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In the immediate wake of 9/11 OTS a~ai~ftrurn~f4e subject o~gation 
and that September contracted with recently retired ~~ce SERE psychologist Jim 
Mitchell to produce a. paper on al-Qa\i.~~ resistance-to-in·~gation techniques. Mitchell 
collaborated with ~n?ther Air Force ~E~~p~~~ologist, ruf.(!e~s~n, and ~ventually 
produced "Recogmzmg and Developmg.<;:<'>un!eTIIJ.easures to ~3Qa'tda Reststance to 
Interrogation Techniques: A ~esls.tancet-~~ni~j;~P~P,~g~~-Vl 1 Fallowing AZ' s 
capture, Mitchell was sent td to .. s~I'Ve as a·bebin<J-the-scenes consultant to 
interrogators and the on~& s aHph~hologist (wh({was there to evaluate AZ 
psychologi~ally, "JJ~re P"~jble approat'~;~ intermgoti~n and debriefing.) 

Under most circurlistanees; _int~og~t9d~eek to exploit the initial shock of 
capture, whidf.Jn AZ.:s caseiWas lorigs1nce:past. In lieu of this they chose to take 
advel!ltage~he "shO~,t;ofhis;;~~~W-m t? detainee prisoner status, in ~e aus:erity of a . 

1 
] celL One d~~~~er hts~~;~"'~ from the comfortable hospttal settmg, a three 

day peri@~ interrogatio~as be~h, employing all the previously approved measures. 
The on-site·.pMS physiciaqj.ri;lonitored this closely, and found that neither the initial 
three-day period of sleep depnvation nor shorter periods repeated several days later that 
week impacted his ~.nti~~~g recovery. These meastires also failed to gamer any 

·.,;,->... .~/ 
•;.. &~~ .. 7 

' 1Mitchell had 13 years of experience in the Air force SERE program, and Jessen 19 years. Additionally, 
Jessen had worked with released U.S. military detainees in the Nineties. 

11 
----------
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drainatic new intelligence. A one day repetition th~ following week was similarly . 
ineffectual. As the on-site personnel assessed the situation, "there is unlikely to be a 
'Perry Mason' moment where the subject ultimately gives up but rather will likely yield 
information slowly over the course of the interrogations. The subject currently is taking a 
highly sophisticated counter-interrogation resistance posture where his primary position 
is to avoid giving details."22 

The next contemplated step-which was approved for use at the end of AZ's first 
week of interrogation-would have been more punitive: placing him in a "confinement" 
box akin to that previously used in the Agency's own trainin · ~. . As OMS was 
advised, confinement boxes had been introduced 

~e pro~s~ Agency oox w~ 
to be 30" x 20" x ~5", which w~ ~ore spacious ~Notlt the "prot~~~l.-. _ ] and 
the one once used m Agency trammg. The plan~~as to confine AZ m a t-eelmmg box for 
a trial eriod of 1-2 hours, repeated no more ~·3~·!imes ~d~C ~ L ~believed that it would "achieve :tte;:~~s~red~~ffect." T 

.• 

____ J 
'FOP SECRET/ 

·-

ACLU-RDI  p.13



UNCLASSIFIED // FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

Salim v. Mitchell - United States Bates #001191 
09/29/2016

TO~ECRET/--'-'[-~-L~~l//MR 
J 

I 

L - .-7·-- ~ _j 
· Gtven the lack of success w1th g~,:~~~ psycholo~·!!~~tchell and Jessen (the 

latter having retired from the Air Force 'ip . MaM~~.J.>ecame an. QTS IC) were tasked with 
devising a more aggressive approach to interro~foiit;~Their .~olution was to employ the 

