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(1)

ALLEGATIONS OF MISTREATMENT OF IRAQI
PRISONERS

FRIDAY, MAY 7, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:45 a.m. in room

SD–106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner
(chairman) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, McCain, Roberts,
Allard, Sessions, Collins, Talent, Chambliss, Graham, Dole,
Cornyn, Levin, Kennedy, Byrd, Lieberman, Reed, Akaka, Bill Nel-
son, E. Benjamin Nelson, Dayton, Bayh, Clinton, and Pryor.

Other Senators present: Senator Bill Frist.
Committee staff members present: Judith A. Ansley, staff direc-

tor; and Leah C. Brewer, nominations and hearings clerk.
Majority staff members present: Charles W. Alsup, professional

staff member; L. David Cherington, counsel; Regina A. Dubey, re-
search assistant; Ambrose R. Hock, professional staff member;
Thomas L. MacKenzie, professional staff member; Elaine A.
McCusker, professional staff member; Lucian L. Niemeyer, profes-
sional staff member; Paula J. Philbin, professional staff member;
Lynn F. Rusten, professional staff member; Joseph T. Sixeas, pro-
fessional staff member; Scott W. Stucky, general counsel; and Rich-
ard F. Walsh, counsel.

Minority staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, Democratic
staff director; Kenneth M. Crosswalt, professional staff member;
Evelyn N. Farkas, professional staff member; Richard W. Field-
house, professional staff member; Jeremy L. Hekhuis, professional
staff member; Gerald J. Leeling, minority counsel; Peter K. Levine,
minority counsel; Michael J. McCord, professional staff member;
William G.P. Monahan, minority counsel; and Arun A. Seraphin,
professional staff member.

Staff assistants present: Michael N. Berger, Bridget Ward, Nich-
olas W. West, and Pendred K. Wilson.

Committee members’ assistants present: Cord Sterling and
James B. Kadtke, assistants to Senator Warner; Christopher J.
Paul, assistant to Senator McCain; Mark Powers, assistant to Sen-
ator Inhofe; Darren M. Dick, assistant to Senator Roberts: Arch
Galloway II, assistant to Senator Sessions; Derek J. Maurer, assist-
ant to Senator Collins; Lindsey R. Neas, assistant to Senator Tal-
ent; Clyde A. Taylor IV, assistant to Senator Chambliss; Aleix Jar-
vis and Meredith Moseley, assistants to Senator Graham; Christine
O. Hill, assistant to Senator Dole; Russell J. Thomasson, assistant

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



2

to Senator Cornyn; Sharon L. Waxman and Mieke Y. Eoyang, as-
sistants to Senator Kennedy; Christina Evans and Erik Raven, as-
sistants to Senator Byrd; Frederick M. Downey, assistant to Sen-
ator Lieberman; Elizabeth King, assistant to Senator Reed;
Davelyn Noelani Kalipi, assistant to Senator Akaka; William K.
Sutey and Dan Shapiro, assistants to Senator Bill Nelson; Eric
Pierce, assistant to Senator Ben Nelson; William Todd Houchins,
assistant to Senator Dayton; Todd Rosenblum and Rashid
Hallaway, assistants to Senator Bayh; Andrew Shapiro, assistant
to Senator Clinton; and Terri Glaze, assistant to Senator Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. The Committee on Armed Services meets
today in the first of a series of hearings to receive testimony re-
garding the mistreatment of Iraqi prisoners by some—I repeat,
some—elements and certain personnel of the Armed Forces of the
United States in violation of U.S. and international laws.

Testifying before us today is the Secretary of Defense, the Honor-
able Donald Rumsfeld. He is joined by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General Richard Myers; Acting Secretary of the
Army, Les Brownlee; Army Chief of Staff, General Peter
Schoomaker; and Central Command (CENTCOM) Deputy Com-
mander, Lieutenant General Lance Smith. We welcome each of you
today.

I have had the privilege of being associated with, and, more im-
portantly, learning from, the men and women of the Armed Forces
for close to 60 years of my life, and I can say that the facts I now
have, from a number of sources, represent to me as serious an
issue of military misconduct as I have ever observed. These reports
could also seriously affect this country’s relationships with other
nations, the conduct of the war against terrorism, and place in
jeopardy the men and women of the Armed Forces wherever they
are serving in the world.

This mistreatment of prisoners represents an appalling and to-
tally unacceptable breach of military regulations and conduct. Most
significantly, the replaying of these images day after day through-
out the Middle East, and indeed the world, has the potential to un-
dermine the substantial gains towards the goal of peace and free-
dom in various operation areas of the world, most particularly Iraq,
and the substantial sacrifice by our forces, as well as those of our
allies, in the war on terror.

Let me be as clear as one Senator can be. This is not the way
for anyone who wears the uniform of the United States of America
to conduct themselves. This degree of breakdown in military lead-
ership and discipline represents an extremely rare—and I repeat,
rare—chapter in the otherwise proud history of the Armed Forces
of the United States. It defies common sense. It contradicts all the
values we Americans learn, beginning in our homes.

Members of the committee, as we conduct this hearing, I urge
you that we take every care that our actions, our words, and our
individual and collective conduct in this hearing not reflect unfairly
on the 99.9 percent of our uniformed personnel who are performing
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remarkable tasks and, in some cases, making the ultimate sacrifice
of life and limb to win the global war on terrorism.

Each of us on the committee has nothing but the strongest sup-
port for our brave men and women in uniform and their families.
What we seek for the American people through this and following
hearings, is only to strengthen and honor their efforts, not in any
way to detract from them and their accomplishments.

I would point out that while some systems have failed, we are
here today because of a courageous enlisted man and his lieuten-
ant, whose American values compelled them to step forward and
inform their superiors. They did the right thing. As this committee
performs its constitutional duties in hearings and oversight, we are
working in the same spirit as those two soldiers.

Questions before us today are: Who knew what, and when? What
did they do about it? Why were Members of Congress not properly
and adequately informed?

In my 25 years on this committee, I have received hundreds of
calls, day and night, from all levels, uniformed and civilian, of the
Department of Defense (DOD), when they, in their judgment, felt
it was necessary. I’d dare say that other members on this commit-
tee have experienced the same courtesy. I did not receive such a
call in this case, and yet I think the situation was absolutely clear
and required it, not only to me, but to my distinguished ranking
member and other members of this committee.

Members of the committee, our central task here today is to get
all the facts in this difficult situation, no matter where they lead,
no matter how embarrassing they may be, so that we can assess
our response and, in the end, make sure that such dereliction of
duty as in this case never happens again in the proud history of
our country.

Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The abuses that were committed against prisoners in U.S. cus-

tody at the Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq dishonored our military and
our Nation, and they made the prospects for success in Iraq even
more difficult than they already are. Our troops are less secure and
our Nation is less secure because these depraved and despicable ac-
tions will fuel the hatred and fury of those who oppose us.

General Taguba’s investigation, as reported, paints an alarming
picture of abuse and humiliation of Iraqi prisoners. It has enraged
people here at home and throughout the civilized world.
Humiliating and sexually abusing prisoners has nothing to do with
the effective internment or interrogation of prisoners. In fact, such
actions are counterproductive to those goals.

As we seek to bring stability and democracy to Iraq and to fight
terrorism globally, our greatest asset as a Nation is the moral val-
ues that we stand for. Those values have been compromised.

To begin the process of restoring them, the people involved, who
carried out or who authorized or suggested that we should ‘‘loosen
prisoners up’’ or, ‘‘make sure they get the treatment’’ must be held
accountable. So must anyone up the chain of command be held ac-
countable who had command responsibility over the interrogation
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and security of prisoners, and who knew, or should have known, of
these abuses and looked the other way.

General Taguba’s finding that, ‘‘personnel assigned to the 372nd
Military Police (MP) Company were directed to change facility pro-
cedures to set the conditions for military intelligence interroga-
tions,’’ is bolstered by pictures that suggest that the sadistic abuse
was part of an organized and conscious process of intelligence-gath-
ering. In other words, those abusive actions do not appear to be ab-
errant conduct by individuals, but part of a conscious method of ex-
tracting information. If true, the planners of this process are at
least as guilty as those who carried out the abuses.

The President’s legal counsel, Alberto Gonzalez, reportedly wrote,
in a memorandum, that the decision to avoid invoking the Geneva
Conventions ‘‘preserves flexibility’’ in the war on terrorism. Belit-
tling or ignoring the Geneva Conventions invites our enemies to do
the same, and increases the danger to our military service men and
women. It also sends a disturbing message to the world that Amer-
ica does not feel bound by internationally accepted standards of
conduct.

The findings of General Taguba’s report, as reported on a public
Web site, raise a number of disturbing issues. For example, how far
up the chain was there implicit or explicit direction or approval or
knowledge of these prisoner abuses? Why was a joint interrogation
and detention facility at Abu Ghraib established in a way which led
to the subordination of the MP brigade to the military intelligence
unit conducting interrogation activities? What was the role played
by the military intelligence, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA),
and any other intelligence units in requesting or suggesting abu-
sive activities? How is it in our Nation’s interest to have civilian
contractors, rather than military personnel, performing vital na-
tional security functions such as prisoner interrogations in a war
zone? When soldiers break the law or fail to follow orders, com-
manders can hold them accountable for their misconduct. Military
commanders don’t have the same authority over civilian contrac-
tors.

Finally, Secretary Rumsfeld and General Myers, I join our chair-
man in expressing deep dismay that when you briefed Senators in
a classified session last week on events in Iraq, just hours before
the story broke on television, you made no reference to the impend-
ing revelations. Executive branch consultation with Congress is not
supposed to be an option, but a longstanding and fundamental re-
sponsibility.

It is essential that our Nation, at the highest levels, apologize di-
rectly to the victims and to the Iraqi people, as a whole, for these
actions. But words alone are not sufficient. Prompt and decisive ac-
tion, which establishes responsibility and holds people accountable,
is essential here. It will also, hopefully, convince the world that our
free and open society does not condone, and will not tolerate, this
depraved behavior.

Chairman WARNER. I’ll ask our witnesses to rise. [Witnesses
sworn.]

The complete statements of all witnesses will be placed into the
record. The committee will now receive the opening remarks of the
Secretary, followed by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. I’m not
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certain if others desire some recognition for opening remarks; if so,
indicate to the chair. Then we’ll go into a 6-minute round of ques-
tions by each member.

Mr. Secretary.

STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD H. RUMSFELD, SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Secretary RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,
in recent days there has been a good deal of discussion about who
bears responsibility for the terrible activities that took place at Abu
Ghraib. These events occurred on my watch. As Secretary of De-
fense, I am accountable for them, and I take full responsibility. It’s
my obligation to evaluate what happened, to make sure that those
who have committed wrongdoing are brought to justice, and to
make changes, as needed, to see that it doesn’t happen again.

I feel terrible about what happened to these Iraqi detainees.
They’re human beings, and they were in U.S. custody. Our country
had an obligation to treat them right. We did not, and that was
wrong. So to those Iraqis who were mistreated by members of the
U.S. Armed Forces, I offer my deepest apology. It was inconsistent
with the values of our Nation. It was inconsistent with the teach-
ings of the military to the men and women of the Armed Forces.
It was certainly fundamentally un-American.

Further, I deeply regret the damage that has been done. First,
to the reputation of the honorable men and women of the Armed
Forces, who are courageously, responsibly, and professionally de-
fending our freedoms across the globe. They are truly wonderful
human beings, and their families and their loved ones can be enor-
mously proud of them. Second, to the President, Congress, and the
American people; I wish I had been able to convey to them the
gravity of this before we saw it in the media. Finally, to the reputa-
tion of our country.

The photographic depictions of the U.S. military personnel that
the public has seen have offended and outraged everyone in the
DOD. If you could have seen the anguished expressions on the
faces of those in our Department upon seeing those photos, you
would know how we feel today.

It’s important for the American people and the world to know
that while these terrible acts were perpetrated by a small number
of U.S. military personnel, they were also brought to light by the
honorable and responsible actions of other military personnel.

There are many who did their duty professionally, and we should
mention that, as well. First, Specialist Joseph Darby, who alerted
the appropriate authorities that abuses were occurring. Second,
those in the military chain of command who acted promptly, on
learning of those abuses, by initiating a series of investigations—
criminal and administrative—to assure that abuses were stopped
and that the responsible chain of command was relieved and re-
placed.

Having said that, all the facts that may be of interest are not yet
in hand. In addition to the Taguba Report, there are other inves-
tigations underway, and we’ll be discussing those today. Because
all the facts are not in hand, there will be corrections and clarifica-
tions to the record as more information is learned.
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From the witnesses, you will be told the sequence of events and
investigations that have taken place since the activities first came
to light. I want to inform you of the measures underway to improve
our performance in the future.

Before I do that, let me say that each of us at this table is either
in the chain of command or has senior responsibilities in the DOD.
This means that anything we say publicly could have an impact on
the legal proceedings against those accused of wrongdoing in this
matter. So please understand that if some of our responses to ques-
tions are measured, it is to assure that pending cases are not jeop-
ardized by seeming to exert command influence, and that the
rights of any accused are protected.

Now, let me tell you the measures we’re taking to deal with this
issue. First, to ensure we have a handle on the scope of this catas-
trophe, I will be announcing today the appointment of several sen-
ior former officials who are being asked to examine the pace, the
breadth, the thoroughness of the existing investigations, and to de-
termine whether additional investigations or studies need to be ini-
tiated. They’re being asked to report their findings within 45 days
of taking up their duties. I’m confident that these distinguished in-
dividuals will provide a full and fair assessment of what has been
done thus far, and recommend whether further steps may be nec-
essary.

[Clarifying information provided by the DOD follows:]
Charter for Independent Panel to Review DOD Detention Operations was signed

on May 12, 2004. It allots a timeframe to provide advice ‘‘preferably within 45 days’’
after beginning the review. The panel has announced that it will present its final
report on August 18, 2004, with the caveat that it could be modified at a later date
to reflect the results of reports or investigations completed after that date.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Second, we need to review our habits and
our procedures. One of the things we’ve tried to do in the DOD
since September 11 is to try to get the Department to adjust our
procedures and processes to reflect that we’re in a time of war and
that we’re in the information age. For the past 3 years, we’ve
looked for areas where adjustments were needed, and we’ve made
a great many adjustments. Regrettably, we’ve now found another
area where adjustments may be needed.

Let me be clear. I failed to recognize how important it was to ele-
vate a matter of such gravity to the highest levels, including the
President and the Members of Congress.

Third, I’m seeking a way to provide appropriate compensation to
those detainees who suffered such grievous and brutal abuse and
cruelty at the hands of a few members of the United States Armed
Forces. It’s the right thing to do.

I wish we had known more, sooner, and been able to tell you
more, sooner. But we didn’t. Today, we’ll have a full discussion of
these terrible acts, but first let’s take a step back for a moment.
Within the constraints imposed on those of us in the chain of com-
mand, I have a few additional words.

First, beyond abuse of prisoners, there are other photos that de-
pict incidents of physical violence towards prisoners, acts that can
only be described as blatantly sadistic, cruel, and inhuman. Second,
there are many more photographs and, indeed, some videos. Con-
gress and the American people and the rest of the world need to
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know this. In addition, the photos give these incidents a vivid-
ness—indeed, a horror—in the eyes of the world. Mr. Chairman,
that’s why this hearing today is important. That’s why the actions
we take in the days and weeks ahead are so important.

However terrible the setback, this is also an occasion to dem-
onstrate to the world the difference between those who believe in
democracy and in human rights, and those who believe in rule by
terrorist code. We value human life. We believe in individual free-
dom and in the rule of law. For those beliefs, we send men and
women of the Armed Forces abroad to protect that right for our
own people and to give others, who aren’t Americans, the hope of
a future of freedom. Part of that mission, part of what we believe
in, is making sure that when wrongdoings or scandals do occur,
that they’re not covered up, but they are exposed, they are inves-
tigated, and the guilty are brought to justice.

Mr. Chairman, I know you join me today in saying to the world,
‘‘Judge us by our actions. Watch how Americans, watch how a de-
mocracy, deals with wrongdoing and with scandal and the pain of
acknowledging and correcting our own mistakes and our own weak-
nesses.’’

After they have seen America in action, then ask those who teach
resentment and hatred of America if our behavior doesn’t give the
lie to the falsehood and the slander they speak about our people
and about our way of life. Ask them if the resolve of Americans in
crisis and difficulty and, yes, in the heartbreak of acknowledging
the evil in our midst, doesn’t have meaning far beyond their ha-
tred.

Above all, ask them if the willingness of Americans to acknowl-
edge their own failures before humanity doesn’t light the world as
surely as the great ideas and beliefs that made this Nation a bea-
con of hope and liberty for all who strive to be free.

We know what the terrorists will do. We know they will try to
exploit all that is bad, and try to obscure all that is good. That’s
their nature. That’s the nature of those who think they can kill in-
nocent men, women, and children to gratify their own cruel will to
power. We say to the world, ‘‘We will strive to do our best, as im-
perfect as it may be.’’

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Secretary Rumsfeld follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. DONALD H. RUMSFELD

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee—thank you for the opportunity to tes-
tify today.

In recent days, there has been a good deal of discussion about who bears respon-
sibility for the terrible activities that took place at Abu Ghraib. These events oc-
curred on my watch. As Secretary of Defense, I am accountable for them. I take full
responsibility. It is my obligation to evaluate what happened, to make sure those
who have committed wrongdoing are brought to justice, and to make changes as
needed to see that it doesn’t happen again.

I feel terrible about what happened to these Iraqi detainees. They are human
beings. They were in U.S. custody. Our country had an obligation to treat them
right. We didn’t do that. That was wrong.

To those Iraqis who were mistreated by members of the U.S. Armed Forces, I offer
my deepest apology. It was un-American. It was inconsistent with the values of our
Nation.

Further, I deeply regret the damage that has been done:
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• First, to the reputation of the honorable men and women of our Armed
Forces who are courageously, skillfully and responsibly defending our free-
dom across the globe. They are truly wonderful human beings, and their
families and loved ones can be enormously proud of them.
• Second, to the President, Congress, and the American people. I wish we
had been able to convey to them the gravity of this was before we saw it
in the media;
• Third, to the Iraqi people, whose trust in our coalition has been shaken;
and finally
• To the reputation of our country.

The photographic depictions of U.S. military personnel that the public has seen
have unquestionably offended and outraged everyone in the Department of Defense
(DOD).

If you could have seen the anguished expressions on the faces of those of us in
the Department upon seeing the photos, you would know how we feel today.

We take this seriously. It should not have happened. Any wrongdoers need to be
punished, procedures evaluated, and problems corrected.

It’s important for the American people and the world to know that while these
terrible acts were perpetrated by a small number of the U.S. military, they were
also brought to light by the honorable and responsible actions of other military per-
sonnel. There are many who did their duty professionally and we should mention
that as well:

• First the soldier, Specialist Joseph Darby, who alerted the appropriate
authorities that abuses of detainees were occurring. My thanks and appre-
ciation to him for his courage and his values.
• Second, those in the military chain of command who acted promptly upon
learning of those activities by initiating a series of investigations—criminal
and administrative—to ensure that the abuses were stopped, that the re-
sponsible chain of command was relieved and replaced, and that the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) was followed;
• Third, units singled out for praise in General Taguba’s report for the care
they provided detainees in their custody and their intolerance of abuses by
others;
• Finally, the Central Command (CENTCOM) chain of command for taking
action and publicly announcing to the world that investigations of abuse
were underway.

The American people and members of the committee deserve an accounting of
what has happened and what’s being done to fix it.

Gathered today are the senior military officials with responsibility in the care and
treatment of detainees.

The responsibility for training falls to the U.S. Army. The responsibility for the
actions and conduct of forces in Iraq falls to the combatant commander. The ulti-
mate responsibility for the DOD rests with me.

Each of us has had a strong interest in getting the facts out to the American peo-
ple.

We want you to know the facts. I want you to have all the documentation and
the data you require. If some material is classified, we will ensure members get an
opportunity to see it privately.

Having said that, all the facts that may be of interest are not yet in hand. In ad-
dition to the Taguba Report, there are other investigations underway. We will make
the results of these investigations available to you. But because all the facts are not
in hand, there will be corrections and clarifications to the record as more informa-
tion is learned. If we have something to add later, we’ll do so. If we find something
that we’ve said that needs to be corrected, we’ll correct it.

From the other witnesses here, you will be told the sequence of events and inves-
tigations that have taken place since these activities first came to light.

What I want to do is inform you of the measures underway to remedy some of
the damage done and to improve our performance in the future.

Before I do that, let me make one further note: As members of this committee
are aware, each of us at this table is either in the chain of command or has senior
responsibilities in the DOD. This means that anything we say publicly could have
an impact on legal proceedings against those accused of wrongdoing in this matter.
Our responsibility at this hearing, and in our public comments, is to conduct our-
selves consistent with that well known fact. So please understand that if some of
our responses are measured, it is to ensure that pending cases are not jeopardized
by seeming to exert ‘‘command influence’’ and that the rights of any accused are pro-
tected.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



9

Now let me tell you the measures we are taking to deal with this issue.
When this incident came to light and was reported within the chain of command,

we took several immediate actions. These will be discussed in detail by others here
today, but let me highlight them.

• General Sanchez launched a criminal investigation immediately.
• He then asked for an administrative review of procedures at the Abu
Ghraib facility. That is the so-called Taguba Report.

These two investigations have resulted thus far in criminal or administrative ac-
tions against at least 12 individuals, including the relief of the prison chain of com-
mand and criminal referrals of several soldiers directly involved in abuse.

• The Army also launched an Inspector General (IG) review of detainee op-
erations throughout Afghanistan and Iraq. That review continues.
• The Army has initiated an investigation of Reserve training with respect
to military intelligence (MI) and police functions.
• General Sanchez also asked for an Army Intelligence review of the cir-
cumstances discussed in General Taguba’s report and that is ongoing.
• I also asked the Navy IG to review procedures at Guantanamo and the
Charleston Naval Brig.

As these investigations mature, we will endeavor to keep you informed. But there
is more to be done.

First, to ensure we have a handle on the scope of this catastrophe, I will be an-
nouncing today the appointment of several senior former officials who are being
asked to examine the pace, breadth, and thoroughness of the existing investigations,
and to determine whether additional investigations need to be initiated.

[Clarifying information provided by the DOD follows:]
Charter for Independent Panel to Review DOD Detention Operations was signed

on May 12, 2004. It allots a timeframe to provide advice ‘‘preferably within 45 days’’
after beginning the review. The panel has announced that it will present its final
report on August 18, 2004, with the caveat that it could be modified at a later date
to reflect the results of reports or investigations completed after that date.

They are being asked to report their findings within 45 days of taking up their
duties. I am confident these distinguished individuals will provide a full and fair
assessment of what has been done thus far—and recommend whether further steps
may be necessary.

I will encourage them to meet with Members of Congress to keep them appraised
of their progress. I look forward to their suggestions and recommendations.

Second, we need to review our habits and procedures. One of the things we’ve
tried to do since September 11 is to get the DOD to adjust its habits and procedures
at a time of war, and in the information age. For the past 3 years, we have looked
for areas where adjustments were needed, and regrettably, we have now found an-
other one.

Let me be clear. I failed to identify the catastrophic damage that the allegations
of abuse could do to our operations in the theater, to the safety of our troops in the
field, the cause to which we are committed. When these allegations first surfaced,
I failed to recognize how important it was to elevate a matter of such gravity to
the highest levels, including leaders in Congress. Nor did we anticipate that a clas-
sified investigation report that had not yet been delivered to the senior levels of the
DOD would be given to the media. That was my failing.

In the future, we will take whatever steps are necessary to elevate to the appro-
priate levels charges of this magnitude.

