-
ed instances in March and April 2003 in which

interrogators directed MPs to carry out forced

physical exercise on one particular detainee during
interrogation sessions, MG Miller made it an offi-

cial palicy that MPs may not participate in interro-

gations. In a letter to the JIG Director on May 2,
2003, MG Miller wrote that "Military Police per-

sonnel may not participate in interrogations,”
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except to safeguard the “security and safety of all (U) Second, several of the interrogation
involved.” techniques currently approved for either general
use at GTMO or upon specific notification to the

Secretary of Defense

o

(U) MPs are very involved, however, m
events outside the interrogation room t.hat. are
done in preparation for interrogations. This is
accomplished principally in two ways. I'Hrst, a8 the
Independent Panel described it, MPs serve "as the
eyes and ears of the cellblocks for mihtuy intelli-
gence personnel. This eoliaboratmn helped set
conditions for sumful mten-ogahon by provid-
ing the interrogator more. information about the
detainee - his mood, hJB ‘communications with

other det.amees, his recmﬁwty to particular incen-
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