~\ /" · ~'T· ·' .. ·. 
full range of SERE tedtl}iques, They, togetp$r ,with otlie(OTS psychologists, researched 
these techniques, soli9,i:Png·iilf~,pnation on eff.ectiveness~and harmful after effects from 
various psychologi~~?~sychiitfl'lts, academi~; .and the Joint Personnel Recovery 
Agency (JPRA), wh~fi-rsa~~tary SERE;programs. __ 

fNOFORN 
~ 

13 
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By early July a specific pi~ fo~ the a~essi~~~~! of AZ~~in.terrogation had . 
been worked out. The goaJ was to Jamngly "dtslo~?»te""fits expectatto·n~(qftreatment, and 
thereby motivate him to cooperate. (At the tim~ was believed to be' auth_or ofthe al­
Qa'ida manuaJ on interrogation resistance; h~s'ti~eemed\~:--think if he ooiila~ruSld out 
longer, he would be transferred into the benign B~'!t¥i_9Jl system.) The ipiferrogations 
would be handled exclusively by the two contract SE~ psycho)Q_gjsts 24 who would 

-"""'late quickly through a ''menu" of. re-approved tecliniques. l ~ 

L___ ; i.e., a··senior O¥,~'P A, who had worked in the 
previ_o~s Agency progra~ to be prese!!,~;througho~~;Uid, when warranted, an <?MS 
physician. The OMS mt<hei(Officers 'Hexch.istve role was to assure AZ's safety dunng ·· 

. interrogation. ~, ·\_:·: ';: '-
.. ~~ ~ . ,,~, ;.) ~ ,... . .,, . 

· As a practical matt~\~a•.w.ttll'~Q¥§_9.9ncurrence, there were to be two sizes of 
confinem;n~·t?o~e5·: · Cpnfi~~~t i;yh~~.Ylously described larger box would be limited 
to 8 ho_;.u;s·tand no'more than l(S~l?~ total in a 24 hour period). A much smaller box 
also-=~~~~-~~ built, nie~uri~g 30'gli x 21 "x 30". Confinement in this box would be 

' •. t 

"' . . \ ':1 
·, . r.~"'i 

24 CTC describerl"J~n as a "SERE interrogation specialist" experienced ~·in the techniques of 
confrontational interro itions;'~ __ · __ __ 

TOP SECRET NOFORN 
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limited to two hours.26 Care was to be taken not to force AZ's legs into a position that 
would compromise wound healing. In actual practice, the larger box was used in an 
upright position, through its dimensions were such that AZ (who was quite flexible), 
could sit down if he chose, albeit in a cramped position; even the small box 
accommodated a squatting position sometimes adopted by AZ on his own volition. At 
the planned point of peak interrogational intensity, waterboard applications would be 
alternated with use of the confinement boxes (in which he would "contemplate his 
situation'') until, it was hoped, "fear and despair" led to cooperation. 27 

OTS psychologists prepared briefing papers to accomn~Agency request to 
DoJ se~king an ~pinion on whe~er the SERE-techniques ~'~~ally be used in .an 
actual mterrogahon. Of the poss1ble measures, only the ~ateroo~~·:~d mock bunal 
we;e believed by the Agency's Office of General Co~~el~\OGC) tW~ire prior 
Dep~ent of Justi~e ~~oJ) approval. However, t.~r.i-''Ehhanced !nter.r~~tion . 
Techntques~· (EITs) mttlally were proposed: attentmn gr~p, walhng teCIUJjf!ue, factal 
hold, facial or insult slap, cram confineritenho0. es wall standi~g. stresl~ions 
1 vation, waterboard 

and mock burials. To these was added the~l.asement of harmless insects in 
e confmement box (based on AZ's apparent discomf~ith insects). After 

preli"minary discussion with the Department of Justice, m~k-~burial had been eliminated· 
from consideration. Of specific interest..was.whether any of these measures were barred 
by the most_relevant Federal .torture .sta~t\'" .whiC~"Pf!iJ!i,«!,the intentional infliction of 
severe phystcal or mental.P.atn or suffenng. 28 

· · 
/p;..~~.. . 