Third, I am seeking a way to provide appropriate compensation to those detainees
who suffered grievous and brutal abuse and cruelty at the hands of a few members
of the U.S. military. It is the right thing to do. I’m told we have the ability to do
so. So we will—one way or another.

One of the great strengths of our Nation is its ability to recognize failures, deal
with them, and to strive to make things better. Indeed, the openness with which
these problems are being dealt is one of the strengths of our free society. Democ-
racies are imperfect, because they are made up of human beings who are, by our
nature, imperfect. Of course, we wish that every person in our Government and our
Armed Forces would conduct themselves in accordance with the highest standards
of ethics. But the reality is some do not.

One mistake we have made during our initial investigation into these charges, for
example, was failing to sufficiently call to your attention the information made pub-
lic in the CENTCOM press release regarding the investigations they had initiated
back in January. We also failed to sufficiently call your attention and brief you on
the preliminary findings of the criminal investigation announced on March 20 by
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General Kimmitt. I am advised the Army has had periodic meetings to inform con-
gressional staffs.

There are indications that the information provided was penetrating at some
level, however. On January 20, for example, CNN reported that a criminal inves-
tigation division (CID) investigation was being conducted into allegations of de-
tainee abuse at Abu Ghraib, and mentioned the possible existence of photographs
taken of detainees.

Nonetheless, I know that we did not fully brief you on this subject along the way
and we should have done so.

I wish we would have known more sooner and been able to tell you more sooner.
But we didn’t. For that, I apologize.

We need to discuss a better way to keep you informed about matters of such grav-
ity in the future.

The fact that abuses take place—in the military, in law enforcement, and in our
society—is not surprising. But the standard by which our country and our Govern-
ment should be judged is not by whether abuses take place, but rather how our Na-
tion deals with them. We are dealing with them forthrightly. These incidents are
being investigated and any found to have committed crimes or misconduct will re-
ceive the appropriate justice. Most of the time, at least, the system works.

None of this is meant to diminish the gravity of the recent situation at Abu
Ghraib. To the contrary, that is precisely why these abuses are so damaging—be-
cause they can be used by the enemies of our country to undermine our mission and
spread the false impression that such conduct is the rule and not the exception—
when, in fact, the opposite is true.

Which is why it is so important that we investigate them publicly and openly, and
hold people accountable in similar fashion. That is exactly what we are doing.
Questions

When we first were told about these activities and saw those photographs, I and
everyone at this table was as shocked and stunned as you were.

In the period since, a number of questions have been raised—here in Congress,
in the media, and by the public. Let me respond to some of them.

Some have asked: Why weren’t those charged with guarding prisoners properly
trained?

If one looks at the behavior depicted in those photos, it is fair to ask: what kind
of training could one possibly provide that would stop people from doing that? Ei-
ther you learn that in life, or you don’t. If someone doesn’t know that doing what
is shown in those photos is wrong, cruel, brutal, indecent, and against American val-
ues, I am at a loss as to what kind of training could be provided to teach them.

The fact is, the vast majority of the people in the United States Armed Forces
are decent, honorable individuals who know right from wrong, and conduct them-
selves in a manner that is in keeping with the spirit and values of our country.
There is only a very small minority who do not.

Some have asked: Hasn’t a climate allowing for abuses to occur been created be-
cause of a decision to ‘‘disregard’’ the Geneva Conventions?

No. Indeed, the U.S. Government recognized that the Geneva Conventions apply
in Iraq, and the Armed Forces are obliged to follow them. DOD personnel are
trained in the law of war, including the Geneva Conventions. Doctrine requires that
they follow those rules and report, investigate, and take corrective action to remedy
violations.

We did conclude that our war against al Qaeda is not governed precisely by the
Conventions, but nevertheless announced that detained individuals would be treated
consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions.

Some have asked: Can we repair the damage done to our credibility in the region?
I hope so and I believe so. We have to trust that in the course of events the truth

will eventually come out. The truth is that the United States is a liberator, not a
conqueror. Our people are devoted to freedom and democracy, not enslavement or
oppression.

Every day, these men and women risk their lives to protect the Iraqi people and
help them build a more hopeful future. They have liberated 25 million people; dis-
mantled two terrorist regimes; and battled an enemy that shows no compassion or
respect for innocent human life.

These men and women, and the families who love and support them, deserve bet-
ter than to have their sacrifices on behalf of our country sullied by the despicable
actions of a few. To that vast majority of our soldiers abroad, I extend my support
and my appreciation for their truly outstanding service.

One final thought:
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Today we’ll have a full discussion of this terrible incident and I welcome that. But
first, let’s take a step back for a moment.

Within the constraints imposed on those of us in the chain of command, I want
to say a few additional words.

First, beyond abuse of prisoners, we have seen photos that depict incidents of
physical violence towards prisoners—acts that may be described as blatantly sadis-
tic, cruel, and inhuman.

Second, the individuals who took the photos took many more.
The ramifications of these two facts are far reaching.
Congress and the American people and the rest of the world need to know this.
In addition, the photos give these incidents a vividness—indeed a horror—in the

eyes of the world.
Mr. Chairman, that is why this hearing today is important. That is why the ac-

tions we take in the days and weeks ahead are so important.
Because however terrible the setback, this is also an occasion to demonstrate to

the world the difference between those who believe in democracy and human rights
and those who believe in rule by the terrorist code.

We value human life; we believe in their right to individual freedom and the rule
of law.

For those beliefs we send the men and women in the Armed Forces abroad—to
protect that right for our own people and to give millions of others who aren’t Amer-
icans the hope of a future of freedom.

Part of that mission—part of what we believe in—is making sure that when
wrongdoing or scandal occur that they are not covered up, but exposed, investigated,
publicly disclosed—and the guilty brought to justice.

Mr. Chairman, I know you join me today in saying to the world: Judge us by our
actions. Watch how Americans, watch how a democracy deals with wrongdoing and
scandal and the pain of acknowledging and correcting our own mistakes and weak-
nesses.

After they have seen America in action, then ask those who preach resentment
and hatred of America if our behavior doesn’t give the lie to the falsehood and slan-
der they speak about our people and way of life. Ask them if the resolve of Ameri-
cans in crisis and difficulty—and, yes, the heartache of acknowledging the evil in
our midst—doesn’t have meaning far beyond their code of hatred.

Above all, ask them if the willingness of Americans to acknowledge their own fail-
ures before humanity doesn’t light the world as surely as the great ideas and beliefs
that first made this Nation a beacon of hope and liberty to all who strive to be free.

We know what the terrorists will do. We know they will try to exploit all that
is bad to obscure all that is good. That is the nature of evil. That is the nature of
those who think they can kill innocent men, women and children to gratify their
own cruel will to power.

We say to the enemies of humanity and freedom: Do your worst, because we will
strive to do our best. I thank you Mr. Chairman. My colleagues each have a brief
statement.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
You and I have had the privilege to know each other for many

years. We’ve enjoyed a close working relationship. I want to say,
I found that statement to be strong and, in every sense, heartfelt
by you.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. General Myers.

STATEMENT OF GEN. RICHARD B. MYERS, USAF, CHAIRMAN,
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

General MYERS. Mr. Chairman and Senator Levin, I would like
to express my deep regret at being here under these circumstances.
The incidents of prisoner abuse that occurred at Abu Ghraib prison
are absolutely appalling. The actions of those involved are uncon-
scionable and absolutely unacceptable.

Since Brigadier General Kimmitt’s public announcement of the
allegations back in January, the commanders’ response to the prob-
lems highlighted in these investigations has been timely and thor-
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ough. Just as a backdrop, we must also realize that our command-
ers had been handling some enormous challenges in Iraq, including
the fighting that had intensified in Fallujah and in Najaf, the tem-
porary plus-up of troops, which was a decision that was pending,
and the departure of the Spanish brigade, all at the same time that
they were dealing with some of these reports. Despite these ex-
traordinary events, our commanders did exactly the right thing in
a timely manner. I have great confidence in them, as should the
American public and the citizens of Iraq.

I’ve been receiving regular updates since the situation developed
in January, and I’ve been involved in corrective actions and person-
ally recommended specific steps. Again, I’m confident that the com-
manders are doing the right things.

One of the military’s greatest strengths comes from the fact that
we hold our service men and women accountable for their actions.
Our military justice system works very well. I took an oath to sup-
port the Constitution, and with that comes the responsibility to en-
sure that all military members enjoy the full protections of our
Constitution, to include the due process of a fair judicial system.
After all, it is respect for the rule of law that we’re trying to teach
and instill in places like Afghanistan and Iraq. So, as the Secretary
said, we are now in the middle of a judicial process regarding de-
tainee abuse. Because of my position, I have to be careful to not
say anything that can be interpreted as direction or pressure for
a certain outcome in any of these cases.

Moreover, we have to understand that a fair judicial system
takes time to work. I know you all understand that. No one is stall-
ing or covering up information, but it’s absolutely essential to pro-
tect the integrity of our judicial system. I have complete confidence
in our military justice system. The accused will receive due process.
Those found guilty will receive punishments based on their of-
fenses.

When I spoke to Dan Rather, with whom I already had a profes-
sional association, concerning the ‘‘60 Minutes’’ story, I did so after
talking to General Abizaid, and I did so out of concern for the lives
of our troops.

The story about the abuse was already public, but we were con-
cerned that broadcasting the actual pictures would further inflame
the tense situation that existed then in Iraq, and further endanger
the lives of coalition soldiers and hostages. Again, it’s useful to re-
member the context here. We were in the midst of some very heavy
fighting in Fallujah and other places in Iraq, and some 90 hostages
had been taken. It was a very delicate situation that we were try-
ing to resolve.

Since the story of the photographs was already public, I felt we
were on good ground in asking him to hold off airing the actual
photos. As we are now seeing, the photos are having a very real,
very emotional worldwide impact. I would identify myself with the
Secretary’s remarks on having seen more of them than I wish to
have seen. They have had quite an impact on me.

This situation is nothing less than tragic. The Iraqi people are
trying to build a free and open society, and I regret they saw such
a flagrant violation of the very principles that are the cornerstone
of such a society.
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I am also terribly saddened that the hundreds of thousands of
service men and women who are serving, or who have served, so
honorably in Iraq and Afghanistan and elsewhere would have their
reputation tarnished and their accomplishments diminished by
those few who don’t uphold our military’s values. I know our serv-
ice men and women are all suffering unfairly with a collective
sense of shame over what has happened. Their credibility will be
restored day by day as they interact with the Iraqi people, and I’m
confident that our dedicated service men and women will continue
to prove worthy of the trust and respect of our Nation and of the
world. We continue to be very proud of them. As always, I thank
you, on their behalf, for your steadfast support.

Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, General. That was a good state-

ment.
Secretary Brownlee, do you wish to——
Mr. BROWNLEE. I think General Smith’s going next.
Chairman WARNER. You defer to General Smith?
Secretary RUMSFELD. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Fine, thank you.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. LANCE L. SMITH, USAF, DEPUTY
COMMANDER, UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND

General SMITH. Senator Warner, Senator Levin, members of the
committee, I wish to start by thanking you for the opportunity to
testify before this committee concerning the mistreatment of Iraqi
detainees.

The more than 250,000 soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines
who have served in the CENTCOM area of responsibility (AOR)
over the past year have faced numerous challenges in prosecuting
the global war on terror and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). Throughout these operations,
they have worked to better the lives of the people of Afghanistan
and Iraq, to bring progress and stability to these countries. Their
efforts, however, have been put at risk by the reprehensible actions
of a few. These few have acted in a manner that is inconsistent
with the proud history of the American soldier. There is no excuse
for their actions, nor do I offer one. Their unprofessional and mali-
cious conduct has caused considerable harm to our attempts to win
the trust and confidence of the Iraqi people. Unfortunately, it has
also facilitated the efforts of our enemy to malign our national in-
tent and character, and gives weight to the charge of American hy-
pocrisy.

When the allegations of abuse and improper conduct of U.S.
forces against legally detained Iraqis were brought to light by a sol-
dier on January 13, 2004, our leadership in Iraq prudently in-
formed us of what they knew and immediately initiated a criminal
investigation. That investigation has resulted in preferral of
charges against six service members, three of which have, thus far,
been referred to courts-martial, and we are still investigating fur-
ther allegations of criminal misconduct.

At the request of the Commander, Joint Task Force 7 (CJTF–7)
on January 24, CENTCOM directed the conduct of a broader ad-
ministrative investigation, now known as the Taguba Report, with
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the mandate to make a comprehensive examination of our detainee
operations in Iraq in order to detect any systemic problems, and,
if problems were identified, to take necessary steps to rectify the
situation and hold accountable all those responsible who failed in
their duties. That investigation is near completion, and we have al-
ready made significant progress in implementing its recommenda-
tions, but we have more ahead of us.

Information flow up and down the chain of command was timely,
and will continue to be. Commanders regularly brief their superiors
as these investigations progress. The first public release of informa-
tion on the Criminal Investigation Division (CID) investigation
happened in January, and was reported by the media. The interim
results of the Taguba Report were briefed to me in late March as
the investigation made its way through command channels en
route to approval by the Coalition Force Land Component Com-
mander on April 6, and formal adverse administrative action by the
CJTF on May 1. The investigation is ongoing.

Some have asked why it took so long for the allegations to make
it up the chain of command. One needs to look at this as a legal
proceeding. Once the allegations were made, the investigation was
initiated immediately. Evidence was gathered, people were ques-
tioned, and a number were removed from their posts. As with any
prosecution, materials and evidence were kept within the investiga-
tory chain, for obvious reasons: to maintain confidentiality, to pro-
tect individual rights, and to allow the investigation to proceed
without danger of exposure to those being investigated.

The actions of the chain of command in Iraq in conducting the
investigations connected with detainee abuse or mistreatment have
been swift, circumspect, and proper. They have carefully uncovered
facts, analyzed evidence, and gauged the context of the situation,
all the while under the stress of ongoing combat operations, and
ever mindful of protecting the rights of the accused. Commanders
are taking action both to ensure justice is done and to ensure that
this kind of deplorable conduct is never repeated.

With regards to the question of whether this abuse is systemic,
the investigations underway should better inform us on that. At
this point, we don’t know, and that’s part of what we’re trying to
determine by conducting investigations. When we have answers,
we will provide them.

The Taguba Report, in fact, highlights three units for praise for
their performance of military detention duties. That is a hopeful
sign that these abuses are not widespread, and I don’t believe they
are.

The vast majority of coalition and U.S. forces have shown great
humanity and restraint in this, and have acted with courage and
compassion. The situation at Abu Ghraib is not representative of
the conduct of U.S. and coalition forces. It is a distasteful and
criminal aberration, and will absolutely not be tolerated. We deeply
regret that these egregious actions occurred, and we are taking the
necessary steps to preclude similar incidents in the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, General.
Secretary Brownlee, we need to move on, but we certainly recog-

nize that you might have a few opening remarks.
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Mr. BROWNLEE. Okay, sir. I’ll go fast, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. LES BROWNLEE, ACTING SECRETARY OF
THE ARMY

Mr. BROWNLEE. Chairman Warner, Senator Levin, and distin-
guished members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity to
be here today to offer testimony on actions taken by the Army in
response to the appalling abuse of detainees at Abu Ghraib prison
in Iraq. I join the Secretary of Defense in apologizing to those de-
tainees who were abused there.

Let me begin by outlining the range of investigations into de-
tainee abuse. From December 2002 to present, the CID has con-
ducted, or is continuing to conduct, investigations into 35 cases of
abuse or death of detainees held in detention facilities in the
CENTCOM theater. Twenty-five of these are death cases, and 10
involve assault. The CID investigates every death in our custody.

Of the 25 death investigations, the CID has determined that 12
deaths were due to natural or undetermined causes, 1 was justifi-
able homicide, and 2 were homicides. The 10 remaining deaths are
still under investigation.

Additionally, 42 other potential cases of misconduct against civil-
ians occurred outside the detention facilities and are currently
under investigation by the Army CID or by the responsible units.

On February 10, 2004, I directed the Inspector General (IG) of
the Army to conduct a functional analysis of the Department’s in-
ternment, enemy-prisoner-of-war (POW), and detention policies,
practices, and procedures. I directed this inspection to determine if
there might be systemic problems relating to the planning, doc-
trine, or training in the detention facilities operating within the
CENTCOM theater. Phase 1 of this assessment is oriented on cur-
rent operations in the CENTCOM AOR, with assessment-team vis-
its to 16 detention facilities. Phase 2 of the IG assessment will en-
compass visits to defense facilities worldwide, including previously-
visited facilities, to ensure compliance to established standards.

Preliminary findings indicate that leaders and soldiers are aware
of the requirement and expectation to treat detainees humanely,
and that it is their duty to report incidents of abuse. To date, the
majority of the abuse cases indicate the underlying cause has been
twofold: an individual failure to adhere to basic standards of dis-
cipline, training, and Army values; and leadership failures to pro-
vide oversight and enforce standards.

To date, the Army has taken numerous actions to improve the
training for MPs and military intelligence (MI) soldiers. The Army
is retraining select MP soldiers to serve as correctional specialists.
We have incorporated detainee lessons learned from operations in
both Iraq and Afghanistan into the MP school curriculum, and
have deployed MP training teams to our combat training centers.
In response to a request from the CJTF–7, the Army deployed inte-
grated multi-discipline mobile training teams to oversee and con-
duct comprehensive training in all aspects of detainee and confine-
ment operations in-theater.

Additionally, the Chief of the Army Reserve has directed his IG
to conduct a special assessment of training for Reserve personnel
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on the law of war, detainee treatment, ethics, and leadership. All
Reserve component MI soldiers are now required to mobilize at the
intelligence school at Fort Huachuca so they can receive the latest
instruction on tactical questioning before deploying.

Finally, the Army is improving the training of MP and MI per-
sonnel at our combat training centers by incorporating detainee
holding situations into the tactical scenarios.

These improvements were initiated for the later-deploying OIF,
or OIF–2 units, and will be fully implemented for all OIF–3 deploy-
ing units.

The reported acts of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib are tragic and
disappointing, and they stand in sharp contrast to the values of our
Army and the Nation it serves. For these incidents to reflect nega-
tively on the courage, sacrifice, and selfless service of the hundreds
of thousands of dedicated men and women who have volunteered
to serve our Nation in uniform would be a tragedy, as well. Our
soldiers, over 300,000 of whom are deployed in over 120 countries
around the world, most in Iraq and Afghanistan, have provided the
opportunity for freedom and democracy for over 46 million people
who have never experienced it before, while, at the same time, pro-
viding protection to the American people.

Mr. Chairman, we will find out how and why this happened, and
ensure that those individuals determined to be responsible for
these shameful and illegal acts of abuse are held accountable for
their actions.

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today. I thank
you and the members of this distinguished committee for your con-
tinuing support of the men and women in our Army, and I look for-
ward to answering your questions.

Chairman WARNER. Secretary Brownlee, your statement is very
helpful, and a significant contribution to this hearing.

General Schoomaker.

STATEMENT OF GEN. PETER J. SCHOOMAKER, USA, CHIEF OF
STAFF OF THE ARMY

General SCHOOMAKER. Chairman Warner, Senator Levin, distin-
guished members of the committee, I’ll be brief.

As the Chief of Staff of the Army, I am responsible for training
and equipping our soldiers, as well as growing our Army leaders.
I am also responsible for providing ready and relevant land power
capabilities to the combatant commanders and the joint team. Al-
though not in the operational chain of command, I am responsible
for our soldiers’ training and readiness; therefore, I take it person-
ally when any of them fall short of our standards.

To put it in perspective, what we are dealing with are the actions
of a few, as has been pointed out. These are conscious actions that
are contrary to all that we stand for. This is not a training issue,
but one of character and values. Our Army values of loyalty, duty,
respect, selfless service, honor, integrity, and personal courage are
taught to our soldiers from the moment that they enter the train-
ing base. There’s no question that potential consequences are seri-
ous, but we must not forget that these are a few among a great
many others who are serving with great honor and sacrifice, as has
been pointed out.
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We must be careful how we proceed, as it will affect the morale
and the safety of a great majority of our soldiers who are meeting
the standards and are daily placing themselves in harm’s way. I
promise you, they, too, take this personally.

I am reminded that, in the report by Major General Taguba, he
spoke of several soldiers and units who were challenged by the
same set of demanding circumstances at the same place, and they
did what was right. The inexcusable behavior of a few is not rep-
resentative of the courageous and compassionate performance of
the overwhelming majority of our soldiers who serve with pride and
honor.

We are currently undergoing an extensive investigation of every
allegation. The system works, and will result in fairness and jus-
tice. We will also learn and adapt. Our Army has already taken
corrective actions. Our soldiers are performing with distinction, and
I am proud of them all. We owe them our confidence. Our Army
is taking this very seriously, and will meet the standards that our
Nation expects, as we have for 229 years.

Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, General. That statement on

leadership reflects your own strong record of leadership, and we’re
fortunate to have you at the helm of the United States Army today.

We’ll proceed with questions now. Colleagues, recognizing that
almost the full membership of the committee is present, the chair
will have to cut the time to 5 minutes.

Mr. Secretary, I was particularly impressed by your phrase,
‘‘We’re going to watch American democracy in action, as the Presi-
dent and all others address this problem swiftly, in accordance
with the rule of law and American values.’’ In the meantime, how-
ever, it’s obvious to all of us that the impact of the facts of this case
as they are unfolding is affecting our relationship with other na-
tions, our foreign policy. So I ask you, what is that impact, as best
you can assess it today? Second, will the impact of this situation
affect, in any way, the transition that I and others support to take
place on June 30? Will it have any impact on other nations in the
coalition to consider their continued participation at this time, and
the chances of adding additional nations? Lastly, does it have any
impact on the force levels that you anticipate, together with your
on-scene commanders of CENTCOM, in the near future?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, those are tough questions.
I’m afraid no one has the ability to know precisely what will un-
fold. We have seen no shift in coalition countries, in answer to your
first question.

About future coalition countries, I think the key determinative
there is whether or not we are successful in getting an additional
United Nations (U.N.) resolution, in which case I think we will get
additional countries to participate. It certainly will not have any ef-
fect on the determination to have sovereign responsibility assumed
by Iraqis by June 30.

I would just say one other thing. We have been enormously dis-
advantaged by false allegations and lies for the better part of a
year—and, indeed, before that, with respect to Afghanistan—by
terrorists and terrorist organizations alleging things that weren’t
true. So we have taken a beating in the world for things we were
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not doing that were alleged to be done. Now we’re taking a beating,
understandably, for things that did, in fact, happen.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, sir.
General MYERS. Mr. Chairman, if I could just add to that. I just

returned from a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Mili-
tary Committee meeting, and had the chance to talk to several of
the countries that have major military units inside Iraq. They were
very strong, in every case, about seeing this through, and seemed
undeterred by any of the recent events. They were looking forward,
and we were talking about the future and about their steadfastness
in seeing this mission through.

Chairman WARNER. General, I direct my next question to you,
because the Department of the Army has been in the forefront.
CENTCOM, as we all know, is composed of officers—men,
women—of all branches of the Services. I would anticipate that you
have consulted with your colleagues, not only on the Joint Chiefs,
but particularly in CENTCOM, and that you are making, or have
made and will continue to make, an assessment as to the possible
personnel increase in the number of men and women of the Armed
Forces, most particularly in Iraq, and perhaps elsewhere in the
world. This story continues to reflect very deeply the thinking and
actions of others.

General MYERS. Mr. Chairman, absolutely we will. We should
not underestimate that impact. It was that impact of the pictures—
the report of pictures was already out there. But the actual pic-
tures possibly coming out on a news program, that prompted my
call to try to delay their release. I thought those pictures, at that
particular time, would have a particularly bad effect on our troops,
perhaps resulting in death to our forces.

I think we have a lot of troops in Iraq right now, after talking
to General Smith and others, that are probably walking with—
they’re involved in combat, but they’re walking with their heads
just a little bit lower right now because they have to bear the brunt
of what their colleagues up in Abu Ghraib did. It’s going to take,
as General Schoomaker said, good leadership and everything else
we can do to get them back up on the net, because they are en-
gaged in some very important work.

As I said in my statement, I continue to think that the way we’ll
win their trust will be soldier by soldier, patrol by patrol, like we’re
winning the war over there, and we’re just going to have to stay
at it.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you. My time is expired.
Senator Levin.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary Rumsfeld, I was struck by one of the photographs from

the prison depicting three naked prisoners in a lump on the floor
being overseen by a number of soldiers, while other soldiers in the
cell block were assisting or were going about their business without
any apparent interest in or concern about the obvious abusive
treatment. It occurred to me that the conduct that we were wit-
nessing and watching was not the aberrant conduct of a few indi-
viduals, but was part of an organized and conscious process to ex-
tract information.
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This picture reinforces the Taguba Report, which quotes Ser-
geant Davis as saying that he witnessed prisoners in the MI hold
section, Wing 1A, ‘‘being made to do various things that I would
question, morally.’’ He quoted the MI folks as saying, ‘‘loosen the
guy up for us, make sure he has a bad night, make sure he gets
the treatment.’’ He further stated that the wing belonged to MI,
and it appeared that MI personnel approved of the abuses.

Now, in the Taguba Report itself, General Taguba says the fol-
lowing, and this is his finding, that ‘‘military intelligence interroga-
tors and other U.S. Government agency interrogators’’—which I as-
sume includes CIA—‘‘actively requested that MP guards set phys-
ical and mental conditions for favorable interrogation of witnesses,’’
and that personnel assigned to the MP company and brigade were
‘‘directed to change facility procedures to set the conditions for mili-
tary intelligence interrogations.’’

My question to you is, what were those changes that were made,
and was it proper to make changes of the kind that General
Taguba refers to?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The conclusions you seem to have drawn in
your question, Senator Levin, are issues that I believe are probably
all being addressed in an investigation that was initiated last
month. I think it’s called the Fay Investigation—possibly you, Gen-
eral Smith, who have been involved in this, would want to com-
ment.

General SMITH. Sir, there has been an investigation that was ini-
tiated in mid-April by Major General Fay, and it is to look into ex-
actly those allegations.

Senator LEVIN. All right.
Secretary Rumsfeld, would you agree that people who authorized,

or suggested, or prompted the conduct depicted in the pictures that
we’ve seen, as well as those who carried out the abuses, must be
held accountable? That anybody who authorized, knew about,
prompted, or suggested, in the Intelligence Community or other-
wise, that conduct must be held accountable? That’s my very direct
question to you.

Secretary RUMSFELD. The pictures I’ve seen depict conduct and
behavior that is so brutal and so cruel and so inhumane that any-
one engaged in it or involved in it would have to be brought to jus-
tice.

Senator LEVIN. Would that include anybody who suggested it,
prompted it, or hinted at it directly or indirectly? I just want to
know how far up this chain you’re going to go. Are you going to
limit this to people who perpetrated it, or are we going to get to
the people who may have suggested it or encouraged it?

Secretary RUMSFELD. That is exactly why the investigation was
initiated, and that is why it’s being brought forward. We’ll find
what their conclusions are, and I’m sure they will make rec-
ommendations with respect to prosecution.

Senator LEVIN. But in terms of the standard, does anybody who
recommended or suggested, directly or indirectly, that conduct in
order to extract information—in your judgment, if that occurred,
are they also violative of our laws and standards?
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Secretary RUMSFELD. Certainly, anyone who recommended the
kind of behavior that I’ve seen depicted in those photos needs to
be brought to justice.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator LEVIN. My time is up. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Senator McCain.
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
I come to this hearing with a deep sense of sorrow and grave con-

cern. Sorrow after the shock and anger of seeing these pictures for
the first time, that so many brave young Americans who are fight-
ing and dying are under this cloud. I attended the memorial service
of Pat Tillman, a brave American who sacrificed his life recently.
He and others, unfortunately, at least in some way, are diminished
by this scandal.

I’m gravely concerned that many Americans will have the same
impulse I did when I saw these pictures, and that’s to turn away
from them. We risk losing public support for this conflict. As Amer-
icans turned away from the Vietnam War, they may turn away
from this one unless this issue is resolved, with full disclosure, im-
mediately.

With all due respect to investigations ongoing and panels being
appointed, the American people deserve immediate and full disclo-
sure of all relevant information so that we can be assured and com-
forted that something that we never believed could happen will
never happen again.

Now, Mr. Secretary, I’d like you to give the committee the chain
of command from the guards to you, all the way up.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I think General Myers brought an indica-
tion of it, and we’ll show it.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you. I’d like to know what agencies or
private contractors were in charge of interrogations. Did they have
authority over the guards? What were their instructions to the
guards?

Secretary RUMSFELD. First, with respect to the——
General MYERS. We did not bring it.
Secretary RUMSFELD. Oh, my.
General MYERS. Yeah, oh, my, sir.
Secretary RUMSFELD. It was all prepared.
General MYERS. It was, indeed.
Secretary RUMSFELD. Do you want to walk through it?
Senator MCCAIN. Well, anyway, who was in charge? What agency

or private contractor was in charge of the interrogations? Did they
have authority over the guards? What were the instructions that
they gave to the guards?

General MYERS. I’ll walk through the chain of command and——
Senator MCCAIN. No, you can just submit the chain of command

for the record, please.
[The information referred to follows:]
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Secretary RUMSFELD. General Smith, do you want to respond?
Senator MCCAIN. No, Secretary Rumsfeld, in all due respect, you

have to answer this question, and it could be satisfied with a phone
call. This is a pretty simple, straightforward question.

Who was in charge of the interrogations? What agencies and pri-
vate contractors were in charge of the interrogations? Did they
have authority over the guards? What were the instructions to the
guards? This goes to the heart of this matter.

Secretary RUMSFELD. It does, indeed. As I understand it, there
were two contractor organizations. They supplied interrogators and
linguists. I was advised by General Smith that there were maybe
a total of 40.

Senator MCCAIN. Now, were they in charge of the interrogations?
General SMITH. Yes, sir. There were 37 interrogators that

were——
Senator MCCAIN. I’m asking who was in charge of the interroga-

tions.
General SMITH. They were not in charge. They were interroga-

tors.
Senator MCCAIN. My question is, who was in charge of the inter-

rogations?
General SMITH. The brigade commander for the MI brigade.
Senator MCCAIN. Did he also have authority over the guards?
General SMITH. Sir, he had tactical control over the guards, so

he was——
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Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Secretary, you can’t answer these ques-
tions?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I can. I thought the purpose of the question
was to try to make sure we got an accurate presentation, and we
have the expert here who was in the chain of command.

Senator MCCAIN. I think these are fundamental questions to this
issue.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Fine.
Senator MCCAIN. What were the instructions to the guards?
Secretary RUMSFELD. There are two sets of responsibilities, as

your question suggests. In one set, you have the people who have
the responsibility for managing the detention process. They are not
interrogators. The MI people, as General Smith has indicated, were
the people who were in charge of the interrogation part of the proc-
ess. The responsibility, as I have reviewed the matter, shifted over
a period of time, and the General is capable of telling you when
that responsibility shifted.

[Clarifying information provided by the DOD follows:]
The overall responsibility for the Baghdad Central Confinement Facility (Abu

Ghraib) was transferred from the 800th MP Brigade to the 205th MI Brigade by
a CJTF–7 Fragmentary Order (FRAGO) on November 18, 2003. In accordance with
the order, the units operating at Abu Ghraib came under the tactical control of the
205th MI Brigade for security of detainees and FOB protection. The MP, however,
retained responsibility for detention operations.

Senator MCCAIN. What were the instructions to the guards?
Secretary RUMSFELD. That is what the investigation that I have

indicated has been undertaken is determining.
Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Secretary, that’s a very simple, straight-

forward question.
Secretary RUMSFELD. As the Chief of Staff of the Army can tell

you, the guards are trained to guard people. They are not trained
to interrogate, and their instructions are to, in the case of Iraq, ad-
here to the Geneva Conventions. The Geneva Conventions apply to
all of the individuals there, in one way or another. They apply to
the POWs, and they’re written out, and they’re instructed, and the
people in the Army train them to that. The people in the
CENTCOM have the responsibility of seeing that, in fact, their con-
duct is consistent with the Geneva Conventions. The criminals in
the same detention facility are handled under a different provision
of the Geneva Conventions. I believe it’s the fourth, and the prior
one is the third.

[Clarifying information provided by the DOD follows:]
Detaines who are criminals, persons who attack the force and civilians who are

security threats are called ‘‘civilian internees’’ and are protected persons under Ge-
neva Convention IV. Geneva Convention IV applies to all categories of civilian per-
sonnel we have detained in Iraq.

Senator MCCAIN. So the guards were instructed to treat the pris-
oners, under some kind of changing authority, as I understand it,
according to the Geneva Conventions.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Absolutely.
Senator MCCAIN. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Kennedy.
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Senator KENNEDY. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

To the people in the Middle East, and too often today, the symbol
of America is not the Statue of Liberty, it’s the prisoner standing
on a box wearing a dark cape and a dark hood on his head with
wires attached to his body, afraid that he’s going to be electrocuted.
Now, these incidents of torture and abuse have resulted in a cata-
strophic crisis of credibility for our Nation.

Since the beginning of the war, the International Committee of
the Red Cross (ICRC) has provided the Pentagon officials with re-
ports of abuses at this prison, saying that some of them were tan-
tamount to torture. They issued serious complaints during the in-
spection of the prison in October 2003 and at several other times.

The State Department and the Coalition Provisional Authority
(CPA) appealed to you to stop the mistreatment of the military de-
tainees. Secretary Powell raised this issue at Cabinet meetings and
elsewhere, pleading with officials from your Department, Mr. Sec-
retary, to see that detainees were properly cared for and treated,
and your Department failed to act.

The military leadership put the troops in charge of the prison.
They weren’t trained to do the job, and they assigned far too few
guards to the prison that were required to do the job right. They
relied on the civilian contractors to perform military duties, as I
understand it, including the interrogation of Iraqi prisoners. As
Senator Levin pointed out, the top-level DOD officials directed
guards at the prison to set physical and mental conditions for fa-
vorable interrogation of the detainees, a decision that directly re-
sulted in the abuses.

The military leadership failed to respond in a systematic way
even after it initiated the 35 criminal investigations into alleged
mistreatment of detainees in Iraq and Afghanistan, 25 of these in-
vestigations involving deaths. I know that Secretary Brownlee re-
ferred to this.

In particular, in December 2002, military doctors at the Bagram
Air Base in Afghanistan ruled that two Afghan men in U.S. cus-
tody died from blunt-force injuries. No one in the military has been
held accountable for those homicides.

You and your senior leadership have shown, I believe, a dis-
regard for the protection of the Geneva Conventions in detainee op-
erations. In January 2002, you were asked why you believed the
Geneva Conventions do not apply to detainees in Guantanamo. You
replied that you did not have the slightest concern about their
treatment, in light of what occurred September 11.

According to The New York Times, you have known about the
graphic photographic evidence of abuse in the Abu Ghraib prison
since mid-January. You told President Bush about these reports of
abuse shortly thereafter. Yet, rather than work with Congress to
deal with the problem together, you and other top DOD officials
have apparently spent the last 3 weeks preparing a public relations
plan.

Can you tell us what exactly you did tell the President about
these reports of abuse in late January, and what did he say? What
did you do about it, and why did month after month after month
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have to pass before anything happened? Then we find out that the
pictures came out, and the President is, indeed, angry.

Secretary RUMSFELD. First, Senator Kennedy, your statement
that other agencies of government were concerned about detainees
and the DOD failed to act is simply not correct.

Senator KENNEDY. This wasn’t brought to your attention by the
State Department?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I’ll respond. I did not say that. I said your
statement that the DOD——

Senator KENNEDY. It was brought to you then by the State De-
partment. We don’t want to parse words. Was this brought to you
by the State Department? I mentioned Secretary Powell. The ques-
tion is whether this was brought to you, and when did you know
it? You gave us a laundry list in your presentation about the
timeline on it. I’m trying to find out, because it’s been published
that you were notified about this and advised to do something
about it a series of times and nothing was done.

Secretary RUMSFELD. It’s not correct to say nothing was done.
You’re making a set of conclusions that are just simply not accu-
rate. We have had numerous discussions, interagency, on detain-
ees. All in all, there have been some 43,000 people who were cap-
tured or detained in Iraq, of whom 31,850 have already been re-
leased. That is a big task for the Army to undertake. The actions
of the ICRC—you said they came in and indicated concerns about
the Abu Ghraib prison. That’s correct. The prison officials began
the process of making corrections, and General Taguba’s report
found that a number of those things were already underway, in
terms of corrections. When he made his study, a number of addi-
tional things and corrections were made. So it seems to me that the
ICRC report was helpful, and that the military command, as I un-
derstand it, undertook a series of corrections.

Now, with respect to when we were knowledgeable of this, the
situation was this. Specialist Darby told the CID that he had infor-
mation about abuses in the prison. I believe it was on the 13th or
14th of January. By the 15th or 16th, an investigation had been
initiated, and CENTCOM’s public affairs people went out and told
everyone in the world that there were allegations of abuse, and
they were being investigated. Again, by mid-March, when some
criminal—I don’t know the legal term, but some criminal actions
were initiated—the CENTCOM’s public affairs people went out
again and announced that not only were there allegations of
abuses, but they listed the types of abuses. This was to the world;
everyone knew it. CNN was there asking questions. That is the
time frame when General Myers and I were meeting with the
President and discussing the reports that we had obviously heard
because—they weren’t hiding anything. They disclosed it to the
world.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Roberts.
Senator ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I mean, in no way,

to diminish the seriousness of what has occurred here, but it seems
very clear to me that the task before Congress is to determine
whether or not these abuses are the result of flaws in the system
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or if this was a matter, as has been indicated, of individuals who
simply broke the rules.

With that in mind, I’d like to know, Mr. Secretary, were any of
the abuses that occurred in Iraq encouraged, condoned, or per-
mitted by DOD regulations or policy? Were any local or unit-levels
in effect that would have encouraged, condoned, or permitted these
abuses?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Certainly not to my knowledge. When one
looks at the abuses and the cruelty, the idea that you would have
regulations that would permit, condone, or encourage that type of
thing is just not comprehensible. General Smith is the deputy at
CENTCOM, under General Abizaid, and he is responsible for the
management of the guidance and instructions. He can respond if
you’d like.

Senator ROBERTS. No, I think you’ve answered the question, at
least to the degree that I want it answered right now. I want to
move on.

I do have the privilege of being the chairman of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee. Three days ago, we had a hearing. We had the
MI representatives there. We had the CIA there. They indicated,
at that particular time, that they did not know and had no evi-
dence of any direction on the part of intelligence personnel at this
prison suggesting that they commit these abuses at the behest of
the military interrogators, who asked the MP to ‘‘soften up’’ the de-
tainees to prepare them for the interrogation. This gets back to the
opening statement by Senator Levin and the question by Senator
McCain.

Let me remind everybody that, as we speak, we have men and
women in uniform engaged in combat in Najaf, and basically when
we interrogate people, it is to get information from the prisoners,
in terms of force protection and in terms of the mission in Iraq, to
find out precisely what’s going on. It’s a very important mission. It
was a closed hearing, but I said at the time that I would be
stunned—and I’ve said it to the press—that anybody in MI would
condone these kind of activities. This criteria is ingrained, in terms
of their training. It’s black and white.

So my question to you is—and I think it is going to result in the
Fay Report here—is there any truth to the allegations made in the
press and by some of the accused MPs that they did commit these
abuses at the behest of the military interrogators?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I’ve read the same allegations and com-
ments that you have. That is what the criminal investigations are
looking at, among other things. We will, at an early date, know
what the answers are to those questions.

Senator ROBERTS. Can you give me a time frame on when the
Fay Report will be completed?

General SMITH. Sir, it should be completed in the next couple of
weeks, if he does not ask for an extension. Part of the problem is,
that unit has redeployed back to Germany, and so there is travel-
ing back and forth involved.

Senator ROBERTS. That would help answer the question that was
asked by Senator McCain as to actually who was ‘‘in charge’’ of
that prison. I put the ‘‘in charge’’ in quotes. You had the intel-
ligence, and then you also had the MPs, in terms of the mainte-
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nance of the unit, and then it seems to me that there’s another
command that you mentioned, in terms of the contractors.

I think Senator McCain’s question is right on. Who was really in
charge? I think you have a tri-part system here. Is that being
fixed? Will that be recommended by the Fay Report?

General SMITH. Sir, that’s already been fixed with the appoint-
ment of Major General Geoff Miller as the——

Senator ROBERTS. He’s the person that straightened out Guanta-
namo Bay down in Cuba.

General SMITH. Sir, he is there doing that right now. He has
been there since the middle of April.

Senator ROBERTS. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this timely

and important hearing. I apologize for my voice. I’ve been strug-
gling with a bout of laryngitis.

I share your outrage over the atrocities that have emerged from
the Abu Ghraib prison. I believe Congress has the responsibility to
demand a public accounting and a public explanation from the
leadership of the DOD. I’m sure this is only the beginning of a long
and painful process, but I am glad that you’ve taken the first steps
to begin a necessary public examination of the massive policy fail-
ure that led to this catastrophe.

Among the many aspects of this situation that are so troubling
to me is why the President and his advisors are only now publicly
condemning the prisoner abuses in Iraq, when apparently the DOD
has known about them for months. I do not recall hearing a peep
out of either of you, Secretary Rumsfeld or General Myers, about
this before CBS broke the silence.

Why did it take the televised broadcast of graphic photos of pris-
oner abuse, a broadcast General Myers has acknowledged he tried
to suppress, to galvanize the leadership of the DOD to express its
outrage over the situation?

Why was a report that described sadistic, blatant, and wanton
criminal abuses by American soldiers left to languish on a shelf in
the Pentagon unread by the top leadership until the media re-
vealed it to the world? Why wasn’t Congress appraised of the find-
ings of this report from the DOD instead of from CBS News?

Mr. Secretary, it was President Truman who was said to have
displayed the famous sign on his desk, ‘‘The buck stops here.’’ I
served with President Truman. He was an honorable man. He did
not shirk his responsibility.

I see a very different pattern in this administration. I see arro-
gance and a disdain for Congress. I see misplaced bravado and an
unwillingness to admit mistakes. I see finger-pointing and excuses.

Given the catastrophic impact that this scandal has had on the
world community, how can the United States ever repair its credi-
bility? How are we supposed to convince not only the Iraqi people,
but also the rest of the world, that America is, indeed, a liberator
and not a conqueror, not an arrogant power? Is a presidential apol-
ogy to the King of Jordan sufficient? I ask you that question.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, the facts are somewhat different
than that. The story was broken by CENTCOM, by the DOD, in
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Baghdad. General Kimmitt stood up, in January, and announced
that there were allegations of abuses and that they were being in-
vestigated. He then briefed reporters. I think it was March 20.
There’s a timeline up here. By March 20, he went back out again
and said that these had been filed.

The idea that this was a story that was broken by the media is
simply not the fact. This was presented by CENTCOM to the world
so that they would be aware of the fact that these had been filed.
What was not known is that a classified report with photographs
would be given to the press before it arrived in the Pentagon.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Secretary, we’ll put my timeline in the record
and compare it with yours.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator BYRD. My question is, is a presidential apology to the
King of Jordan sufficient?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, I guess that’s for the President
and Congress and others to decide. There have been many apolo-
gies. There have been apologies by every person at this table today.
Any suggestion that there is not a full, deep awareness of what has
happened and the damage it has done, I think, would be a mis-
understanding.

The report that we’re talking about is sitting right there on the
floor. It is—I don’t know—what, 2-feet high?

Senator BYRD. Did you read it?
Secretary RUMSFELD. I read the executive summary, which is 50

to 75 pages, and I looked at some of the annexes and appendices
and references. I have been briefed on it in full, as have the people
at this table, and you can be certain of that.

Senator BYRD. The ICRC claims that it made reports of prisoner
abuse in Iraq throughout 2003. I understand that those reports are
confidential, by mutual agreement. Secretary Rumsfeld, how do we
know that there isn’t a broader problem here? We have heard re-
ports of prisoner abuse from more than just the Abu Ghraib prison.
Will you ask the ICRC to waive its confidentiality agreement on
those reports, and make public all pertinent reports on U.S. mili-
tary-run prison facilities, including those in Iraq, Afghanistan,
Guantanamo, and elsewhere?

Secretary RUMSFELD. We will certainly be happy to provide the
committee with all the reports that we have. I think the issue of
the ICRC allowing one of their reports to be made public is an
issue for them, because they worry that they will not be told the
truth when they go into countries where there are dictatorships
and where people are systematically punished and tortured, and
people do not want to talk to them if the ICRC gets a reputation
for making their report public. So we will be happy to give you our
reports, on a confidential basis that is respectful of the ICRC’s stip-
ulations.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator BYRD. May I just follow with a postscript?
Chairman WARNER. All right, Senator.
Senator BYRD. With all due respect to you, the matter is far

deeper than that. The American people need to know what’s in
those reports. When the ICRC supplies the DOD with those re-
ports, Congress should have that material.
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Secretary RUMSFELD. We’d be happy to give it to you.
Senator BYRD. Very well, thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
Senator Allard.
Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to thank you

for holding this committee hearing. I know there was some discus-
sion about the format and everything, but I think it’s the right
thing to do to have this as an open hearing. I want to also thank
the panel for agreeing to come here and testify before us in an open
hearing. That’s the strength of America, that we’re willing to come
out in a public manner and talk about our strengths and weak-
nesses, and lay out how we’re going to deal with those. As some-
body who has participated in this, I think that we are sending a
good message to the world that we are open; that we are not a per-
fect people, but we do our best. I just wanted to make that state-
ment before I asked any questions.

The thing that I heard in your testimony, Mr. Secretary—and I
think it needs to be elaborated on—is this issue of command influ-
ence. I know that as the facts become evident, that prosecutors of
misconduct in the military have a real concern about command in-
fluence. I would like you to elaborate more on that, or maybe some
other panel members might elaborate on that, and how that might
affect a case for prosecution. You mentioned you had six courts-
martial, I believe, and I wondered if you would share that with the
committee.

Secretary RUMSFELD. We are continuously advised by lawyers,
counsels, that there are two issues that create a tension. One is the
importance of having integrity in the criminal prosecution process,
and that people in the chain of command that conceivably, over
time, would be called upon to make a judgment about the decisions
at the lower levels do not inject themselves into that process early
or in a way that would lead people to believe that their comments
were influencing the outcome of some of those criminal decisions or
other decisions. Therefore, people in the chain are in a difficult po-
sition. To the extent we have a discussion like this about what’s
taken place, we can be certain that the defense counsels for these
people who are being accused, and are going to be criminally pros-
ecuted, will say that these hearings and this discussion had an in-
fluence on the case. We don’t want to have that be the case, and
that’s why we’re being careful in what we say.

The other side of the coin is, we don’t want someone’s rights to
be infringed upon, someone who is a defendant and may be inno-
cent. A process could lead to a situation where their rights would
not be fully protected. So we do have to be careful.

Senator ALLARD. If there are six courts-martial now, do you an-
ticipate there will be more courts-martial? Have any of those in
command been indicted?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I checked, and last year we had something
like 18,000 criminal investigations opened, and we ended up with
3,000 courts-martial. So, at any given time, with a large organiza-
tion like the DOD, there is always something happening.