/'.:.( ": 1~.-:. 
Among the itt$~ forwarded to DoJ along with the request was a 24 July 2002 

OTS paper on "PsyclfetQ· · 1 erins Emoloved&nfthe Statutorv Probihition on Torture.:, 
a memorandum from the _ __j 

.· <fan OTS-prepared AZ psychological 
.assessment:-Accor81ng to almost 27,000 students had undergone Air Force 
SER~ · ning between 119.92 and~~~.O 1~, of which only 0.14% had been pulled for 
psy hoi tal reasons (an~fwhi~h~one were known to have had "any long-term 
psychologt~«pact"). ~;;oTS paper. assessed the relative risk of the various 
techniques, ana concluded tHat while they had been administered to volunteers "in a 
harmless way, willi . o melfurable impact on the psyche of the volunteer, we do not 

I -believe we can ass .e llie same for a man ... forced through these processes ... . The 

TOP SEC~_/~~----------------------~~NB __ P_O_~~W 
--- -- ------------~-----

ACLU-RDI  p.16



UNCLASSIFIED // FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

Salim v. Mitchell - United States Bates #001194 
09/29/2016

NOFORU//HR 

__ l 
intent .. .is to make the subject very disturbed, but with the presumption that he will 
recover." ''The plan is to rapidly overwhelm the subject, while still allowing him the 
option to choose to cooperate at any stage·as the. pressure is being ratcheted up. The plan 
hinges on the use of an absolutely convincing technique. The water board meets this 
need. Without the water board, the remaining pressures would constitute a 50 percent 
solution and their effectiveness would dissipate progressively over time, as the subject 
figures out that he will not be phySically beaten and as he adapts to cramped · 
confinement." 29 

· ' 

l_ 
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<!·) 
. OTS (and the contract p~~ch~logist/int~og~~O,!.~)"~.{ovidea-,the psychologica_l _ 

1 servtces ~ ~from the nme 1t o ened m D¢emuer·2002. r- I 

I 

I 

l 
28 
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I_ ..-~. - .... - ----......-~ - - . . -~ 
OMS assumed more respqns1b1hty, OMS psyc}\q~og~sts and psychiatnsts began to attend 
(as observers) a new Ageq~'y.ijtgfi~tV'alue Targ~t'interrogation training class.60 ~orne 
visited SERE.or1ierams and ·cOnsulted with· SERE nsvcholoeists._l -- l 

l 
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In 
May 2004 the first Inspector General report on the interrogation and detention program 
reviewed this history, noted the eontinuing OMS concerns and foFinally recommended a 
policy that "individuals assessing the medical/psychological e£f~EITs may not also 
be involved in the application of those techniques." 61 The n~n of 
"psychologist/interrogators" then disappeared and the S~ ~~ctors worked solei 
on the interrogation side. 

3 
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granted pennission to employ sleep deprivation, solitary confinement, nois~, and 
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·eventually standing sleep deprivation, nakedness and cold showers. As these were not 
"enhanced" techni ues, no medical monitoring function was specified, nor was OMS 
advised of interrogations. When detainees needed medical care, the PA 
assigned TOY __ was called. This ha ened eve week or two, lar el for 
entirely routine complaints. 5 Interrogators at left to their own devices, 
sometimes improvised. These improvisatio.ns varied from unauthorized SERE techniques 
such as smoke blown into the face, a stabilizing stick behind the knees of a kneeling 
detainee, and cold showers, to undisciplined, physically aggressive "hard takedowns" and 
staged "executions" (though the latter proved too transparent~ r 

.-- The only death tied directly to the,detainee program_A~lace i~.this con~ext at 
I It came about as the result ofL __ Jta.ffbemg left wtthout 

cfear gutcrance, or any monitoring requirement, at a time~ drama · ~ temperature change. 