There is no way in the world I could anticipate. But the inves-
tigations are open, the investigators are determined, and, to the ex-
tent they find information that leads them to believe that a court-
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martial is indicated, or non-judicial punishment of other types,
they certainly will do so. They understand the gravity of this.

Senator ALLARD. I want to follow up on the ICRC report. Were
they given full access? What main issues did that report raise?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I have the report somewhere here, and I’d
be happy to let you see it. I’m reluctant to start discussing it, but
I can say what I already said, that they found a number of things
that they were concerned about, as they always do. It’s helpful, I
must say. The people then began to read it, agree or disagree, and
make the changes. When General Taguba came in and made his
report, he indicated that a number of the issues that had been
raised last year by the ICRC had, in fact, been corrected by the
command structure between the time that they were observed by
the ICRC and the time that General Taguba’s team arrived on the
scene.

Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, my time is expired. I do have a
written statement for the record.

[The prepared statement of Senator Allard follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me first join you in welcoming our witnesses this
morning to discuss the troubling issue of prisoner abuse involving our Armed
Forces.

I am deeply saddened and distressed over these allegations. When we commit our
military to fight our country’s wars, we fully expect each and every American soldier
to serve as the model soldier-statesman, a standard bearer for people everywhere.
Our American forces are to be feared for their unmatched effectiveness and valor
in combat. More importantly, they are to be respected and valued for their humani-
tarian and compassionate conduct when carrying out their duties.

We are at a delicate phase now, introducing to the Afghanis and Iraqis the prom-
ises of a democracy and the better times ahead. A major part of our difficulty is
the fact that these people simply do not yet know what democracy holds for them—
they have yet to experience the freedoms and justice that Americans take for grant-
ed.

Today, we rely on our Armed Forces to set this stage, to help these emerging de-
mocracies take root. What is so disturbing is that these allegations erode, to the
core, the basic principles of liberty we so desperately need to instill and uphold
across this region.

Based on my preliminary readings, Mr. Chairman, I don’t believe we will uncover
systemic problems in our military of wanton disregard for either the rule of law or
general human rights. Rather, I believe the committee will see, in painful detail,
a case study of the extraordinary damage that can occur when we experience such
a disastrous breakdown in military leadership and discipline. It is of small consola-
tion that there were many solid, upstanding soldiers in the middle of this leadership
void that maintained their military bearing, sought command attention for these
violations, and carried-on in accordance with the high professional standards we all
expect.

I find it extremely unfortunate that the activities of so few are now overshadow-
ing the extraordinary accomplishments of so many. I visited both Afghanistan and
Iraq earlier this year, and got to see firsthand many of our 130,000 uniformed serv-
ice men and women undertaking heroic public works projects. General Smith’s Cen-
tral Command is engaged in building mosques, schools, hospitals, roadways, water,
and sewage facilities, and other critical infrastructure desperately needed across the
region. Now, however, we have a small minority of apparently misled, misfit com-
manders and soldiers casting a negative light over what should be, and what I hope
will ultimately be, a proud accomplishment for our forces.

Mr. Secretary and Chairman Myers, I understand the scope of your job and re-
sponsibilities are enormous. I believe that comprehensive remedies to this situation
need to be among your top priorities. Let’s get out in the open the relevant informa-
tion and answers we need to close this issue soonest. Let’s get the solutions and
preventive measures identified and in place soonest. Let’s get the few soldiers and
commanders—those that let us all down—before the appropriate judicial process
and punish the guilty accordingly.
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Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Lieberman.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, the behavior by Americans at the prison in Iraq

is, as we all acknowledge, immoral, intolerable, and un-American.
It deserves the apology that you have given today, as well as the
apologies that have been given by others in high positions in our
Government and our military.

I cannot help but say, however, that those who were responsible
for killing 3,000 Americans on September 11, 2001, never apolo-
gized. Those who have killed hundreds of Americans in uniform in
Iraq, working to liberate Iraq and protect our security, have never
apologized. Those who murdered and burned and humiliated four
Americans in Fallujah a while ago never gave an apology to any-
body. Wrongs occurred here by the people in those pictures and
perhaps by people up the chain of command.

But Americans are different. That’s why we’re outraged by this.
That’s why the apologies were due. That’s why I hope, as we go
about this investigation, we do it in a way that does not dishonor
the hundreds of thousands of Americans in uniform who are a lot
more like Pat Tillman and Americans that are not known, like
Army National Guard Sergeant Felix del Greco, of Simsbury, Con-
necticut, who was killed in action a few weeks ago. We shall not
dishonor their service or discredit the cause that brought us to
send them to Iraq, because it remains one that is just and nec-
essary.

We have to get to the whole truth here, and nothing but the
truth. We can’t be defensive. We have to be aggressive about it. As
Senator McCain said, we have to do it quickly so that we and you
and, most of all, our soldiers can get back to fighting and winning
the war on terrorism with determination.

As far as I’m concerned, we do have to know how this happened,
and we have to know it so we can stop it from happening ever
again. You’ve said that the behavior of those soldiers was fun-
damentally un-American. I agree with you. This goes way back to
the first American declaration, the Declaration of Independence,
where we said that every human being has those rights as an en-
dowment of our Creator. That even goes to human beings who have
been apprehended by our military, as they have been in Iraq, be-
cause they are suspected of being part of the terrorists, of the
jihadists, of the foreign fighters, of the Saddam loyalists, who are
killing Americans and Iraqis every day.

We know that people are flawed, and that’s why we believe in
the rule of law, to try to make us better and punish those who fall
below appropriate humane standards.

In that regard, it seems to me when it comes to the treatment
of prisoners and detainees in conditions of combat, the Geneva
Conventions, adopted by the United States as the law of the land—
and that have been implemented by U.S. Army Regulation 190–8.
You made some controversial statements early on, after Afghani-
stan, that said the Geneva Conventions were ‘‘not relevant here,’’
that, ‘‘by and large’’—and I’m quoting generally—‘‘American mili-
tary interrogators or prison guards would try to carry out the
rights of prisoners and detainees according to the Geneva Conven-

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



36

tions.’’ But I want to ask you today, as you look back to that, do
you think you were right? Did anything replace the rules of the Ge-
neva Conventions in Army Regulation 190–8? If not, why not?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, the President of the United States
made a determination in early 2002 that the Geneva Conventions’
provisions did not apply to our conflict with al Qaeda, although he
concluded that Geneva Conventions did apply to the conflict with
the Taliban. That was a decision by the President. He determined
that Taliban detainees did not qualify as POWs under the third
Geneva Convention criteria for POWs. He also made clear that it
was, and will continue to be, America’s policy to treat detainees hu-
manely and in a manner that was consistent with the Geneva Con-
ventions. So the people were treated consistent to the Geneva Con-
ventions, but he made a distinction with respect to al Qaeda.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Are these detainees, do you assume, mem-
bers of al Qaeda? That is, the thousands that have been held in
Iraq? Or are they in another status?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Oh, no, the President announced from the
outset that everyone in Iraq who was a military person and was
detained is a POW, and, therefore, the Geneva Conventions apply.
Second, the decision was made that the civilians or criminal ele-
ments that are detainees are also treated subject to the Geneva
Conventions, although it’s a different element of it. I think it’s the
fourth instead of the third.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I appreciate that clarification, because I was
not aware of that. Then you would say that all those held in prison,
including those who were abused here, had the rights of POWs
under the Geneva Conventions.

General MYERS. Absolutely.
[Clarifying information from the DOD follows:]
All detainees held in Iraq are protected under the Geneva Conventions. Enemy

POWs are covered under Geneva Convention III. Civilians are protected under Ge-
neva Convention IV. Those pictured in the photographs from Abu Ghraib are be-
lieved to be civilians.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Therefore, the fault clearly was that those
we’ve seen, and hopefully not others, were either not properly
trained, properly disciplined, or, in any case, not observing the law
of the United States of America with regard to the rights of POWs.

General MYERS. If I may, I think that’s exactly right. It’s aber-
rant behavior. The Taguba Report, if you recall, looked at four in-
stallations where the 800th MP Brigade had operations. They
found abuse in only one, and that’s Abu Ghraib. They found abuse
in one.

Senator LIEBERMAN. My time’s up. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Sessions.
Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
These are, indeed, actions that go against the very core values

of America. I want to say, however, that I believe the military re-
sponded properly immediately. I want to join with Senator
Lieberman’s courageous and strong comments about how we do not
need to dishonor the soldiers out there this very day, at risk of
their lives, withholding firing weapons, being in hostile situations,
taking chances with their own lives to protect the people of Iraq.
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Yes, this is a serious problem, and we need to do something about
it. Those who dishonored those soldiers need to be punished. But
I feel very strongly that the military deserves a lot of credit here,
and I want to go over this chart, General Myers, that you have
there.

First, I want to say to Secretary Rumsfeld and all of you there,
thank you for your leadership. Yes, you have some complainers in
Congress, but we voted to send our soldiers to this effort. Nobody
else authorized you to go. We voted to support it. I would also note
that the terrorists aren’t happy with you, either. I saw they put a
$15 million bounty on your head, along with General Kimmitt and
General Sanchez. I thank you for that service.

General MYERS. Senator Sessions, you want me to go through
the——

Senator SESSIONS. I would just like to ask you a little bit about
it, because our time is short.

General MYERS. Right.
Senator SESSIONS. As I see it, back in August of last year you

appointed an assessment team. Is that right? Long before this oc-
curred.

General MYERS. Right. As I said in my opening statement, I
think we ought to have a lot of confidence in our military leader-
ship handling the detention situation in Iraq. It was on August 11
that General Sanchez was worried about detention and interroga-
tion operations, and that resulted in General Miller going over
there and submitting a report.

We pushed General Miller on them in August 2003 because he
was so successful in Guantanamo—to look at our detention oper-
ations to make sure that we’re doing it right, and also that it’s well
connected, that the intelligence is getting to the analysts and so
forth, so we can win this.

Senator SESSIONS. Now, was this in response to any incident or
was it on your own initiative?

General MYERS. That was our own initiative. That was a discus-
sion between the Secretary and myself and our staffs.

You can see from the chart when the abuse took place. We were
told of the abuse on January 13, 2004. The next day, the Army po-
lice, the CID, went on that particular case. We talked about the
press.

Senator SESSIONS. No, let’s slow down. On January 14, you start-
ed a criminal investigation based on the complaint of one soldier.

General MYERS. They did.
Senator SESSIONS. On January 16, Major General Kimmitt

briefed the world about the investigation commencing. Is that cor-
rect?

General MYERS. Right, and he talked about abuse. As I remem-
ber it, he said there may be pictures involved with this abuse, as
well. Then it was 3 days later where General Sanchez—based on
that criminal investigation he had started—asked for an investigat-
ing officer who turned out to be General Taguba. The general was
asked to look at this MP brigade that was responsible for detention
operations in Abu Ghraib and those three other locations.

I know we need to do things quickly with full disclosure and ev-
erything. But this 15–6 Report, the Taguba Report, can result in
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administrative actions such as relief from command and other ad-
ministrative admonishments to military personnel. So it has to be
very thorough. That’s why you’ll see it was requested on January
16. It was not approved by General Sanchez until May 1. As you
go through the various chains, the people that are implicated in
wrongdoing have a chance to look at the report and rebut the re-
port. That’s part of this process that I think we owe it to our troops
to uphold.

Senator SESSIONS. But, General Myers, on January 18, according
to that chart, the 320th MP Battalion had leadership suspended.
Is that correct?

General MYERS. That’s correct.
Senator SESSIONS. That’s a pretty dramatic action to take, is it

not?
General MYERS. It is. But the first look by the Army CID, I

think, gave them indications that things were not right.
Senator SESSIONS. Now, this wasn’t by any pressure from the

media or anyone else; this was the military’s own decision that
their high standards had been violated, and that strong actions
should be taken.

General MYERS. This was General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and
their folks, absolutely.

Senator SESSIONS. I know some on this committee have com-
plained when you took strong action against the brigade com-
mander publicly, the soldier who fired a weapon as part of an inter-
rogation effort. He had a fine record. You took strong action on that
case, and some of us in Congress complained you were too tough.

General MYERS. The standards are the standards, Senator.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator SESSIONS. We thank you for your service, all of you.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Reed?
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me begin by stating the obvious. For the next 50 years, in

the Islamic world and many other parts of the world, the image of
the United States will be that of an American dragging a prostrate,
naked Iraqi across the floor on a leash. This is unfair to the honor
and the courage to our soldiers, but, unfortunately, I think it’s be-
come a fact. This is disastrous.

Mr. Secretary, let me follow up on your proposed commission. As
I understand your comments, this commission, or this group of peo-
ple, will not have the authority to call witnesses to obtain material
independent of your investigation. They will simply review what
you’re doing?

Secretary RUMSFELD. We will be happy to give you a copy of the
draft charge to the individuals. They will have, I can assure you,
the absolute full cooperation of the DOD.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator REED. Will they have the opportunity to call individuals
to testify?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Indeed.
Senator REED. Thank you.
Secretary RUMSFELD. I wouldn’t use the word ‘‘testify,’’ but cer-

tainly they can call individuals.
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Senator REED. Mr. Secretary, the Taguba Report indicated the
principle focus of Major General Miller’s team was on the strategic
interrogation of detainees in Iraq. Among its conclusions in its ex-
ecutive summary was that CJTF–7 did not have authorities and
procedures in place to effect a unified strategy to detain, interro-
gate, and report information from detainees/internees in Iraq. The
executive summary also stated that detention operations must act
as an enabler for interrogation.

Major General Miller was involved with Guantanamo, a DOD op-
eration in another theater. He was sent to Iraq. I don’t think major
generals in the United States Army make up policies about strate-
gic interrogation of detainees unless they’ve coordinated and com-
municated to the higher headquarters. Did you ever see, approve,
or encourage this policy of enabling for interrogation? Did Sec-
retary Cambone ever see, approve, or encourage this policy at ei-
ther facility?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I don’t recall that a policy came to me for
approval. I think that what we have known since September 11 is
that we had three issues with respect to people that were detained.
One issue was to get them off the street so they can’t kill again—
more innocent men, women, and children. A second was the ques-
tion of criminal prosecution for wrongdoing. The third was to inter-
rogate and see if additional information could be found that could
prevent future terrorist acts against our country or our forces or
our friends and allies. So all of those things have been parts of it
since the beginning. They’re different functions, as you point out.

Senator REED. Is that Secretary Cambone’s view, too? Did he ei-
ther see, approve, or encourage—he’s behind you. Can he respond?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Sure he can respond.
Mr. CAMBONE. Sir, the original——
Chairman WARNER. Would you identify yourself for the record,

please?
Mr. CAMBONE. Yes, sir. My name is Steve Cambone. I’m the

Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, Senator.
The original effort by Major General Miller was done with re-

spect to Guantanamo, and had to do with, in fact, whether or not
we had the proper arrangements in the facilities in order to be able
to gain the kind of intelligence we were looking from those pris-
oners in Guantanamo. We had then, in Iraq, a large body of people
who had been captured on the battlefield that we had to gain intel-
ligence from for force-protection purposes, and he was asked to go
over, at my encouragement, to take a look at the situation as it ex-
isted there. He made his recommendations.

Senator REED. Were the recommendations made to you, Mr. Sec-
retary? Did you approve them?

Mr. CAMBONE. To me directly? No. They were made to the com-
mand.

Senator REED. But you were aware of the recommendations
about enabling interrogation?

Mr. CAMBONE. I was aware of those recommendations. I was
aware that he made the recommendation that we get a better co-
ordination between those who are being held and those who were
being interrogated.
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Senator REED. Mr. Secretary, were you aware that a specific rec-
ommendation was to use MPs to enable an interrogation process?

Mr. CAMBONE. In that precise language, no; but I knew that we
were trying to get to the point where we were assuring that when
they were in the general population, those that were under confine-
ment were not undermining the interrogation process.

Senator REED. So this was Major General Miller’s own policy?
Mr. CAMBONE. No, sir, it was not a policy; it was a recommenda-

tion that he made to the command.
Senator REED. So General Sanchez adopted this policy, making

it a policy of the United States Army and the DOD, without con-
sultation with you on any specific——

Mr. CAMBONE. Sir, I don’t think that’s a proper rendering of it.
Senator REED. I don’t know what the proper rendering is, but

that seems to be at the core of this issue. Were you encouraging
a policy that had MP officers enabling interrogations, which cre-
ated the situation where these——

Mr. CAMBONE. No, sir.
Secretary RUMSFELD. May I comment? I think it is probably best

put this way. They are different responsibilities, detaining and in-
terrogating. However, they do need to be looked at together. They
found, in Guantanamo, that how they are detained, in terms of the
rhythm of their lives, can affect the interrogation process. So the
linkage between the two is desirable if, in fact, you’re concerned
about finding more information that can prevent additional terror-
ist acts or, in the case of Iraq, the killing of our forces. So it’s im-
portant that there be a linkage, a relationship. The way it can be
put is that it has a bad connotation. Goodness knows, that’s not de-
sirable or a policy that General Miller would have recommended.

On the other hand, it can——
Senator REED. The policy seems to be to link——
Chairman WARNER. Senator, I have to ask if you would require

the witnesses to provide further responses for the record.
Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, I will certainly ask for additional

responses.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator REED. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Collins.
Senator COLLINS. Mr. Secretary, the vast majority of American

troops performed their duties with compassion, fairness, and cour-
age. This abuse makes the tasks which they’ve been assigned far
more difficult and far more dangerous, and that troubles me great-
ly. Worst of all, our Nation, a Nation that, to a degree unprece-
dented in human history, has sacrificed its blood and treasure to
secure liberty and human rights around the world, now must try
to convince the world that the horrific images on their TV screens
and front pages are not the real America, that what they see is not
who we are.

That is why, Mr. Secretary, I’m so troubled by the Pentagon’s
failure to come forward to fully disclose this appalling abuse, to ex-
press outrage and concern, and to outline swift, tough, corrective
actions. I believe that had you done that, it would have mitigated
somewhat how this abuse has been perceived around the world,
particularly in the Muslim communities. I’m not talking about
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issuing a press release from Baghdad. I’m talking about you per-
sonally coming forward and telling the world what you knew about
this abuse.

In retrospect, do you believe that you erred in not coming for-
ward, not just to the President and Congress—you’ve made very
clear today that you regret not doing that—but to the world com-
munity? Would it have made a difference if it had been the Penta-
gon itself that had disclosed the full extent of this abuse, whatever
you knew, and what actions you were going to take?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I think in my statement I responded in full
to your question. I would characterize what was done in
CENTCOM, by way of swift corrective action, as being just that—
swift corrective action.

Second, I don’t know quite how to respond to your question. The
DOD announced that abuse was being charged, there were criminal
investigations underway. No one had seen the photographs. They
were part of a criminal investigation, and I say no one in the Pen-
tagon had seen them. They were part of that CENTCOM investiga-
tive process. It is the photographs that give one the vivid realiza-
tion of what actually took place. Words don’t do it. The words that
there were abuses, that it was cruel, that it was inhumane, all of
which is true—that it was blatant—you read that, and it’s one
thing. You see the photographs, and you get a sense of it, and you
cannot help but be outraged.

There are, at any given time, in the DOD, these 3,000 courts-
martial underway—general courts-martial, some 1,200; criminal in-
vestigations, 18,000 last year. The importance of protecting the
people charged, protecting their rights, and the importance of see-
ing that if, in fact, they’re guilty, they don’t get off because of com-
mand influence—so there’s a pattern of not reaching down into
those things, bringing them up, and looking at all the evidence be-
fore it ever arrives. In this case, it was released to the press.

Now, we announced the problem to the press. We did not release
the Taguba Report to the press. That was done by someone, to re-
lease, against the law, a secret document. That’s how it surprised
everyone. It shocked Congress. It shocked me. It shocked the Presi-
dent. It shocked the country.

But to suggest that they had not taken tough, swift, corrective
actions in CENTCOM, it seems to me is inconsistent with what
took place.

Senator COLLINS. Mr. Secretary, that’s not what I said. What I
said is—and I have no doubt that the military is committed to swift
corrective action—it’s the disclosure of the abuse, and the promise
to take those actions. That’s where I feel the Pentagon fell short.
I think that rather than calling CBS and asking for a delay in the
airing of the pictures, it would have been far better if you, Mr. Sec-
retary, with all respect, had come forward and told the world about
these pictures and of your personal determination—a determina-
tion I know you have—to set matters right and to hold those re-
sponsible accountable.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator Collins, I wish I had done that, as
I said in my remarks. We have to find a better way to do it, but
I wish I knew how you reach down into a criminal investigation
when it is not just a criminal investigation, but it turns out to be
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something that is radioactive, something that has strategic impact
in the world. We don’t have those procedures. They’ve never been
designed. We’re functioning with peacetime constraints, with legal
requirements, in a wartime situation, in the information age where
people are running around with digital cameras and taking these
unbelievable photographs, and then passing them off, against the
law, to the media, to our surprise, when they had not even arrived
in the Pentagon. There isn’t a person at this table, except General
Smith, who had even seen them.

Chairman WARNER. You’re free to amplify that for the record, if
you wish, Mr. Secretary.

Senator Akaka.
Senator AKAKA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary Rumsfeld, according to General Taguba’s report, civil-

ian contractors were found wandering around Abu Ghraib unsuper-
vised and with free access to the detainee areas. I have two ques-
tions on that. What are the roles of the private contractors at this
and other detention facilities in Iraq and Afghanistan? Who mon-
itors and supervises these contracted employees?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The answer is that the civilian contractors,
as I indicated, numbered something like 37 in this particular facil-
ity. They tend to be interrogators and linguists. They’re responsible
to MI personnel who hire them and have the responsibility for su-
pervising them.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, if I might?
Senator AKAKA. Secretary Brownlee.
Mr. BROWNLEE. In the theater, we have employed civilian con-

tract interrogators and linguists. CENTCOM has done this. These
people have no supervisory responsibilities at all. They work under
the supervision of officers or noncommissioned officers (NCOs) in
charge of whatever team or unit they are on. They, most of them,
are retired military, and they are usually of the skill that they re-
tired in, and that’s what they’re employed for. They assist in these
processes, but they are not in a supervisory role. In fact, they
would be forbidden from doing that, because it would be inherently
governmental.

General SMITH. Sir, I might add to that. In this particular case,
there is a ‘‘tiger team’’ that interrogates and goes through that
process. One is an interpreter, normally; one is an analyst; and one
is an interrogator. Where we have shortages in the military of in-
terrogators and translators, we go to contractors to do that.

I gave the wrong numbers. The number of contractors we have
with CACI for interrogators is 27. Then we have hundreds of trans-
lators that are under contract throughout the country, under Titan
Corporation.

Senator AKAKA. Secretary Rumsfeld, the alleged abuse at this de-
tention facility has been characterized as sadistic, blatant, wanton,
and criminal abuse. So far, we have discussed allegations against
military members. Are there allegations of abuse against contrac-
tors who are working with the military members? If so, are any of
these allegations being investigated?

Secretary RUMSFELD. My recollection is—and I think it’s okay to
say this—that the investigations are ongoing, and that time will
tell.
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Go ahead, General.
[Clarifying information from the DOD follows:]
David Passaro, a CIA contractor, was indicted Thursday, June 17, 2004, in con-

nection with the beating death of a prisoner in Afghanistan. Passaro is the first ci-
vilian to face criminal charges related to U.S. treatment of prisoners in Afghanistan
and Iraq.

Information on two other CACI contractors (Steve Stepanowicz and John Israel)
has been forwarded to the U.S. Attorney General’s Office by the U.S. Army CID to
determine whether evidence supports criminal charges against these two contrac-
tors.

An ongoing investigation is reviewing the MI operations and includes a review of
the actions of civilian contractors involved in interrogation activities.