L~~ " .. ~ 
October 2002, a suspected ~ifghan e~trernist name(k@ul Rahman 

was capture<firlPakistan, and on Novernbe r.~I)dered to _ _jllin.:riii~iple 
.. ,. . .. ·~ 

interrogator was psychologist/interrogator Bruce Jessen, on· sit~ to conduct in-depth 

COBALT 

COBALT 

interrogations of several recently detained al-Qa'ida OP..~ves. For a week, Rahman 
steadfastly refused to cooperate despit.:-~eing kept nake<l'and subjected to cold showers 
and sleep d ·vation, Jessen was ioirlrdlb'N osvchololrist/interroe:ator;:~ 
November -~ ~~F=i;:=;;==.=----- COBA LT ==- =-c--~~=-.--A-t t-h-is-time~ rj~v.isitt4 ound no 

pressin~ medical pro~le ... rys1~.~~~t in view o~J,iecent te.ature oro recommended that 
the detamees be pro':~jd wt~·.~~er clotHt~ (between November and the 
, __ low~ fal!~~ ~ll,l_ven de~~es to about ~{'F). ~ 

_jthe' psychologist/.interrogators perfefm a final mental status exam on 
Rafun~ ana recornmend~'"cq~tinuat · e~yiro~ntal degrivations." They, and th~ -=--] 
PA, then dep~~Jthe evening .. 0fNovembe 

~r the nex/iitaays, ·t~peratures mproved (highs up fifteen degrees 
-- lows up nf~e degre~' but Rahman's demeanor and level of 

cooperation dig not. Whe~s food was delivered on the 1 ]be threw it, his water 
bottle and his""di>fecation bucket at th guards, saying he knew their faces and 
would kill them when h~a's released. On learning this, the Site Manager directed ·that 
Rahman, who wor~o/'a sweatshirt, be shackled hands and feet, with the shackles 
connected by a shotVehain. As such, he was nearly immobilized sitting on the concrete 
floor of his cell. The temperature had again'droppedl lthe preceding evening, and 

-l 

33 
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L_ _ ___ l 
the night Rahman was short-chained reached a low of 31 °F. Although Rahman allegedly 
looked okay to the guards during the night, he was dead the following morning. 

An autW)'-performed by __ atholo ·stC -- -- ;md 
assisted by thtt__ J PAI toL ~d no 
trauma, toxicology, or other pathology to explain the death. On a clinical basis, the 
pathologist attributed cause of death to hypothermia, consistent with the absence of 
specific findings. Rahman lost body heat from his bare skin directly to the concrete floor 
and was too immobilized to generate sufficient muscle activity to ·ke~p himself alive.68 

v • ,··· - , . , · 
· Gul Rahman's death triggered several internal action~, .including the generation of 

formal DCI guidelines on the handling and interrogation.9f'deta1it"ees (which basically 
codified existing RG practice), and the requirement f!t~t}J.i~!hos~ 'p~pating in the 
program document that they had read and understood·ttiese requ1remeqts.69 The 
"Guidelines on Confinement Conditions for C§:inees" (28 Januaiy,2Q!p) 'i"JUired, 
among other things: documented periodic me_dh:: ~and w~n, appropriate~~y,'9Kological) 
evaluations~ that detainee food and drink, nutrition a~q ,..saJiit'afy.standards no( fall below a 
minimally acceptable level ~ that clothing and/or the 't>Wx~fc"al environment be sufficient to 
meet basic health needs~ that there be~~~.!_!ary facilities 'fWWJ? could be a bucket); and 
that ther~ be !ime for exercise. The "?~K~~ on lnterrog~~Conduct.ed Pursuant to 
the Pres1dentJal Memorandum of NotJfiq~.non,QpH ~eptembe~eJOJ" ·speclfied that EITs 
could not be used without prior Headqu~i<rs aJiproY:al, .~~~oe preceded by a physical 
and p~ychological exam, at!~U~t be moni~g~~- ?Y m~~sal' ~ersonnel. Even ~tandard 
techmques (those deeplmot~ncorporate._~.\gntficant phystcal or psychologtcal 
press~re) req~ired Jfitt~pprov't!.~fw~enever f~.~ib!e." These standard techni~ues were 
descnbed as mclua~sleep dep~vatton (up to y2';liours, reduced to 48 hours m Dec 
2003), diapering (gener~~ft-eed~if.j0lfrs), reduced caloric intake (still adequate 
to maintail(!~health), i~"\1!1 music or white noise, and denial of reading 
material!>" ~'-. . 