General SMITH. Yes, sir. There are two contractors that are being
investigated under the investigation for the MI brigade, and that
is from the recommendation of the Taguba Report.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I recently
traveled to Iraq and Afghanistan, and I was so impressed with the
professionalism of the men and women serving in our military who
I had the opportunity to meet. I want to say that I am really proud
of what they are doing there.

General Myers, General Taguba’s AR 15–6 Report finds a gen-
eral lack of knowledge, implementation, and emphasis of basic
legal, regulatory, doctrinal, and command requirements within the
800th MP brigade and its subordinate units. Understanding that
there is an issue with authority between the MP and MI units at
Abu Ghraib, how is it that an entire brigade could be deployed to
Iraq and not train for their mission?

Chairman WARNER. Senator, I’ll have to ask that General Myers
provide his response for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Chairman WARNER. I thank you for your cooperation.
Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, I have a

written statement that I would like to submit for the record.
Thank you for your responses.
[The prepared statement of Senator Akaka follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR DANIEL K. AKAKA

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to take this opportunity to express my thoughts
regarding the deplorable acts committed by soldiers at the Abu Ghraib prison. The
graphic and disturbing acts that are depicted in these pictures are inexcusable.
These actions have tarnished the heroic and patriotic acts performed by so many
of our military members during this difficult war.

I recently traveled to Iraq and Afghanistan. I was so impressed with the profes-
sionalism exhibited by the men and women serving in our military who I had the
opportunity to meet. Unfortunately, the rest of the world and the Nation will not
see or hear about these outstanding individuals. Instead these pictures published
on the front pages of newspapers around the world depict our military members as
thugs.

This outcry has been exacerbated by the manner in which this situation has been
handled. Members of Congress, even the President, according to media reports,
learned about this situation from Dan Rather when ‘‘60 Minutes II’’ broadcast this
story. I find this cloud of secrecy that continues to permeate the Department of De-
fense (DOD) disturbing and destructive. I find this cavalier attitude towards ac-
countability and transparency to be a dereliction of duty and an abrogation of mili-
tary and civilian control over the ‘‘post-war’’ situation.

I find it amazing that Secretary Rumsfeld stated as late as Monday, May 3, 2004,
that he had not yet read the AR 15–6 Report written by Major General Antonio
Taguba which was submitted in March 2004. I find it unconscionable that soldiers
being deployed to a war zone would not be provided with proper training pertaining
to the treatment of detainees under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ)
and the Geneva Conventions.
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I am troubled by the apparent lack of accountability by DOD leadership. In my
opinion, for these soldiers to be so cavalier and nonchalant as depicted in these
photos, which had to have been taken by other detention facility personnel, tells me
that such behavior was widespread and condoned in this prison.

I remain concerned with the lack of supervision and discipline in this brigade and
even more concerned with the unsupervised and unlimited access private contrac-
tors had inside this facility. I remain disturbed by the dismissive attitude exhibited
by the civilian leadership in the Pentagon towards this situation which has under-
mined our military and damaged our country’s reputation.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Graham is next.
Senator GRAHAM. Mr. Secretary, have you seen the video?
Secretary RUMSFELD. I have not. The disk I saw that had photos

on it did not have the videos on it. I checked with General Smith,
and he indicates he does have a disk with the videos on it. I don’t
know if that means there are two disks with all these photographs,
or if the photographs are the same, and one just doesn’t have the
video.

Senator GRAHAM. I mention that because I want to prepare the
public. Apparently the worst is yet to come, potentially, in terms
of disturbing events. We don’t need to leave here thinking that
we’ve seen the worst. There’s more to come. Is that correct?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I indicated in my remarks that there are
a lot more pictures and many investigations underway.

Senator GRAHAM. My colleagues, rightly, want it done quickly,
but my concern is to do it right. I don’t want to rush to judgment
here and let some people go that deserve to be prosecuted. I would
be very disappointed if the only people prosecuted are sergeants
and privates. That would be very bad, and sad. So I want it done
right, and the sooner, the better. I’ll pick right over sooner.

I’m confused. General Smith, when did you first learn of these
photos and see them yourself?

General SMITH. Sir, we knew that there were photos on January
14, because that’s how the investigation started.

Senator GRAHAM. When did you see the photos?
General SMITH. CENTCOM headquarters received the photos to-

wards the end of March. I first viewed the photos on May 6.
Senator GRAHAM. Who did you tell about the photos when you

saw them?
General SMITH. Sir, that was part of the investigation, and that

went forward.
Senator GRAHAM. Did it dawn on you that, when you saw these

photos, ‘‘We’re in a world of hurt. This is going to look bad’’?
General SMITH. Certainly, sir. If those were released, we cer-

tainly——
Senator GRAHAM. General Myers, when you called CBS, had you

seen the photos?
General MYERS. No, I hadn’t.
Senator GRAHAM. What had you been told about what CBS was

about to air, and by who?
General MYERS. They were going to air the photos. We didn’t

talk about that with CBS. In our discussions back in January,
when they said there were photos, they described them up through
the chain of command to the Secretary, and I just happened to be
there. It was discussed several times. The general nature of the
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photos, about nudity, some mock sexual acts, and other abuse, was
described.

Senator GRAHAM. When you were informed that these photos,
even though you hadn’t seen them, were going to come out, who did
you tell about that, and when?

General MYERS. There were a lot of people that knew, inside our
building. The people that had been working with the media knew
that there were photos out there, and the media was trying to get
their hands on them from January on. So they had been working
that for 3 months.

Senator GRAHAM. At that time, is it fair to say you knew there
was a story about to come out that was going to create a real prob-
lem for us?

General MYERS. At that time, my concern was the impact it could
have on our forces in Iraq. My focus at the time was, if these
photos are revealed right now, given the intensity of operations,
what could be that impact on our troops? My conclusion was, this
would be the worst of all possible times for these to come forward;
realizing that eventually they were going to come forward.

Senator GRAHAM. Did you feel a need to inform Congress or the
President or the Secretary of Defense about the potential damage
this could do?

General MYERS. We had discussed the potential damage back in
January, February, and March. As we marched through those
events on that chart, a lot of those events were based on our con-
cern with where this might lead.

Senator GRAHAM. Long story short, I do trust the people in uni-
form to get it right, and I want to take the time necessary to make
sure the people who are responsible are brought to justice, and
anybody innocently accused has their day in court. You are right
about that, Secretary Rumsfeld.

Here’s the problem. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to figure out
the explosive nature of these photos, apart from court-martial,
apart from legal proceedings. Most of us here found out about it on
television. If we knew enough to say, ‘‘Don’t air a show that’s going
to be bad,’’ why did we not call the President and call senior Mem-
bers of Congress to prepare us for what we were eventually going
to see? That’s the essence of my concern about all this.

General MYERS. Senator Graham, in my opinion we could have
done a better job of informing Congress of these pictures and this
situation.

Senator GRAHAM. That is a honest and fair answer.
Secretary Rumsfeld, people are calling for your resignation.

Somebody is drafting an article of impeachment against you right
now. I have my own view about people who want to call for your
resignation before you speak, but I’ll leave that to myself. Do you
have the ability, in your opinion, to come to Capitol Hill and carry
the message and carry the water for the DOD? Do you believe,
based on all the things that have happened and that will happen,
that you’re able to carry out your duties in a bipartisan manner?
What do you say to those people who are calling for your resigna-
tion?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I’s a fair question. Certainly, since this
firestorm has been raging, it’s a question that I’ve given a lot of
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thought to. The key question for me is the one you posed, and that
is whether or not I can be effective. We have tough tasks ahead.
The people in the DOD, military and civilian, are doing enormously
important work here, in countries all over the world. The issue is,
can I be effective in assisting them in their important tasks? Need-
less to say, if I felt I could not be effective, I’d resign in a minute.
I would not resign simply because people try to make a political
issue out of it.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, gentlemen.
Senator Bill Nelson.
Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, when did you first see the photos?
Secretary RUMSFELD. Last night, at about 7:30. I had seen the

ones in the press, I had seen the ones that are doctored slightly to
suit people’s taste. We had been trying to get one of the disks for
days and days and days, and I’m told, by General Smith, that there
were only a couple of these, that they were in the criminal inves-
tigation process. Dick Myers and I finally saw them last night.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Secretary, when did you first find out
about the abuses?

Secretary RUMSFELD. With everybody else, when they were an-
nounced by CENTCOM on January 16. They announced that they
had a series of criminal investigations underway. They told the
world, Congress, me, everyone else, that they were underway. Then
they came back March 20 and said, ‘‘Not only are they underway,
but now we have specific charges.’’ Then they detailed some abuses.
You read it, as I said, and it’s one thing; you see these photo-
graphs, and it’s just unbelievable.

Senator BILL NELSON. When did you first tell the President, Mr.
Secretary?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I don’t know. Dick Myers and I see the
President every week, and he recalls that sometime after we were
apprised of it through the press, through CENTCOM’s announce-
ment, that it was brought up in one of our meetings. Do you recall?

General MYERS. I don’t recall specifically, because I think the
day it was brought up it was General Pete Pace that was standing
in for me. But he remembers roughly when it was, within a week
or so of when he was in that meeting and informed the President.
They talked about it.

Senator BILL NELSON. Was this back in January, Mr. Secretary?
General MYERS. I think General Pace would say early February.

It could have been late January.
Secretary RUMSFELD. I meet with the President once or twice a

week. We cover 8, 10, 15 different points. General Myers or Gen-
eral Pace are generally there with me. I don’t keep notes about
what I do, and I just don’t remember when it was.

Senator BILL NELSON. When you all had this discussion with the
President, what did the President say that you should do about
those abuses?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I don’t know that I’m going to get into pri-
vate discussions with the President. If I don’t remember when it
was, my guess is it was more an information item from us to him,
where we were transmitting and saying, ‘‘Here’s the problem.’’ The
problem, at that stage, was one-dimensional; it wasn’t three-dimen-
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sional, it wasn’t video, it wasn’t color. It was quite a different
thing.

As I indicated in my remarks, if there’s a failure, it is me. It is
my failure for not understanding and knowing that there were
however many there are of these things that could eventually end
up in the public and do the damage they’ve done. But I certainly
never gave the President a briefing with the impact that one would
have had, had you seen the photographs or the videos. Let there
be no doubt about that. He was just as blindsided as Congress and
me and everyone else.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Secretary, what are your instructions
from the President to inform him of matters such as this?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I don’t know that I’m going to—we have
had so many discussions, and clearly a Secretary of Defense has
the responsibility to try to put himself in the shoes of the President
and say, ‘‘What ought a President know about all the tens of thou-
sands of things that are happening in the DOD at any given time?’’
We sit down every week, and General Myers and I go through all
the things that we have going on, and we pick and choose. We say,
‘‘What are the things that are appropriate? What do we owe him
so that he can provide the kind of leadership that this country de-
serves? What is it that the Department’s doing now that we can get
in his head and apprise him of so that he knows about that?’’ It
may be a contingency plan, it may be a problem of personnel. It
just runs the gamut.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Dole.
Senator DOLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I certainly want to echo the sentiments of my colleagues and the

American people by saying that I am extremely disappointed that
any American, and especially one in uniform, would mistreat or hu-
miliate another human being and commit such atrocious acts.

The acts depicted in those photographs shown around the world
do not, in any way, represent the values of the United States of
America or our Armed Forces. I know our military men and women
serve their country with great honor.

The abuse of these Iraqi detainees is a serious issue, not just be-
cause it violated human rights; it also tarnished our Nation’s credi-
bility. Furthermore, the inflammatory actions of a few have pro-
vided our enemies with a lucrative venue to question American val-
ues and our true intentions in the war on terror. Unfortunately, a
breakdown of discipline, combined with a handful of morally defi-
cient individuals, has resulted in serious implications for our na-
tional security and the security of over 130,000 service members
striving to accomplish our goals in Iraq.

Over the past year, through dedication and sacrifice and, I must
emphasize, strong military leadership, our soldiers have made in-
credible breakthroughs. The United States and its allies have freed
50 million people from oppressive regimes, removed credible
threats to our Nation’s security, destroyed burgeoning terrorist in-
cubators, and set two countries on the path to democratic and free
market reform. In Iraq, 2,600 schools have been rehabilitated, and
now more than 51⁄2 million children are enriching their minds, free
from the corruption of a repressive regime and its teachings.
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Women now have a voice in their own government. All 240 hos-
pitals in Iraq are open. More than 1,200 clinics have been estab-
lished. On the streets and in the countryside each day, our military
medical professionals offer assistance to the citizens of Iraq, in ad-
dition to caring for their own. After 30 years of being denied the
most fundamental freedoms, today more than 170 independent
newspapers are operating throughout Iraq, providing each member
of that country an opportunity to participate in free and robust de-
bate, and, yes, the opportunity to view those horrendous pictures.

Trust among the Iraqi people had slowly been established, bonds
have been made, and, sadly for now, many of those bonds have
been broken. This legislative body is absolutely correct in focusing
on the root causes behind these instances of prisoner abuse, and
doing everything within its power to ensure that such abuse never
happens again. I would expect no less from the DOD. Transparency
is of the utmost importance to our Nation’s credibility and security.

Fundamental to our success in the global war on terror is win-
ning the hearts and minds of freedom-loving people who are held
captive by a violent few. We are not company to that violent ele-
ment, and we denounce anyone who is.

Secretary Rumsfeld, the damage already done cannot be swept
away, but it can be repaired. You touched briefly on your plan for
a way ahead. Could you go into more detail on this plan? Will it
require more or different troops, quicker processing of detainees,
more Iraqi police involvement? You mentioned reparations. Could
you please provide more details?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I don’t think I used the word ‘‘reparations.’’
I hope I used the word ‘‘compensation’’ for the detainees who were
cruelly treated. I am told that we have lawyers who have looked
into it, and we believe there are authorities where we can do that.
It is my intention to see that we do it, because it is the right thing
to do.

With respect to the processing of detainees, in Iraq a total of
43,671 were captured. We have released 27,796, and transferred
4,054. We currently detain something in the neighborhood of
11,821, which includes 3,842 of the so-called Majahedim-e Khalq
Organization (MEK), who are really not detainees. They are in a
separate status. So it’s really closer to 7,000 or 8,000 that are cur-
rently detained.

The key is to process them as rapidly as possible. General Miller,
who was out there and has been addressing all of these things, also
believes a key element is to see that they are properly identified,
and that their families know they’re there, and why they’re there,
and that it isn’t mysterious, and that we continue to process them.
The only people that need to be retained, obviously, are the ones
that are either criminals—and that’s a different category, and a
number of them are—or they are individuals who are terrorists and
need to be kept off the street, or they have intelligence value. The
people have to find out what it is they know so we can track down
the remaining remnants of the Baathist regime and the Fedayeen
Saddam people, and the people that are out killing Iraqis—not just
Americans and coalition people, but are killing Iraqis every single
day in that country.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
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Senator DOLE. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Ben Nelson.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr.

Secretary and gentlemen, for being here today.
First of all, I appreciate the apologies. Clearly, the President’s

apology, I think, is an important step in moving forward, as are the
apologies of all of you today, and, I think, the apology of the Amer-
ican people, for these unfortunate incidents.

I agree with my colleague from Connecticut that what this rep-
resents is so unfortunate that it somehow would adversely impact
on the lives and the deaths of those who have served with such dis-
tinction for freedom in Iraq.

Last night, I heard Secretary Armitage say that, ‘‘We’re in a bit
of a hole.’’ I think those are exact words. When you’re in a hole,
the first thing you have to do is stop digging. I hope that we have
now gotten to the point where we’ve stopped digging, where we’re
not making matters worse.

Mr. Secretary, you’re right when you say there are times when
words just simply don’t do it justice. Pictures, and perhaps sym-
bols, are more important for expressing or conveying thoughts or
images. In this case, I think tearing down the statue of Saddam,
statues all over Iraq, was a symbolic gesture to say that there was
a new era. I wonder if it wouldn’t be just as important to join to-
gether to tear down Abu Ghraib as a statement that the torture
chamber of Saddam that carried forth past and present is no
longer, and create a memorial to freedom in the future, and the ab-
sence of tyranny of any kind.

But what I want to do is, I want to get to a question dealing with
what seems to be an operative word today: ‘‘the few.’’ I think per-
haps there are sergeants and privates, as Senator Graham indi-
cated, who have been involved in this activity. Obviously, the chain
of command would be under consideration here. Criminal action
will be taken. I suspect responsible action will be taken, in terms
of the chain of command.

Is it the aberrant behavior of a few, or can we expect to have,
out of the investigation, an indication that there was something
more systemic? I know that we have a two-star Reserve general
who has been in some way removed from duty, but isn’t there, to
date, some expectation that there was a severing of the chain of
command somewhere along the line, through MI or other intel-
ligence operations coming in? It’s my understanding that there are
reports that General Karpinski was banned from sections of her
own prison system.

I am hopeful that we’ll be able to get to the bottom of that with
the reports. In the interim, is there anything that you might be
able to enlighten us with right now?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Let me answer a couple of pieces, and let
General Smith answer the last piece.

First, you say the first rule if you’re in a hole is to stop digging.
I’ve said today that there are a lot more photographs and videos
that exist.

Senator BEN NELSON. I didn’t mean that. Is anything progress-
ing on today, beyond what we already know or what we’re going
to find out from past performance?
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Secretary RUMSFELD. If these are released to the public, obvi-
ously it’s going to make matters worse. That’s just a fact. I looked
at them last night, and they’re hard to believe. So, be on notice.
That’s just a fact. If they’re sent to some news organization, and
taken out of the criminal prosecution channels that they’re in,
that’s where we’ll be, and it’s not a pretty picture.

Second, there are people who were talking about the Abu Ghraib
prison and tearing it down, and certainly that’s something that the
CPA and the Iraqi Governing Council (IGC) and the Iraqi govern-
ment, the interim government that will take over by June 30, will
be addressing and deciding. Frankly, from my standpoint, I think
it’s not a bad idea, but it’s really up to the Iraqis.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr.
Secretary.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Cornyn.
Senator CORNYN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, listening to the questions and the answers that

have been given so far leads me to at least tentatively conclude
that there are two major problems here. One is, first, the shock to
our collective conscience at what we have seen human beings do to
degrade and abuse other human beings. Second, the shock to our
sensibilities as Members of Congress who have a collective respon-
sibility to the American people, to see these pictures in the press.
I believe that it was General Myers who talked about what we
have seen as being a violation of American values. I agree with
that, but I also want to talk about other American values. General
Myers alluded to this when he talked about due process, and you
mentioned the issue of command influence.

First, I would like to direct your attention back to the news re-
lease that CENTCOM issued on January 16, 2004, announcing this
investigation. The second and third sentences, I want to direct your
attention to specifically. This news release says, ‘‘This release of
specific information concerning the incidents could hinder the in-
vestigation, which is in its early stages. The investigation will be
conducted in a thorough and professional manner.’’

I think what the American people expect of all of us here is not
only that we have high standards of conduct, which I know the
military subscribes to, but we have the training, the oversight, the
leadership, the accountability, and also the due process and desire
to seek justice when it comes to holding people accountable for
their crimes. I want to tell you that what you’ve described here, in
terms of this chronology of investigation, gives me confidence that
the DOD has taken this matter as seriously as it should have. In-
deed, as you and others have said, not all the facts are in yet. But
I do see on this chronology that, indeed, after this investigation,
there have been criminal charges preferred against some who are
guilty of these crimes. I would ask you, please, just to briefly talk
about your obligation, in terms of seeing that the persons who are
accused of these crimes get that due process, and to make sure that
you maintain the integrity of the investigation by not dripping in-
formation out on this incident in a piecemeal basis over the course
of the next few months.

Secretary RUMSFELD. You have your finger on the dilemna, on
the tension that exists between assuring that you protect the rights
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of individuals that are in a serious, difficult criminal prosecution
circumstance, and avoiding saying things that either would in-
fringe on their rights or would enable them to escape punishment
by virtue of being able to successfully allege that command influ-
ence was exercised in a way that prejudiced the decisions up the
chain of command. So we have that problem. To the extent senior
people in the DOD dive down in and start looking in criminal pros-
ecutions in the early and mid-stages, the hue and outcry would be
horrendous. On the other hand, if you have a situation where
something like this is buried in there, along with 3,000 other
courts-martial, and buried in there is something of this signifi-
cance, we have to find a way to know that. Our country doesn’t
need those kinds of shocks, and the troops don’t need it.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, I have to thank you. We must move
on. The panel leaves here and goes over to the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

Secretary RUMSFELD. We’ll have to leave by about 2:30, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. That is correct. That was made clear, and I
think we will have sufficient time to include our next Senator, Sen-
ator Bayh, followed by Senator Chambliss, Senator Clinton, Sen-
ator Pryor, and Senator Dayton.

Senator BAYH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, gentlemen, for being here today and, in addition to

that, for serving our country. These are difficult times, and your
service is not without some personal cost. I am going to assume
some facts up here and then ask what I think may be two some-
what difficult questions.

I assume that you serve at the pleasure of the President. I as-
sume that he sets a policy for our national security, in general, and
for Iraq, in particular. I assume that he is engaged in overseeing
the implementation of those policies and, like you, accepts respon-
sibility for that implementation. This is a long way of saying, as
Senator Byrd mentioned, that in our system we have a tradition
of the buck stopping at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. As we’re all
aware, we’re now engaged in a debate about who the occupant of
that residence will be, come next January.

So in many respects, I view this as a question of presidential
leadership. How does he react? How aggressively? Does he try and
minimize the situation, or does he try and take dramatic steps to
address the magnitude of the problem? As has been noted, he has
apologized for what took place. As all of you have indicated, par-
ticularly you, Mr. Secretary, the criminal process will move for-
ward. That is a hallmark of our system of justice.

One of the questions that’s overhanging this proceeding today,
and the situation in general, is, is that enough? So the difficult
question I’d like to ask is to follow up on the question from Senator
Graham. Mr. Secretary, I could tell that you struggled in answer-
ing his question, that this is something that’s been on your mind.
Your resignation has been called for. That’s a pretty serious thing
for any of us. You answered that if you ever concluded that you
could not be effective in discharging your duties, you would step
down, but that you would not do so as a part of a political ‘‘witch
hunt,’’ so to speak.
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There’s another aspect of this, though, I’d like to ask your opin-
ion about. I know it’s ultimately a decision for the President to
make, but, in your opinion, even though you weren’t personally in-
volved in the underlying acts here, would it serve to demonstrate
how seriously we take this situation, and, therefore, help to undo
some of the damage to our reputation, if you were to step down?

Secretary RUMSFELD. That’s possible.
Senator BAYH. I appreciate your candor.
My second question has to do with some comments that Senator

Lieberman made, and I would like to associate myself with what
I thought were very appropriate and moving comments by Senator
Lieberman. I believe very strongly that our cause—and these are
not words I use frequently—but that our cause is morally superior
to our adversaries’, both the terrorists we fight and those who now
seek to undo the future of a free Iraq. There is growing concern by
the supporters of this cause that this situation we’re inquiring into
today is part of a broader problem, that the effort may be bogging
down, that we may be approaching a tipping point, that momentum
needs to be regained if we’re going to prevail.

I’d like to just read a couple of sentences from a column in yes-
terday’s New York Times by Tom Friedman, who supported this
endeavor in Iraq. He says, ‘‘We are in danger of losing something
much more important than just this war in Iraq. We are in danger
of losing America as an instrument of moral authority and inspira-
tion in the world. This administration needs to undertake a total
overhaul of its Iraq policy; otherwise, it is courting a total disaster
for us all.’’ He goes on to say how he hopes that such an overhaul
can be undertaken, because we need to prevail in Iraq.

So my final question is, Mr. Secretary, do you believe we’re on
the right course presently, or is dramatic action necessary to regain
the momentum so that we can ultimately prevail in what is a very
noble and idealistic undertaking?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I do believe we’re on the right track. It’s a
tough road. It’s a bumpy road. It’s always been bumpy going from
a vicious dictatorship to something approximating a representative
government that’s respectful of its different varied religious and
ethnic groups. That’s not an easy path.

I am convinced that we are doing exactly what ought to be done,
and that is to pass responsibility for that country to the Iraqis. I
am convinced we’re doing exactly what ought to be done in rec-
ognizing that they need to have the ability to provide for their own
security, which is why so much effort’s gone into developing police
and civil defense corps and an army and border patrols and site-
protection people.

They do not want Americans or coalition forces in their country
over a prolonged period, and, goodness knows, we don’t want to be
there. The only proper way to pass it off is if they have their own
security forces, which is why we’re spending the money and mak-
ing the effort. It’s why General Abizaid and General Sanchez and
General Petraeus now are over there working that problem. I think
that we have a crack at doing it.

[Clarifying information from the DOD follows:]
LTG Petraeus was not in Iraq at the time of this hearing. LTG Petraeus was in

Iraq from March 2003 to March 2004 as commander of the 101st Airborne Division
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and returned for a second tour in late May 2004 to train Iraqi Civil Defense Corps
battalions.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I don’t think it will be smooth. I think it
will be rough. It will be bumpy. But if you don’t take your hand
off the bicycle seat, you’re not going to be able to ride the bike, and
we have to do that. We’re going to do that.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, Sen-
ator Bayh.

Senator Chambliss.
Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, it’s interesting that Senator Roberts and I had

previously been talking about the fact that one thing that probably
should be done is exactly what Senator Ben Nelson just rec-
ommended, and that’s tear down that wall—and that wall is Abu
Ghraib prison—to show another sign of the destruction of Saddam
Hussein.

Mr. Secretary, there are different kinds of leaders. Different lead-
ers even provide different kinds of leadership. One easy thing for
a leader to do is sometimes hide behind the lower echelon in the
chain of command. I just want to say to you, I’ve been prepared to
be very critical of you if I needed to be critical today. But by your
coming in here and making an admission, as a strong leader, that
a mistake was made and that you’re going to be doing whatever is
necessary to correct that mistake, that shows just what kind of
leader you are. Anybody who questions your effectiveness and your
ability to lead the United States military has had their question
answered today. So, for that, I commend you.

I commend you also for your selection of General Miller. I’ve been
to Guantanamo twice. I was worried about what might happen
down there with respect to those detainees. I had the privilege to
observe several different interrogations. I think I was there the day
that General Miller first arrived, as a matter of fact. I observed
random interrogations down there. General Miller did correct a
problem that existed. There were charges of abuse that were much
slighter than these charges of abuse, and General Miller dealt with
those swiftly and directly.

I am concerned, though, about a couple of different things. First
of all, General Ryder did make his report following his visit to Abu
Ghraib from the period of October 13 to November 6. We had a
United States Army general doing an investigation of a prison and
the activities that were ongoing in that prison during a point in
time when these alleged atrocities took place. Now, my understand-
ing from General Ryder is that he was never told about any of this
while he was there. I don’t understand that. I don’t understand
how the chain of command could be so faulty within that system
to allow that to happen.

The only answer I ever got was that these atrocities occurred on
the night shift. Well, the Army doesn’t operate 12 hours a day. We
operate 24 hours a day, and there is a failure in the chain of com-
mand that I hope you’re in the process of addressing very directly
from that standpoint.

Also, in response to Senator McCain, you made two comments—
first of all, that guards are trained to guard people, not interrogate;
and that guards are trained in the requirements of the Geneva
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Conventions. Now, I understand those are policies of the DOD, as
well they should be. But the fact of the matter is, when you look
at page 10 of the Taguba report, you find out that was not done
in this case. These MPs simply were not trained in what they were
supposed to be doing.

So, again, I hope your folks are moving in the direction of mak-
ing that correction with respect, particularly, to reservists that are
brought onboard. One obvious judgment is that the 800th MP Bri-
gade was totally dysfunctional, from Brigadier General Karpinski
on down, with few exceptions. On the surface, you could portray
the 800th MP Brigade as a Reserve unit with poor leadership and
poor training. However, the abuse of prisoners is not merely a fail-
ure of an MP brigade. It is a failure of the chain of command, Mr.
Secretary.

I want to leave here today knowing and taking comfort in the
fact that, as Senator Graham said, we’re not going to just prosecute
somebody with one stripe on their sleeve or four stripes on their
sleeve, but you’re going to carry this thing to whatever extent is
necessary to ensure that there’s no ‘‘good old boy’’ system within
the United States Army. Irrespective of whether they have a stripe
on their sleeve or four stars on their shoulder, we’re going to get
to the bottom of this, and we’re going to make sure that corrective
action is taken, and, where necessary, criminal action is taken,
against anybody involved in the particular acts or in the shielding
of this and the failure or negligence on their part of keeping this
information from you, in a quick and swift manner.

Secretary RUMSFELD. I agree with everything you’ve said, and
there’s no question but that the investigations have to go forward.
They have to be respectful of people’s rights, but they have to be
handled in a manner that reflects the gravity of this situation. It
does not matter one whit where the responsibility falls. It falls
where it does.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
General SCHOOMAKER. Senator Chambliss, I’d like to——
Chairman WARNER. General.
General SCHOOMAKER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Chambliss charac-

terized our Army in a way that I don’t agree with. It doesn’t matter
whether a soldier is on active duty, in the active component, in the
Guard, or the Reserve; there’s one standard. We expect that our
leadership and our soldiers adhere to the same standard, and those
are Army values, the Soldier’s Creed, and the things that we all
believe in. So I disassociate with your remarks there that, for some
reason, because this was a Reserve unit there isn’t a standard
that’s equal to everybody else’s.

Senator CHAMBLISS. General, my remarks were not directed to-
wards this unit being a Reserve unit; they just happen to be a Re-
serve unit. But the fact of the matter is that the Taguba Report
says that this unit, which is a Reserve unit, did not receive train-
ing during their mobilization, and that was a fault in the system,
and it’s a fault because they are a Reserve unit.

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir. We’re going to look into that. We
are looking into it, and if that’s true, we’re going to correct it.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you.
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General SCHOOMAKER. Nevertheless, they have one standard.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, gentlemen.
Senator Clinton.
Senator CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think, Mr. Secretary, that you can discern from the questions

that there are still many issues that we need further clarification
on. I particularly look forward to the answer that you will provide
to Senator Reed’s last question, following up on his line of question-
ing concerning the enabling of interrogation by MPs. That is some-
thing which, based on Army regulations, was not to be either done
or condoned.

But, Mr. Secretary, in January 2002, when you publicly declared
that hundreds of people detained by U.S. and allied forces in Af-
ghanistan do not have any rights under the Geneva Conventions,
that was taken as a signal. It is clear, in looking through the num-
ber of investigations that are currently ongoing, that it wasn’t just
this particular battalion, but others that did not receive appro-
priate training and information about their responsibilities with re-
spect to detention or the Geneva Conventions.

The atrocities that have been depicted in photographs were very
graphically described verbally in the Taguba Report. It doesn’t take
a lot of imagination to read those descriptions and have one’s stom-
ach just turn, in disgust.

The focus on the pictures being released is, with all due respect,
missing the point. The report was well known, and apparently dis-
cussed on numerous occasions, and obviously the release of the pic-
tures to the entire world was devastating, but the underlying con-
duct and the failure of the command, both at the site and further
up the chain, to act with the appropriate quick response is really
at the heart of what the most serious problems we face here today
are.

The information in the Taguba Report links the atrocities at Abu
Ghraib to Camp Bucca. In fact, some of the same people, some of
the same command, some of the same MPs were apparently in-
volved. With respect to the recommendations at the end of General
Taguba’s report, they call for establishing the conditions with the
resources and personnel required to prevent future occurrences of
detainee abuse.

I would appreciate, since we don’t have time in this round of
questioning, to receive, for the committee, a report about exactly
how that is being handled. What changes have been made? Is the
Geneva Conventions training going on now? Are the appropriate
rules being posted, in both English and Arabic? Certainly we would
like an explanation as to the adequacy of the punishment that was
meted out, because, with respect to who is being punished for what,
there is a clear distinction, at least as reported by General Taguba,
between enlisted personnel and those up the command.

But I’m also concerned by a related matter. Let me just quickly
reference the case of Chaplain Yee, the Muslim Army chaplain
from Guantanamo Bay who was arrested and placed in solitary
confinement. Ultimately, all the charges were dropped, after his
reputation was sullied. It’s obvious that the information about this
particular case came from Government sources. It was pushed out,
and it was widely disseminated. So, Mr. Secretary, how is it that
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a case with no basis in fact gets such widespread publicity based
on information from Government sources, while egregious conduct,
like that at the Abu Ghraib prison, is cloaked in a classified report
and is only made available when the investigation is leaked to the
press?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, first let me say, with respect to
the question that Senator Reed raised, I can’t conceive of anyone
looking at the pictures and suggesting that anyone could have rec-
ommended, condoned, permitted, encouraged—subtly, directly, in
any way—that those things take place.

Second, the decision that was made by the President of the
United States, that you referred to, was announced. In the an-
nouncement, it was said that the al Qaeda in Guantanamo that
were captured around the world, mostly in Afghanistan, would be
treated in a manner consistent with the Geneva Conventions. That
is a fact.

[Clarifying information from the DOD follows:]
The guidelines for handling al Qaeda detainees were in the President’s February

7, 2002, directive, which states (in part): ‘‘As a matter of policy, the United States
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 prin-
ciples of Geneva.’’

Secretary RUMSFELD. You say the report was ‘‘well known.’’ I
don’t know how you know that. All I know is, when it was made
public, when somebody took a secret document out of prosecutorial
channels and released it to the press, I do not believe it was yet
anywhere in the Pentagon. Certainly I had not been given it, or
seen it.

I quite agree with you. When you read the report, you do get an
impression, as you suggested, that there is something much worse
than what was in the press release, for example, in January, or the
discussion in March by CENTCOM. But that was not something
that had been moved past CENTCOM, to my knowledge. It may
have been somewhere in the DOD, but certainly I had not received
a copy. It was still in those channels.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Pryor.
Secretary RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I’m going to have to remind

you that we do have to leave at 2:30. I apologize for that. Normally
I’d stay, but we’re due in the House.

Chairman WARNER. That is my understanding, and we’re within
6 minutes of finishing at the 2:30 deadline.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator PRYOR. Mr. Chairman, thank you.
I’m not sure my microphone’s working today, for some reason, so

I’ll borrow this one over here.
In Arkansas, Mr. Secretary, we have an expression that says,

‘‘You cannot unring the bell.’’ At this point, we know where we find
ourselves, and that is, these photos—and, as you indicated, there
may be more to come, and even videos—are now in the public do-
main. We all know that they will be used to undermine U.S. credi-
bility for years to come, and that they put our soldiers at more
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jeopardy inside Iraq and other places today than they were just a
few days ago.

In fact, this morning, I must tell you, I had trouble explaining
the photographs and what’s going on inside that prison, with my
10-year-old son. They’re very hard to explain.

Mr. Secretary, let me say that there has been a pattern that I
have to bring to your attention from our perspective. First, for
months and months, we’ve asked, ‘‘Do you need more troops inside
Iraq?’’ In the last few days, even though you’ve assured us many
times, and many people at the Pentagon and the White House have
said no, we now have learned that you do need them.

Second, we’ve asked, for weeks and weeks and weeks, maybe
months—Senator Byrd could probably tell you more than I could
about that—about whether you’ll need a supplemental. Originally
the answer was no, at least until very late in the year. Now it ap-
pears that you do need one.

We’ve been surprised on those two occasions. Now we’re sur-
prised today. Mr. Secretary, I must tell you that we do not like
these types of surprises here in Congress. I don’t want to sound
glib in asking this question, but let me ask it anyway. We know
the photographs are coming out, but do you anticipate anything
else coming out in relation to this story that we need to know
about today?

Secretary RUMSFELD. I’m certain there will be. You have six in-
vestigations going on. You can be absolutely certain that these in-
vestigations will discover things, as investigations do, and that
they’ll elevate other individuals for prosecution in criminal matters.
You can be certain that there’s going to be more coming out.

With respect to your other comments, the commanders on the
ground, from the beginning, asked for and received all the troops
they needed, all the troops they wanted, all the troops they asked
for. They got them. You’re right, General Abizaid called up and
said, ‘‘Look, the situation in Iraq is difficult. I’d like to keep an
extra 20,000 during this crossover period, and go from 115,000 to
135,000.’’ We said yes. I went to the President, and the President
said yes. The senior military advisor, General Myers, said he
thought that was correct. You say you don’t like surprises—my
Lord, who likes surprises? Nobody in the world likes surprises. But
the world’s not perfect. Facts change on the ground. When facts
change on the ground, commanders tell us. When commanders tell
us, they get the troops they need.

Now, on the budget, you don’t like surprises. Well, I don’t either.
It happens to be the case that more troops are needed, and more
money is needed. It happens that it’s a difficult thing for the mili-
tary commanders to cash-flow, taking out of one account to sustain
something that came up that was not anticipated. So the President
said, ‘‘Fine.’’ He did not want to ask for a supplemental. General
Myers and I went in to him and said, ‘‘We think we need one. We
think that that’s not a good way to manage the DOD, by jerking
money out of one account and sticking it in another account, trying
to get preprogramming authority by Congress,’’ and we said, ‘‘We
believe that it’s the appropriate thing to do.’’ He didn’t want to do
it. He knew what he had said. But he said he’d do it. Now, that’s
not a surprise. It’s just a fact.
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Senator PRYOR. Mr. Chairman, thank you for your time.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator DAYTON. Mr. Secretary, were you aware, or did you au-

thorize, General Myers to call CBS to suppress their news report?
Secretary RUMSFELD. I don’t have any idea if he discussed it with

me. I don’t think he did.
Senator DAYTON. Over the last 2 weeks, calling CBS to suppress

the news report, you don’t——
Secretary RUMSFELD. ‘‘Suppress’’ is not the right word at all. It’s

an inaccurate word, I should say.
Senator DAYTON. General Myers, did you discuss it with the Sec-

retary?
General MYERS. This had been worked at lower levels by the Sec-

retary’s staff and my staff for some time, and—
Senator DAYTON. That you would call CBS to suppress their

news report.
General MYERS. I called CBS to ask them to delay the pictures

showing on the CBS program ‘‘60 Minutes,’’ because I thought it
would result in direct harm to our troops.

Senator DAYTON. Is that standard procedure for the military
command of this country, to try to suppress a news report at the
highest level?

General MYERS. Senator Dayton, this is a serious allegation.
Senator DAYTON. It sure is.
General MYERS. It is absolutely—the context of your question, I

believe, is wrong.
Senator DAYTON. I understand the context, General. You told us

the context earlier. I have very limited time, sir. I just want to
get——

General MYERS. Well, when I——
Senator DAYTON. —this is my question.
General MYERS. I want to take as much time as we need to

straighten this out. This report was already out there. The news
was out there about the abuse. The thing that I——

Senator DAYTON. General, if the news had been out there and we
had all known about it——

General MYERS. Right. Let me just——
Senator DAYTON. —to extent of this——
General MYERS. Senator, please, let me——
Senator DAYTON. —we would have——
General MYERS. Senator——
Senator DAYTON. —had this hearing——
General MYERS. Senator, please——
Senator DAYTON. —months ago.
General MYERS. —let me—let me finish, Senator.
Chairman WARNER. Senator, I ask that the witness be allowed

to respond to your question. They’re very important questions.
General, would you proceed?
General MYERS. Thank you, sir. Thank you, Senator Dayton.
This was not to suppress anything. What I asked CBS to do was

to delay the release of the pictures, given the current situation in
Iraq, which was as bad as it had been since major combat ended.
I thought it would bring direct harm to our troops, it would kill our
troops.
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We talked about it, and I said, ‘‘I know this report will eventu-
ally come out, but if you can delay it for some period of time it
would be helpful.’’

Senator DAYTON. What period of time, sir?
General MYERS. I did it based on talking to General Abizaid, and

his worry was like mine, and he convinced me that this was the
right thing to do. This report has been around since January. What
was new were the pictures. I asked for the pictures to be delayed.

Senator DAYTON. Did you discuss calling CBS to ask them to
delay their report with the Secretary of Defense or the Vice Presi-
dent or the President?

General MYERS. Of course not.
Senator DAYTON. None of those. All right.
General MYERS. Of course not.
Senator DAYTON. I would just say, General, that I agree with

your assessment of the consequences of this on our troops. That is
the great tragedy of this. But attempts to suppress news reports,
to withhold the truth from Congress and from the American people,
is antithetical to a democracy.

General MYERS. You bet it is, and that’s not what we’ve been
doing.

Senator DAYTON. Whatever the intentions may be, sir, the result
is always the same. It is, I think, terribly tragic that the President,
who wants to expand democracy around the world, by actions of his
own administration is undermining that democracy in the United
States. As is always the result when people try to control informa-
tion, delay it, manage it, and suppress it, it has that result. It’s
antithetical to a democracy.

Secretary RUMSFELD. Senator, throughout the history of this
country, there have been instances where military situations have
existed that have led governments to talk to members of the media
and make an editorial request of them that they delay, for some
period, disclosing some piece of information. It is not against our
history. It is not against our principles. It is not suppression of the
news. It’s a misunderstanding of the situation to say it is.

Senator DAYTON. It is against our principles. It’s against our
principles when you come before 40 to 45 Members of the Senate
3 hours before that news report is going to occur, and don’t men-
tion one word about it, sir. That is antithetical to democracy and
the Constitution, which gives the Senate and the House coequal re-
sponsibility for this country.

I want to just ask about the escalation of American forces, sir.
You’re bringing in, in response to all of this—and, yes, this is also
important—this is the future of this Nation and the people who are
over there. You’re increasing the number of forces, the number of
tanks over there. How can this do anything but escalate the level
of violence, the opposition of the Iraqis, and intensify the hatred
across the Arab world to the United States and create more atroc-
ities? How can this have any result other than to put us deeper
into this situation and make the conditions there worse for our
forces and for our Nation and for the world?

Chairman WARNER. Senator, I’m going to ask that the witness
respond to your important question for the record, and I thank you
for your cooperation.
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[The information referred to follows:]
In fact, during late April/early May 2004 U.S. troop levels in Iraq were on their

way down. There was a 2 week or so increase in troop levels during this period due
to ‘‘overlap’’ as incoming forces replace troops rotating back to the United States.

Chairman WARNER. Mr. Secretary and witnesses, we’ve had a
very thorough exchange of views. We’ve had a full and complete
hearing. I wish to commend my colleagues. I wonder if you might
indulge the Majority Leader for 1 minute.

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, could the answers for the record,
which the Secretary has promised, be expedited, given the cir-
cumstances? Would that be all right?

Chairman WARNER. Yes, absolutely. That will be done.
Senator Frist.
Senator FRIST. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, thank you for appearing before the Armed Serv-

ices Committee today. It is important for this body, the United
States Senate, to hear from you about the reprehensible incidents
at Abu Ghraib prison. Needless to say, the individuals that com-
mitted these despicable acts must be held accountable. Justice
must and will be served in a swift and fair and transparent matter.

We are all troubled by the fact that the actions of a few have
tainted the efforts of all Americans who are serving so nobly
abroad.

Mr. Secretary, I commend you for taking responsibility for what
occurred at Abu Ghraib prison. If we’re ever going to repair the
damage done to our efforts in Iraq and to the reputation of the
Armed Forces, it’s important that we get all the facts out in a quick
and a thorough manner.

The committees of jurisdiction here in the Senate will be con-
ducting their own inquiries into this matter. We do look forward
to regular updates from you and others on the panel and the DOD
as your investigations proceed, as well as updates on any other ac-
tions you may take to ensure that justice is served and heinous
acts never occur again.

Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Leader.
Secretary RUMSFELD. Thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. The hearing is concluded.
[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS

RED CROSS RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Senator COLLINS. General Schoomaker, the International Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC) has said that it has had the opportunity to speak with the detainees
about their treatment, and based on these discussions, it has repeatedly requested
that U.S. authorities take corrective action to correct alleged abuses. The ICRC says
that its recommendations were not taken seriously by the administration. Were
ICRC recommendations taken seriously? If so, then how do you address these re-
ports that many of the organization’s recommendations were ignored?

General SCHOOMAKER. The ICRC visits to the detention facilities in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and reports generated from such visits fall under the responsibility of the
U.S. Army Central Command (CENTCOM); therefore, I cannot speak to any specific
allegations or incidents that fall within the CENTCOM area of responsibility (AOR).
The ICRC provides their reports only to the chain of command of the detention facil-
ity that they are visiting. It is up to the commander of the detention facility to reply
to the ICRC report and make corrective actions as he or she see fit; corrective ac-
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tions will be conducted based on that commander’s assessment of the current mili-
tary situation, the availability of support, and other factors.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

THE RYDER REPORT

2. Senator LEVIN. General Myers, according to Seymour Hersh’s article in The
New Yorker magazine, General Ryder’s report of November 5, 2003, on the prison
system in Iraq found ‘‘system-wide’’ problems relating to human rights, training,
and manpower issues. General Ryder reportedly recommended that procedures be
established to ‘‘define the role of military police soldiers . . . clearly separating the
actions of the guards from those of the military intelligence personnel.’’ General
Taguba is reported to find that ‘‘many of the systemic problems that surfaced during
[Ryder’s] assessment are the very same issues that are the subject of this investiga-
tion.’’ Since the release of General Ryder’s report on November 5, 2003, has the
Army implemented General Ryder’s recommendation to establish procedures sepa-
rating the role of military police (MPs) from that of military intelligence personnel?

General MYERS. Major General Ryder conducted an assessment of detention and
correction operations in Iraq and provided recommendations to CJTF–7 to improve
those operations. The specific recommendation referred to above was to, ‘‘Determine
the scope of intelligence collection that will occur at Camp Vigilant. Refurbish the
Northeast compound to separate the screening operation from the Iraqi-run Bagh-
dad Correctional Facility. Establish procedures that define the role of military police
soldiers securing the compound, clearly separating the actions of the guards from
those of the military intelligence personnel.’’ CJTF–7 did take action on this rec-
ommendation concerning force protection responsibilities of military police soldiers
securing the compound.

Further, CJTF–7, under Major General Miller’s supervision, has defined the prop-
er roles for military police and military intelligence personnel, and has ensured that
they understand their respective responsibilities. The roles of the military police and
military intelligence complement one another. The military police are responsible for
custody and detainee control; the military intelligence has screening and interroga-
tion responsibilities. Military police can assist the military intelligence by observing
detainees and reporting on their associations and activities.

CJTF–7 initiated numerous additional improvements to detention operations
based on Major General Ryder’s recommendations. These included strict control of
weapons in detention facilities, centralized planning for interrogation priorities, sep-
aration of high value detainees, augmentation of staffs with subject matter experts,
employment of a detention mobile training team, certification of personnel on criti-
cal detention tasks, and multiple projects to improve living conditions for detainees
and soldiers. Improved medical care, use of the Biometric Assessment Tool (BAT),
and a review of theater release procedures also resulted from CJTF–7 action on
Major General Ryder’s recommendations.

3. Senator LEVIN. General Myers, will General Miller, who is in charge of deten-
tion operations in Iraq, take steps to ensure that the role of MP soldiers is defined
and clearly separate from the role of military intelligence personnel at detention fa-
cilities?

General MYERS. Major General Miller has taken steps to ensure that both mili-
tary police and military intelligence personnel understand their respective roles.
Military police can assist military intelligence personnel by observing detainees and
reporting on their activities and associations. This ‘‘passive’’ involvement of the mili-
tary police is what MG Miller has advocated.