/:., ·. ·. . 

_.: :"'~~Ji~ditions and~ne~ G~ou RDG, the renamed RG) in D~mber was given 

responsibi!ityt_~t oversightA . C~incident with this, ~MS took ove~ 
psychologist ceverage ther'1•/whtch began w1th the assessment of somClJetamees then 
on site. TheC'J~ al~o began monthly cable summaries of detainee physical health. 

' ·· .. • ,/ 

-~4J 
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In practice; however, AZ:s cooperation did notiC<>rrelate that well with his 
waterboard sessions. Only when questioning changed td ';ubjects on which he had 
information (toward the end ofwaterbe~'a~~age) was he forthcoming. A 
psychologist/interrogator later said that'*.3(~ilrd use had :tablished that AZ had no 
further information on imminent threats-a creative but.circular justification. In 
retrosp~t ~M~ thought AZpg>bably reach~~ p~~J.fcbo~eration even prior to the 
August mstttutton of"~anccil;measur~ development mtssed because of the . r ~... .· 
narrow focus of q~~tj~ning. In any event, there was no evidence that the waterboard 
produced time-perish£oie infonnation which ofug:wise would have been unobtainab=le'-'--.8_2 

__ __, 
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-.- · In part to undennine the notion that individl':i~~tion techniq~es could be 
studied, psychologist/interrogators Jessen and Mitcheliprovided an instructive overview 
of"interrogation and coercive physic;rJ;ressures."94 Refusal to provide intelligence, they 
wrote, "is not overcome through the use of th4'phys._ical techn{t/lf to obtain that 

. .. 1· . 
effect .. .independent of the other forces at work.,,S~e~tlpf1k~l}g 'led some people not 
~nv?l~ed i~ the actu~l p~~~:qfinterroga~~o believe~tpat th~ relative contribu_ti~n of 
mdtvtdual mterrogatton techniques can be teased out and' quantified .... " [emphasis m 
original] Their w~r(~ intem)~ors was sait(~9 ~~far more complicated: 

" __ .the choice ~ch';~~"ri~, if any, to use is driven by an 
in~gl~~ t~r;'(l~errog~Oipl~ and by. a real-time a_ssessmen~ of 
~e O~tamee~S,'Stfe~~'~e~.ses and r~achons t~ wh~t lS happemng. 

/~}~~his pro~es_s~a~~e pl'i¥~al mterr~gatton tec_hmque ts almost_ never 
etJ1ployed m Isolat~Qq fromt-other techntques and mfluence strategtes, 
m~y'bfwhich are ·P.9t coercive. Rather, multiple techniques are 
delib~~)ly orchestr;ted and sequenced as a means for inducing an 
unwilling .d~t'!in~ actively seek a solution to his current predicament, 
and thus w~K;~~tth the interrogator who has been responding in a firm, but 
fair and predj}(able way."95 

-1 
- - __j 

94 James E. Mitchell, Ph.D. and John B. Jessen, Ph.D., "Interrogation and Coercive Physical Pressures: A 
Quick Overview," February 2005. This apparently is a derivative of a paper prepared( at the time of the 
June 2004 DO review, "Using Coercive Pressure in Interrogation of High Value Targets." 
9s They continue: "As in all cases of exploitation, the interrogator seeks to induce an exploitable mental 
state and then take advantage of the opening to further manipulate the detainee. In many cases, coercive 
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Missing from this perspective was any question about just how many elements / 

were necessary for a successful "orchestration." The assumption was that a gifted 
interrogator would know best; and the implicit message was that this art form could not 
be objectively analyzed. Indeed, by this time their methodology was more nuanced, in 
stark contrast to the rapid escalation and indiscriminate repetitions of early interrogations. 
Still, there remained a need to look more objectively for the least intrusive way to gain 
cooperation. 
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