TAGUBA REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

4. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, General Taguba’s report contained a number of
recommendations resulting from his investigation. To what extent have the rec-
ommendations contained in the Taguba Report been adopted and implemented?
Please address each of the specific recommendations in the three parts of the report.

General SMITH. The attached summary of MNF–I actions taken after the reports
is responsive to this question.
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RED CROSS VISITS TO ABU GHRAIB

5. Senator LEVIN. General Myers and General Smith, the ICRC report of February
2004 states that the ICRC was aware of abuses at Abu Ghraib prison for months
prior to the period covered by General Taguba’s investigation and had repeatedly
asked U.S. authorities to take corrective action. What was the extent of the ICRC’s
access to the facilities at Abu Ghraib? Did it include the part of the facility where
the abuses depicted in the photos are alleged to have occurred?

General MYERS and General SMITH. The ICRC Summary Report of February 2004
refers to an ICRC visit to the Abu Ghraib Correctional Facility conducted in October
2003, during the same period that many of the alleged abuses occurred. A written
report related to the October 2003 visit was provided to CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advo-
cate’s office in November 2003. Both ICRC reports provide indications of detainee
abuse, however, not to the extent depicted in the photographs. The CJTF–7 Staff
Judge Advocate Office circulated the November report among relevant commands
and staffs, proposed a draft response and, following discussions and meetings with
leadership of the military intelligence and military police units involved, forwarded
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the draft document to the 800th Military Police BDE. A written response to the
ICRC was signed by the Commander, 800th Military Police Brigade in December
2003 and delivered to the ICRC. A staff action plan was implemented for the next
ICRC visit to Abu Ghraib in January 2004. During the October visit to Abu Ghraib
and in subsequent visits, ICRC representatives did have access to the part of the
prison where the abuses are alleged to have occurred.

6. Senator LEVIN. General Myers and General Smith, what specific steps were
taken to correct the situation at Abu Ghraib in response to these ICRC requests?

General MYERS and General SMITH. The longstanding arrangement between the
ICRC and the Department of Defense is that issues are discussed and resolved at
the local level or at the lowest practicable level of command. At Abu Ghraib, the
lowest practicable level of command would have been the 800 Military Police Bri-
gade and 205 Military Intelligence Brigade, overseen by CJTF–7. Following receipt
of the November ICRC report, a staff action plan was developed. Improvements in
detention conditions were made by the commands following the October 2003 visit
as noted by the ICRC in a subsequent visit in January 2004. Since January 2004,
the Department of Defense has initiated numerous investigations regarding the
treatment of detainees and instituted changes at every level to ensure improved con-
ditions of detention facilities and appropriate treatment of detainees.

Included in these initiatives are significant organizational and policy changes. The
Office of the Secretary of Defense has established an office, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Detainee Affairs, which focuses on worldwide detainee oper-
ations. The Joint Staff has also expanded staff organizational responsibilities. As a
result of a policy change, reports from the ICRC are forwarded expeditiously by
commands to the Department of Defense, reviewed by these staffs and significant
issues are brought to the attention of the leadership.

7. Senator LEVIN. General Myers and General Smith, there are reports of ‘‘ghost
detainees’’ who were moved around within the facility in order to conceal them from
ICRC inspection teams. Have you investigated these reports, and if so, what were
your findings?

General MYERS and General SMITH. The allegations were investigated and other
investigations are ongoing. Apparently there existed a practice in the fall of 2003
of allowing Other Government Agencies (OGA) to drop off detainees for up to a 72-
hour hold without being processed and issued Internee Security Numbers (ISN) in
accordance with Army and CJTF–7 procedures. CJTF–7 learned of this practice in
early January 2004 and stopped it.

In other instances, the OGA detainees were in-processed and registered with the
ICRC. Reports received indicate that ICRC representatives observed these detainees
in cells marked with their Geneva Conventions status. The ICRC was not allowed
to meet with certain detainees during visits because they were being interrogated.
Under provisions of the Geneva Conventions, detainees may be held for a reasonable
period of time without registering them with the ICRC for military necessity. This
may include the time required to process detainees from point of capture to a deten-
tion facility.

All detainees currently in the custody of the Department of Defense have been
registered with the ICRC.

8. Senator LEVIN. General Myers and General Smith, the ICRC told the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) of the alleged abuses at Abu Ghraib months before a U.S.
soldier notified his superiors in January of this year. What steps were taken to in-
vestigate, verify, address, or stop the abuses detailed by the ICRC?

General MYERS and General SMITH. An ICRC visit to the Abu Ghraib Correctional
Facility was conducted in October 2003. A written report related to the October
2003 visit was provided to the CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advocate’s office in November
2003. This ICRC report provided indications of detainee abuse, however, not to the
extent depicted in the photographs. CJTF–7, the 800th Military Police Brigade and
the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade staffed the report locally. Corrective actions
were taken as noted by the ICRC during the January 2004 visit. I am not aware
of any other reporting of ICRC findings to Department of Defense officials. To en-
sure visibility above the local level, the Department of Defense has implemented a
policy that requires ICRC reports to be forwarded higher.

9. Senator LEVIN. General Myers and General Smith, other than Brigadier Gen-
eral Karpinski, was anyone else within DOD, the Coalition Provisional Authority
(CPA), or other Federal agencies briefed about the abuses, detailed by the ICRC,
at Abu Ghraib? Who were they and when were they briefed?
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General MYERS and General SMITH. The November 2003 ICRC report gave indica-
tions of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib, but not to the level of abuse later revealed
in the photographs. General Abizaid notified me on 13 January 2003 of the allega-
tions of abuse at Abu Ghraib reported by a soldier in the 372d Military Police Com-
pany. I don’t recall an ICRC report being mentioned during that conversation. I am
not aware of briefings concerning the November ICRC report being conducted within
the Department of Defense or any other Federal agency until after the investigation
into the alleged abuses was opened in January.

10. Senator LEVIN. General Myers and General Smith, which senior administra-
tion officials have received the reports by the ICRC detailing abusive behavior at
U.S. detention facilities in Iraq? When did they receive such reports? What actions
were taken in response to such reports?

General MYERS and General SMITH. I personally was not provided copies or sum-
maries of any ICRC reports detailing abusive behavior at U.S. detention facilities
in Iraq. The ICRC generally provides working papers, reports, and observations to
the lowest level organization that the ICRC believes can resolve the issues. In Iraq,
the ICRC reports were provided to the detention facility visited, to the CJTF–7 staff,
or in at least one instance to the CPA. The ICRC does not provide reports to the
Joint Staff. The ICRC may on occasion provide information to the Department of
State or to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). I am not aware of any sen-
ior officials in OSD, or in any other Federal agency, who may have received ICRC
reports detailing abusive behavior at U.S. detention facilities in Iraq.

INFORMATION FLOW

11. Senator LEVIN. General Myers, USA Today reports that on January 13, 2004,
General Abizaid made a phone call to you in which he ‘‘described the allegation of
mistreatment’’ and told you about the pictures, saying ‘here’s what basically the pic-
tures might show.’ Is this an accurate accounting of this conversation?

General MYERS. Yes, it is accurate. The CENTCOM chain of command imme-
diately recognized the significance of the allegations of abuse at Abu Ghraib. Deter-
mined to take proper action, a criminal investigation was immediately initiated and
the matter was reported to the chain of command. General Abizaid contacted me
telephonically and informed me that a soldier had reported the abuse. As I recall,
he also informed me that the soldier provided photos of abusive acts that were sig-
nificant, although I do not believe the acts depicted in the photos were precisely de-
scribed. General Abizaid further informed me that the Criminal Investigation Divi-
sion (CID) was investigating the report and that LTG Sanchez would direct a sepa-
rate investigation into the matter.

12. Senator LEVIN. General Myers, at the hearing you said that you had meetings
starting in January 2004, including with Secretary Rumsfeld, in which you dis-
cussed the detainee abuse situation at Abu Ghraib, and that you understood at that
time the potential damage of the problem, and of photos you were aware of. Please
provide the dates of the meetings you had at which you discussed this detainee
abuse problem, and whether you discussed the photos and the potential for this
issue to cause damage. When did you plan on informing the relevant congressional
committees about this matter?

General MYERS. In January 2004, General Abizaid informed me of the allegations
of abuse and the nature of the photographs. Subsequently, various meetings were
held with the Secretary of Defense in January, February, and March, and a meeting
with the President, Secretary Rumsfeld, and Vice Chairman Pace was held in mid-
April. The abuse issue was one of many topics mentioned at these meetings. While
we were advised of the allegations, we had not seen the photos. We were aware that
reports of detainee abuse could potentially affect the world’s opinion of the United
States and impact our forces in Iraq, especially at a time when former regime ele-
ments had increased the tempo of their attacks. We were also aware that public dis-
cussion of the investigations into these allegations by senior leaders could be inter-
preted as direction or pressure for a certain outcome in these cases. It was our in-
tent to provide information to the relevant congressional committees about this mat-
ter once the investigations were complete, the chain of command had the oppor-
tunity to make decisions, and we had sufficient information to release to the com-
mittees. This plan was preempted by unauthorized release of the photographs and
Major General Taguba’s report. As I stated in my 7 May testimony, we could have
done a better job of informing Congress of the situation and the existence of the
photographs.
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NUMBER OF INVESTIGATIONS

13. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, during the week of May 3, General Casey,
the Army Vice Chief of Staff, said that there were some 35 investigations under way
relating to detainee abuses or deaths or similar allegations. On May 11, General
Romig testified that the Army was tracking some 83 different detainee abuse cases
in Iraq and Afghanistan. As of today, how many cases of abuses have been reported
and how many investigations have been initiated? How many relate to abuse, and
how many relate to deaths?

Secretary RUMSFELD. As of 7 May, a total of 56 cases of abuse had been reported
and were being investigated. Of these 56 cases, 33 involve allegations of abuse and
23 involve deaths. These numbers will almost certainly change as more information
becomes available and we will continue to brief the committee as additional findings
arise.

14. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, how many people are under investigation
in these cases? Is it more than the ones identified in the Taguba Report?

Secretary RUMSFELD. As of 7 May, a total of 122 people were under investigation
in the 56 detainee abuse and death investigations. It is believed this number ex-
ceeds the number of individuals identified in the Taguba Report.

15. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, given the apparently large number of in-
vestigations, and based on the Taguba Report, this appears to be a systemic prob-
lem. Do you agree?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The Department of the Army Inspector General, after com-
pleting his inspection of detainee operations, concluded that the abuse of detainees
does not appear to be a systemic problem. This conclusion was shared by the Schles-
inger Panel, which noted that there was no ‘‘policy of abuse’’ at Abu Ghraib. This
conclusion is also consistent with the findings of the Fay Report. We have other in-
vestigations in progress and will continue to brief the committee on additional find-
ings.

CLASSIFICATION OF THE TAGUBA REPORT

16. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, the DOD has classified the Taguba Re-
port. I have concerns about how this process was conducted. Why is the section de-
tailing abuses classified while the names of the alleged perpetrators were not?

Secretary RUMSFELD. In preparing his report, I am advised that General Taguba
relied upon material marked classified as sources of information. Under established
classification guidance, General Taguba was required to carry that classification for-
ward on all statements in his report that were derived from this source material.
Additionally, his entire report is required to be marked at the highest classification
level of any material in it. Consequently, while most portions of General Taguba’s
report were marked unclassified, the entire report was marked Secret NOFORN. We
have, however, released large portions of that report and the several others that fol-
lowed.

17. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, Section 1.7 of Executive Order 12958
states: ‘‘In no case shall information be classified in order to . . . conceal violations
of law [or to] prevent embarrassment to a person, organization, or agency.’’ What
was the justification for classifying some of the report and not the portions naming
the alleged perpetrators? Who was involved in the classification process and how
was their decision reached? Do you believe that it was appropriate given the nature
and content of the report?

Secretary RUMSFELD. See answer above.

READING OF THE TAGUBA REPORT

18. Senator LEVIN. General Myers, you testified that you had discussed the pris-
oner abuse issue with Secretary Rumsfeld in January. You called CBS in early April
to request that they delay broadcast of the photos showing the abuse, which they
did. Yet a week after CBS had broadcast the photos, you had still not read the
Taguba Report, even though it had been completed in March. Given that you knew
of the abuse problem in January, and you knew in early April that release of the
photos could cause serious problems, why did you not read the Taguba Report as
soon as it was completed?
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General MYERS. While Major General Taguba completed his investigation on 12
March, required chain of command actions were not complete until the end of April.
The appointing authority reviewed Major General Taguba’s findings and rec-
ommendations and recommended appropriate actions on 6 April. In accordance with
required procedures, adverse actions were referred to the individuals involved, pro-
viding them an opportunity to respond. The chain of command took final action on
30 April. The final report was not received in Washington, DC, until shortly there-
after, well after my conversation with CBS and after the unauthorized release of
the photographs and Major General Taguba’s report to the media.

19. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, at the hearing General Myers testified
that he had discussed the detainee abuse problem with you in January, recognizing
that it had the potential to cause serious problems. Yet you had not fully read the
Taguba Report a couple days before the hearing. Given that you were aware of the
serious nature of this abuse problem as early as January, why did you not read the
Taguba Report as soon as it was completed?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The Taguba Report was initiated on 31 January 2004. An
interim report was completed on 12 March and approved by LTG McKiernan on 6
April. LTG Sanchez approved the report’s recommendations on 1 May, although the
report was publicized by The New Yorker on 30 April. The full Taguba Report num-
bered in the thousands of pages. I received a briefing from MG Taguba on 6 May
04.

APRIL 28 SENATE BRIEFING

20. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, you briefed the Senate on April 28, 2004
on Iraq in a classified session. This was the same day that CBS broadcast the
photos that General Myers had successfully requested be delayed. However, you
never mentioned the detainee abuse scandal to the Senators at that briefing, even
though you say you were aware of the seriousness of the issue and of the existence
of photos showing the abuse. Given that you knew well before April 28 about the
abuse scandal, that there were photos of the abuse, and that General Myers had
called CBS in early April to request delay in broadcast of the photos, why did you
not inform the Senate of the detainee abuse scandal, even as late as the date on
which the photos were broadcast?

Secretary RUMSFELD. As I said in my testimony, one cannot truly appreciate the
significance and ramifications of the allegations of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib
until viewing the photographs. At the time of the April 28 briefing, I had not seen
the photographs. The command had responded promptly and several criminal inves-
tigations were underway when these allegations came to light in January. Public
announcements were made then, and again when certain individuals were identified
for further investigations in March. Had I seen the photographs before April 28,
they would have been part of my brief.

VIEWING THE PHOTOGRAPHS

21. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, during the hearing you said that you did
not see the photos of the abuse until after they were broadcast by CBS, and they
appeared in the news media. You also said that you did not have a chance to per-
sonally review the photos until the night before the hearing, May 6. Given that you
knew of the abuse problem in January and knew of the existence of photos well be-
fore they were broadcast, and given that General Myers asked CBS to delay broad-
cast of the photos in early April, did you ever ask to see the photos before they were
broadcast? If not, why not?

Secretary RUMSFELD. As I indicated in my testimony before the committee, hear-
ing a description of abuse, or hearing someone’s description of a picture of abuse,
does not compare to actually seeing the photographs. It was not until I had seen
the photographs that I appreciated the significance and broad ramifications of the
abuse allegations. The criminal investigations then underway and publicly an-
nounced were appropriate responses to the allegations. The photos were part of a
criminal investigation. It is not established practice to reach into criminal investiga-
tions higher in the chain of command to review evidence of a possible crime. As I
testified, though, in the digital age, with 24/7 news coverage, we need to develop
a process to elevate such items to senior officials more rapidly than the current
processes allow.
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22. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, given that you knew the nature of the
abuse that was under investigation before the photos were broadcast, and that Gen-
eral Myers called CBS in early April to request that broadcast of the photos be de-
layed because they could cause serious problems, why did you say you did not un-
derstand that the photos of the abuse would be very disturbing until you had actu-
ally seen the photos? Is it not obvious, even without seeing the actual photos, that
a photo of abuse would be very disturbing?

Secretary RUMSFELD. See answer above.

GENEVA CONVENTIONS

23. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, during your May 4, 2003, interview with
Matt Lauer, when speaking about Iraq you stated that: ‘‘The decision was made that
the Geneva Conventions did not apply precisely, but that every individual would be
treated as though the Geneva Conventions did apply.’’ You went on to state in the
interview that ‘‘the United States Government, the lawyers, made a conscious deci-
sion and announced it to the world and announced it to all the people engaged in
the detention process that these people would, in fact, be treated as though the Ge-
neva Conventions did apply.’’

At the May 7, 2004, hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee, you
stated that ‘‘the President announced from the outset that everyone in Iraq who was
detained is a prisoner of war (POW) and therefore the Geneva Conventions apply.
Second, the decision was made that the civilians or criminal elements that are de-
tainees are also treated subject to the Geneva Conventions, although it’s a different
element of it. I think it’s the fourth instead of the third.’’ Furthermore, you replied
‘‘absolutely’’ when asked if ‘‘all those in prison had the rights of POWs.’’

How do you reconcile these statements? Do the Geneva Conventions apply for all
detainees in Iraq or are detainees treated in a manner ‘‘consistent with’’ the Con-
ventions?

Secretary RUMSFELD. The Geneva Conventions apply during all phases of Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom. The plans for Operation Iraqi Freedom that were prepared by
Commander, U.S. Central Command, and briefed to the President and me before
outbreak of hostilities included provisions that clearly stated that enemy prisoners
of war, retained persons, civilian internees will be handled and other detainee ‘‘oper-
ations will be conducted in compliance with the 1949 Geneva Convention and appli-
cable U.S. military regulations.’’ Further, component and supporting commanders
were responsible under the plans for Operation Iraqi Freedom for ‘‘[e]nsuring treat-
ment of all detained persons is in accordance with the Conventions and other appli-
cable international law.’’ The President directed these plans to be executed. Deten-
tion operations during all phases of Operation Iraqi Freedom are required to be con-
ducted in accordance with the Geneva Conventions.

24. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, when did the President announce that the
Geneva Conventions would apply for all detainees in Iraq? How was this announce-
ment made public? What steps were taken to inform coalition forces about this deci-
sion? When were they made?

Secretary RUMSFELD. On March 24, 2003, shortly after Operation Iraqi Freedom
began, White House spokesman Ari Fleisher, when asked if the Geneva Conventions
applied in Iraq, stated that Iraq was a traditional conflict, ‘‘[a]nd we have always
treated people humanely consistent with our international agreements. In the case
of the fight in Iraq, there’s no question that it’s being done in accordance with the
Geneva Conventions.’’

Prior to the commencement of Operation Iraqi Freedom, Commander, U.S. Cen-
tral Command, prepared Operational Plan (OPLAN) 1003–V. Appendix 1 to Annex
E of OPLAN 1003–V specifically addressed the treatment of the operational plan
annex on enemy prisoners of war, retained persons, civilian internees, and other de-
tainees. It outlined responsibilities, policies, and procedures with respect to the han-
dling of detainees, and provided specific guidance that the Geneva Conventions ap-
plied to all persons held by U.S. forces. This means of promulgation is consistent
with the usual manner in which commanders provide guidance to their subordinate
commanders. The subordinate commands would review the OPLAN and draft their
own orders. For instance, the CJSC EXORD itself does not specifically address the
Geneva Conventions; rather, it refers back to OPLAN 1003–V.

In addition to the promulgation of this OPLAN and its annexes, commanders were
responsible for ensuring that detainees were treated in accordance with the Geneva
Conventions and applicable international law and that measures were implemented
to ensure the forces were aware of and complied with the Law of War.
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25. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, do you believe that the Interrogation
Rules of Engagement (ROEs) utilized by the CJTF–7 comply with the Geneva Con-
ventions? What is your legal basis for this understanding?

Secretary RUMSFELD. This matter was thoroughly reviewed by the Kern/Fay in-
vestigation. Further, General Sanchez, General Abizaid, and the CJTF–7 Staff
Judge Advocate testified before the committee on the matter. I have no independent
knowledge or assessment.

26. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Rumsfeld, did you personally review these ROEs
prior to their being issued? If not, who did and when?

Secretary RUMSFELD. Neither I nor my staff was ever requested to review the
CJTF–7 counter resistance interrogation policy. LTG Sanchez issued his October 12,
2003, policy guidance after consultation with U.S. Central Command staff. He has
the authority to promulgate such policies, which were reviewed, as I understand,
by the Commander of the U.S. Central Command.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BILL NELSON

PRESIDENTIAL NOTIFICATION

27. Senator BILL NELSON. Secretary Rumsfeld, in your testimony you indicated
that General Pace, Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had notified the
President about the abuse allegations in late January or early February. Could you
provide the committee the date of that meeting and any details regarding what the
President was told with respect to this case by General Pace?

Secretary RUMSFELD. During the period of time in question, I met with the Presi-
dent once, sometimes twice, weekly and either General Myers or General Pace
would accompany me. I cannot recall with clarity at which particular meeting we
notified the President of the abuse allegations, nor the details of what was conveyed.

APRIL 28 BRIEFING

28. Senator BILL NELSON. Secretary Rumsfeld, when you appeared before the Sen-
ate in a secure setting on April 28, why did you decide not to brief the Members
on the abuse allegations and photographs at that meeting?

Secretary RUMSFELD. As I said in my testimony, one cannot truly appreciate the
significance and ramifications of the allegations of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib
until viewing the photographs. At the time of the April 28 briefing, I had not seen
the photographs. The command had responded promptly and several criminal inves-
tigations were underway when these allegations came to light in January. Public
announcements were made then, and again when certain individuals were identified
for further investigations in March. Had I seen the photographs before April 28,
they would have been part of my brief.

[Whereupon, at 2:36 p.m., the committee adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. The committee meets today for the second of
a series of hearings regarding the mistreatment of Iraqi prisoners
by some elements, and certain personnel, few in number, I hope,
of the Armed Forces, in violation of United States and inter-
national law.

Testifying before us today is Major General Antonio M. Taguba,
U.S. Army, Deputy Commanding General for Support, Coalition
Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC).

On January 31, 2004, General Taguba was appointed by General
Sanchez, Commander, Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF–7), to
conduct a Procedure–15 investigation into allegations of prisoner
abuse at the Abu Ghraib prison. General Taguba’s report was re-
ceived by this committee on Tuesday, May 4, and its related an-
nexes were received yesterday, May 10. As members know, they
are in the possession of the committee, and members and staff
worked on those reports until very late last night.

Joining General Taguba are Lieutenant General Lance L. Smith,
U.S. Air Force, Deputy Commander of Central Command
(CENTCOM); and Dr. Stephen A. Cambone, Under Secretary of De-
fense for Intelligence (USDI).

We welcome our witnesses. General Taguba, I wish to personally
commend you for your public service.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Following the testimony of our witnesses,

we’ll receive testimony from a second panel of witnesses this after-
noon, commencing at 2:30.

As I stated last week, this mistreatment of prisoners represents
an appalling and totally unacceptable breach of military regula-
tions and conduct. The damage done to the reputation and credibil-
ity of our Nation and the Armed Forces has the potential to under-
mine substantial gains and the sacrifices by our forces and their
families, and those of our allies fighting with us in the cause of
freedom.

This degree of breakdown in military leadership and discipline
represents an extremely rare chapter in the otherwise proud his-
tory of our Armed Forces. It defies common sense, and contradicts
all the values for which America stands. There must be a full ac-
counting for the cruel and disgraceful abuse of Iraqi detainees, con-
sistent with our laws and the protections of the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ).

I’m proud of the manner in which the Armed Forces have quickly
reacted to these allegations, undertaken appropriate investigation,
and begun disciplinary actions. We are a nation of laws, and we
confront abuses of our laws openly and directly.

We have had an apparent breakdown of discipline and leadership
at this prison, and possibly at other locations. We think it impor-
tant to confront these problems swiftly, assuring that justice is
done, and take the corrective actions so that such abuses never
happen again. At the same time, it is important to remember that
our commanders and their troops in Iraq are confronted with a
very difficult, dangerous, complex military situation. Defeating in-
surgents and terrorists who seek to deny freedom and democracy
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to all Iraqis and who threaten our troops is the highest priority.
Our troops are working very hard and courageously sacrifice to
achieve that mission. Intelligence obtained in the course of any
military action, obtained in accordance with proper laws and pro-
fessional procedures, is an essential element of any military cam-
paign.

I was heartened by President Bush’s words of support for our
men and women of the Armed Forces, as he stated yesterday, in
visiting the Department of Defense (DOD)—and I quote our Presi-
dent: ‘‘All Americans know the goodness and the character of the
United States Armed Forces. No military in the history of the
world has fought so hard and so often for the freedom of others.
Today, our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines are keeping ter-
rorists across the world on the run. They’re helping the people of
Afghanistan and Iraq build democratic societies. They’re defending
America with unselfish courage. These achievements have brought
pride and credit to this Nation. I want our men and women in uni-
form to know that America is proud of you, and that I’m honored
to be your commander in chief.’’

Speaking for myself, I feel our President, our Secretary of De-
fense (SECDEF), Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), and
the other officers of our military have very correctly and properly
addressed the seriousness of these issues, and I commend them.

We must not forget our overall purpose in Iraq. Success there is
absolutely essential. Our men and women in uniform make a re-
markable institution in this great America. From time to time it
must heal itself, consistent with law and tradition, and that is
what we’re doing in this particular case. We have a responsibility
here in Congress to help them do that, and that is precisely the
purpose of these hearings.

Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Today’s hearing continues the committee’s examination of the

events at Abu Ghraib detention facility and the effort to learn what
led to the abuses of Iraqi prisoners so graphically depicted in the
photographs that have shocked and disgusted the civilized world;
and who may have authorized, encouraged, or suggested those des-
picable actions. Getting to the truth of what happened and who
was responsible is important for our military men and women, for
the American people, for the success of our mission in Iraq, and for
a watching world.

General Taguba, while your report paints a disturbing picture of
horrible abuses and leadership failures at Abu Ghraib, your report
reflects an honest and detailed assessment of the situation there,
and includes sensible recommendations on how to begin fixing
those problems. I thank you for your professionalism in carrying
out this service to our Nation.

The hearing we held last week barely scratched the surface of
the issues that this committee must examine. It yielded little in the
form of detailed information as to how these abuses could possibly
have occurred and who was responsible for them, including those
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within and without the chain of command whose policy decisions
created an environment in which the abuses could occur.

The despicable actions described in General Taguba’s report not
only reek of abuse, they reek of an organized effort and methodical
preparation for interrogation. The collars used on prisoners, the
dogs, and the cameras did not suddenly appear out of thin air.
These acts of abuse were not the spontaneous actions of lower-
ranking enlisted personnel who lacked the proper supervision.
These attempts to extract information from prisoners by abusive
and degrading methods were clearly planned and suggested by oth-
ers.

Today, we begin what must be a determined pursuit of the an-
swers to the questions:

Who organized the effort?
Who oversaw it?
Under what directives and policies were these actions im-
plemented?

All of those up and down the chain of command who bear any
responsibility must be held accountable for the brutality and hu-
miliation they inflicted on the prisoners and for the damage and
dishonor that they brought to our Nation and to the United States
Armed Forces, which is otherwise filled with honorable men and
women acting with courage and professionalism to bring stability
and security and reconstruction to Iraq.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. I’ll ask the witnesses to rise. [Witnesses

sworn.]
In accordance with the time-honored traditions of our country of

civilian control over the military, we recognize Secretary Cambone,
who is speaking on behalf of the DOD.

Mr. Secretary?

STATEMENT OF HON. STEPHEN A. CAMBONE, UNDER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTELLIGENCE

Secretary CAMBONE. Mr. Chairman, thank you.
Members of the committee, we’re here today to continue the dis-

cussion on the terrible activities at Abu Ghraib, begun last Friday
by the SECDEF, the CJCS, and other members of the panel.

Before going further, let me say that we are dismayed by what
took place. The Iraqi detainees are human beings. They were in
U.S. custody. We had an obligation to treat them right. We didn’t
do that. That was wrong. I associate myself, without reservation,
to the sentiments expressed by the SECDEF. To those Iraqis who
were mistreated by members of the U.S. Armed Forces, I offer my
deepest apology. It was un-American, and it was inconsistent with
the values of our Nation.

Now, a number of issues arose related to those events during the
hearing last Friday, which, as Senator Levin has noted, were not
fully engaged. I wanted to tick off a short list that we have been
developing since then as a way of preparation in answer to the
questions we know that you have.

But before I go through those, let me say, again, that we will
give you this information today, to the best of our knowledge. We
do not have, yet, all the facts related to this case. There are at
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least five other investigations ongoing, and we will need that infor-
mation in order to come to a full understanding.

So, first, with respect to the application of the Geneva Conven-
tions to detainees in Iraq, from the outset of the war in Iraq, the
United States Government has recognized and made clear that the
Geneva Conventions apply to our activities in that country. Mem-
bers of our Armed Forces should have been aware of that. If they
were not—if they were not—Lieutenant General Sanchez, the
CJTF–7 commander, reminded them, on more than one occasion,
that the forces under his command operated under that obligation.

Nevertheless, there clearly was a breakdown in following Geneva
Conventions procedures at Abu Ghraib, and we are in the process
of investigating why that happened.

As Major General Miller, who is now in charge of detainee oper-
ations in Iraq, remarked on Saturday, ‘‘The procedures established
for interrogations in Iraq were sanctioned under the Geneva Con-
ventions and authorized in U.S. Army manuals. All permissible’’—
permissible—‘‘interrogation activities were within the requirements
and boundaries of applicable provisions of the Geneva Conven-
tions.’’ We are currently investigating why soldiers—some sol-
diers—at Abu Ghraib did not abide by those understood procedures
and guidelines.

Early in the war on terrorism, long before the war in Iraq, the
President made a determination that the Geneva Conventions did
not apply to al Qaeda detainees. That decision was made because
the Geneva Conventions govern conflicts between states, and the al
Qaeda is not a state, much less a signatory of the Geneva Conven-
tions. Moreover, the Geneva Conventions forbid the targeting of ci-
vilians, and require that military forces wear designated uniforms
to distinguish them from noncombatants. Terrorists don’t care
about the Geneva Conventions, nor do they abide by its guidelines.
They deliberately target civilians, for example, and have brutalized
and murdered innocent Americans. To grant terrorists the rights
they so cruelly reject would make a mockery of the Geneva Conven-
tions.

Nevertheless, President Bush did order—did order—that detain-
ees held at Guantanamo be treated humanely and consistent with
the Geneva Conventions’ principles. In fact, those detainees in the
war on terror are being provided with many of the privileges typi-
cally afforded to enemy prisoners of war.

The notion that this decision in some way undermined the Gene-
va Conventions or created a poor climate is false. To the contrary,
the administration made this decision with the objective of assur-
ing that those who would claim protection under its auspices, and
not act in keeping with its intent, did not abuse the Geneva Con-
ventions. Far from disrespect, the decision was made out of a no-
tion of respect. The notion of a departmental belief that the alleged
climate created and led to abuse in Iraq is, therefore, not in keep-
ing with clear and stated determination to adhere to the Geneva
Conventions.

Second, Major General Miller’s recommendations. Major General
Miller was sent to Iraq—it was late August 2003—based on his ex-
perience with the flow of information gained by interrogation at
Guantanamo Bay. He was sent under Joint Staff auspices—and, as
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I said on Friday before this committee, with my encouragement—
to determine if the flow of information to CJTF–7 and back to the
subordinate commands could be improved. He laid out an approach
to do this in a series of recommendations to General Sanchez. He
had no directive authority in that visit.

One recommendation on detention operations was to dedicate
and train a detention guard force subordinate to the joint intel-
ligence commander that would, in the words of General Taguba’s
report and others, ‘‘set the conditions for the successful interroga-
tion and exploitation of internees and detainees.’’ In making this
recommendation, Major General Miller was underscoring the need
for military police (MP) and military intelligence (MI) personnel,
both of whom serve different functions, to act in a fashion such
that the one, MP, did not undermine the efforts of the other, MI,
to discover, during interrogation, the information that was impor-
tant to coalition forces and to the lives of Iraqi civilians. Con-
sequently, he underscored the need for a legal review of his rec-
ommendations by a dedicated command staff judge advocate (SJA).

With respect to detention operations, Major General Miller noted
that their purpose is to provide a safe, secure, and humane envi-
ronment that supports the expeditious collection of intelligence. In
addition, he observed that detention operations must be structured
to ensure the detention environment focuses the internees’ con-
fidence and attention on their interrogators. He recommended
training in building the teamwork the interrogator and detention
staffs needed to accomplish the objectives.

The order placing the MP at Abu Ghraib under the tactical con-
trol of the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade—and here, for more
of the detail, I can defer to General Smith—but on November 19,
2003, General Sanchez issued an order effectively placing Abu
Ghraib under the tactical control of the 205th Military Intelligence
Brigade. This order was within the authority of General Sanchez
to give. As I say, Lieutenant General Smith might elaborate on the
reasons that the order was given. But what it did is, it gave a sen-
ior officer responsibility for the facility. For the facility. We needed
someone to take care of such matters as security, force protection,
the internal security, living conditions for the troops, and other
things. It did not give, as far as I understand it, the MI brigade
commander the authority over MP operations. If I might note, if
you look at General Karpinski’s CNN interview last night, she
makes comments to that effect.

Let me stress that the promulgation of the order in no way
changed the rules governing the conduct of MP and military per-
sonnel in Iraq with respect to the laws of war, the Geneva Conven-
tions, CENTCOM directions, or CJTF–7 directions and instruc-
tions.

Third, the role of contractors. Contractors may not perform inter-
rogations except under the supervision of military personnel. There
may have been circumstances under which this regulation was not
followed. I cannot tell you that it was followed in all respects. This
is a matter that General Fay is now examining. In addition, con-
tractors may not supervise or give orders or direction to military
personnel. While contractors are not under military discipline—an-
other issue raised on Friday—they are subject to suspension from
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their contracts by the government for cause. Furthermore, criminal
sanctions for any crimes a contractor may commit may be available
in U.S. Federal Court and may be be referred to U.S. Federal
Court.

Fourth, with respect to the oversight of military intelligence
criminal investigation in the operations of combatant commanders,
I have, on page 8 of the statement that I prepared for you, listed
the roles of the office I presently hold, that of the joint commands
and that of the Services. I then go on and talk about oversight of
criminal investigations and the role of the DOD Inspector General’s
(IG) office and the counterintelligence oversight.

On page 9, I begin the actions underway. The SECDEF reviewed
those with you on Friday, and I will not take your time here unless
the committee wishes to return to them, but to add one develop-
ment since we were here last, and that is that the SECDEF is now
preparing a personal message for the men and women of the
Armed Forces, underscoring his dismay over the events at Abu
Ghraib, expressing his confidence in the valor and professionalism
of the men and women, stressing, once again, that the Geneva Con-
ventions apply to our conflict in Iraq, and expressing his confidence
in the ultimate success of our mission in Iraq.

Mr. Chairman, this is an occasion to demonstrate to the world
the difference between those who believe in democracy and those
who do not. We value human life. We believe in the right to indi-
vidual freedom and the rule of law. For those beliefs, we send our
men and women abroad to protect that right for our own people
and to give millions of others hope for freedom in the future. Part
of that mission is making sure that when wrongdoing or scandal
occurs, it’s not covered up, but exposed, investigated, publicly dis-
closed, and the guilty brought to justice.

I believe we can repair the damage done to our credibility in the
region. If we hold true to our principles and continue to keep our
commitments to the people of Iraq and Afghanistan, eventually the
nobility of that mission will touch the hearts of more people in the
Arab world. I am confident of this because of the outstanding serv-
ice that has been rendered by the vast majority of the men and
women of the U.S. Armed Forces.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Secretary Cambone follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. STEPHEN A. CAMBONE

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. We are here today to continue the dis-
cussion on the terrible activities at Abu Ghraib begun last Friday by the SECDEF,
the CJCS, Acting Secretary of the Army, Army Chief of Staff, and the Deputy Com-
mander, CENTCOM, who is with us today.

Before going further, let me say that we are dismayed by what took place. The
Iraqi detainees are human beings, they were in U.S. custody, we had an obligation
to treat them right, and we didn’t do that. That was wrong. I associate myself with-
out reservation to the sentiments expressed by the SECDEF: ‘‘To those Iraqis who
were mistreated by members of U.S. Armed Forces I offer my deepest apology. It
was un-American, and it was inconsistent with the values of our Nation.’’

A number of issues related to those events arose during the hearing last Friday
or have been the subject of public commentary before or since. I’d like to take a mo-
ment to address some of them.

First, with respect to the application of the Geneva Conventions to detainees in
Iraq: From the outset of the war in Iraq, the United States government has recog-
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nized and made clear that the Geneva Conventions applied to our activities in that
country. Members of our Armed Forces should have been aware of that.

If they were not, Lieutenant General Sanchez, CJTF–7 Commander, reminded the
forces under his command of the obligation.

Nevertheless, there clearly was a breakdown in following Geneva Conventions
procedures at Abu Ghraib, and we are in the process of investigating right now why
that happened.

As Major General Miller, who is now in charge of detainee operations in Iraq, re-
marked on Saturday, the procedures established for interrogations in Iraq were
sanctioned under the Geneva Conventions and authorized in U.S. Army manuals.
All permissible interrogation activities were within the requirements and bound-
aries of applicable provisions of the Geneva Conventions.

We are currently investigating why some soldiers at Abu Ghraib did not abide by
those understood procedures and guidelines.

Early in the war on terrorism, long before the war in Iraq, the administration
made a determination that the Geneva Conventions did not apply to al Qaeda de-
tainees.

That decision was made because the Geneva Conventions govern conflicts between
states and the al Qaeda is not a state, much less a signatory of the convention.
Moreover, the conventions forbid the targeting of civilians and requiring that mili-
tary forces wear designated uniforms to distinguish them from noncombatants. Ter-
rorists don’t care about the Geneva Conventions nor do they obey its guidelines.
They deliberately target civilians, for example, and have brutalized and murdered
innocent Americans in their custody.

To grant terrorists the rights they so cruelly reject would make a mockery of the
Geneva Conventions. Nonetheless, President Bush did order that detainees held at
Guantanamo be treated humanely and consistent with the Geneva Conventions’
principles. In fact, those detainees in the war on terror are being provided with
many privileges typically afforded to enemy prisoners of war (EPW).

The notion that this decision in some way undermined the Geneva Conventions
is false. To the contrary, the administration made this decision with the objective
of assuring that those who would claim protection under its auspices and not act
in keeping with its intent did not abuse the Geneva Conventions. Far from dis-
respect, the decision was made out of respect.

The notion of a departmental belief that the alleged climate created and led to
abuse in Iraq is therefore not in keeping with clear and stated determination to ad-
here to the Geneva Conventions.

Second, Major General Miller’s recommendations: Major General Miller was sent
to Iraq based on his experience with the flow of information gained by interrogation
at Guantanomo Bay. He was sent under Joint Staff auspices to determine if the flow
of information to CJTF–7 and back to the subordinate commands could be improved.
His report laid out an approach to do this in a series of recommendations to General
Sanchez.

One recommendation on detention operations was to dedicate and train a deten-
tion guard force subordinate to the Joint Interrogation and Detention Center (JIDC)
commander that ‘‘sets the conditions’’ for the successful interrogation and exploi-
tation of internees/detainees. In making this recommendation, Major General Miller
was underscoring the need for MP and MI personnel to act in a fashion such that
the one did not undermine the efforts of the other to discover, during interrogation,
information that was important to coalition forces and the lives of Iraqi civilians.
Consequently he underscored the need for legal review by a dedicated command
SJA.

With respect to detention operations, Major General Miller noted that their pur-
pose is to provide a safe, secure, and humane environment that supports the expedi-
tious collection of intelligence.

In addition, he observed that detention operations must be structured to ensure
the detention environment focuses the internee’s confidence and attention on their
interrogators. He recommended training in building the teamwork between the in-
terrogator and detention staffs to accomplish this objective.

Order placing MPs tactical operation (TACON) to MI: On November 19, 2003
General Sanchez issued an order effectively placing Abu Ghraib, under tactical con-
trol of the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade. This order was within the authority
of General Sanchez to give and Lieutenant General Smith might elaborate on the
reasons this order was given. It gave a senior officer responsibility for the facility.
This included force protection, internal security, living conditions for the troops, and
so forth. It did not give the MI brigade commander authority over MP operations.
Let me stress that its promulgation in no way changed the rules governing the con-
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duct of the MP and MI personnel in Iraq with respect to the laws of war, the Gene-
va Conventions, CENTCOM direction or CJTF–7 directions and instructions.

Third, role of contractors: I am informed that contractors may not perform interro-
gations except under the supervision of military personnel. There may have been
circumstances under which this regulation was no, followed. This is a matter that
General Fay will examine. In addition, contractors may not supervise or give orders
or direction to military personnel. While contractors are not under military dis-
cipline, they are subject to suspension from their contract by the government. Fur-
thermore, criminal sanctions for any crimes a contractor may commit may be avail-
able in U.S. Federal Court.

Fourth, with respect to oversight of MI, criminal investigation, and the operations
of combatant commanders.

• Intelligence support—The USDI ensures that intelligence support across
DOD meets warfighters’ requirements. This includes ensuring the align-
ments of policies and programs with current operational requirements,
oversight of certain special access programs and development of intel-
ligence-related strategies and assessments. Joint commands provide over-
sight to ‘‘intelligence activities,’’ consistent with their ongoing oversight re-
sponsibilities for ‘‘operations.’’ Services have responsibility for policy, train-
ing, doctrine, and allocation of forces to joint commands. Services are also
responsible for counterintelligence investigations and oversight.
• Criminal investigations—The DODIG oversees the military departments’
criminal investigative missions. Within the DODIG’s office, the office of In-
vestigative Policy and Oversight develops and maintains DOD policy ad-
dressing investigative and law enforcement matters in DOD, as well as cor-
responding legislative issues. Specifically, the Oversight Directorate exam-
ines investigative and law enforcement operations and programs to assess
effectiveness and efficiency, compliance with established policy and proce-
dures, and need for new or revised policy applicable to investigations or law
enforcement.

Actions taken or underway:
A. Lieutenant General Sanchez, Commander, CJTF–7, launched a criminal inves-

tigation immediately.
B. He asked Major General Taguba for an administrative review of procedures at

the Abu Ghraib facility. These have resulted already in criminal or administrative
actions against many individuals, including the relief of the prison chain of com-
mand and criminal referrals of several soldiers directly involved in abuse.

C. The Army has launched an IG Review of detainee operations throughout Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, which continues.

D. The Army has initiated an investigation of Reserve training with respect to MI
and MP function.

E. Lieutenant General Sanchez asked for an Army Intelligence review of the cir-
cumstances discussed in Major General Taguba’s report.

F. The SECDEF has directed the Naval IG to review our operations at Guanta-
namo and the Charleston Naval Brig.

G. Several senior former officials, led by former SECDEF James Schlesinger, have
been asked to examine the pace, breadth, and thoroughness of the existing inves-
tigations, and to determine whether additional investigations need to be initiated.
They are being asked to report their findings within 45 days of taking up their du-
ties, and the SECDEF will encourage them to meet with you to keep you apprised.

H. The SECDEF is preparing a personal message for the men and women of the
armed forces underscoring his dismay at events at Abu Ghraib, expressing his con-
fidence in the valor and professionalism, stressing once again that the Geneva Con-
ventions applies to our conflict in Iraq and expressing his confidence in the ultimate
success of our mission in Iraq.

This is an occasion to demonstrate to the world the difference between those who
believe in democracy and human rights and those who believe in rule by the terror-
ist code. We value human life; we believe in their right to individual freedom and
the rule of law. For those beliefs, we send our men and women of the Armed Forces
abroad—to protect that right for our own people and to give millions of others the
hope of a future of freedom. Part of that mission is making sure that when wrong-
doing or scandal occurs it is not covered up, but exposed, investigated, publicly dis-
closed—and the guilty brought to justice.

I believe we can repair the damage done to our credibility in the region. If we
hold true to our principles and continue to keep our commitments to the people of
Iraq and Afghanistan, eventually the nobility of that mission will touch the hearts
of more people in the Arab world. I am confident of this because of the outstanding
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service that has been rendered by the vast majority of the men and women of U.S.
Armed Forces.

Thank you Mr. Chairman. My colleagues have some comments to make.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Secretary Cambone.
General Smith, do you have a few opening comments?

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. LANCE L. SMITH, USAF, DEPUTY
COMMANDER, UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND

General SMITH. Senator Warner, Senator Levin, members of the
committee, sir, I’ll stand by the comments that I made on Friday,
but to add that, once again, on behalf of General Abizaid and all
the men and women of CENTCOM, we regret very much that these
events ever occurred, and apologize to those who are victims of the
abuse.

I would like to assure you that, in every case where the inves-
tigations have had recommendations and findings, that we have ei-
ther implemented the recommendations or are in the process of
making the fixes necessary to alleviate the problems, sir.

That in all cases where we have had recommendations and find-
ings, they have either been implemented or we are in the process
of implementing fixes to ensure that those gaps that we had, either
in policy, procedures, or leadership, are being fixed.

We, at the same time, have a number of investigations that are
ongoing that should give us more answers to some of the questions
that we all have about what actually went on in the Abu Ghraib
prison, the most significant of which is the General Fay investiga-
tion over the MI brigade. We will continue to try and make every
effort to ensure that we implement the proper procedures, policies,
and practices to ensure that this never happens again, sir.

Thank you, Senator Warner.
Chairman WARNER. General Taguba, we welcome you.

STATEMENT OF MG ANTONIO M. TAGUBA, USA, DEPUTY COM-
MANDING GENERAL FOR SUPPORT, COALITION FORCES
LAND COMPONENT COMMAND

General TAGUBA. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin, members of the committee, good

morning, all.
I am Major General Antonio M. Taguba, the Deputy Command-

ing General for Support, U.S. Army Central Command and Coali-
tion Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC) that is
headquartered in Camp Arifjan, Kuwait.

Let me continue, sir. On January 24, 2004, I was directed by
Lieutenant General David McKiernan, the Commanding General. I
sent CFLCC to conduct an investigation into the allegations of de-
tainee abuse at Abu Ghraib prison, which is also known as the
Baghdad Central Confinement Facility. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to appear before you today to discuss the purpose, the find-
ings, and the recommendation of that investigation.

The purpose of the investigation, with specific instructions, were
as follows:

First, inquire into all of the facts and circumstances surrounding
the recent allegations of detainee abuse, specifically allegations of
maltreatment at the Abu Ghraib prison.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00108 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



103

Second, inquire into detainee escapes and accountability lapses,
as reported by CJTF–7, specifically allegations concerning these
events at the Abu Ghraib prison.

Third, investigate the training, standards, employment, com-
mand policies, internal procedures, and command climate in the
800th MP Brigade, as appropriate.

Finally, make specific findings of fact concerning all aspects of
this investigation, and make recommendations for corrective action,
as appropriate.

My investigation team consisted of officers and senior enlisted
personnel who are military policemen, experts in detention and cor-
rections, judge advocates, psychiatrists, and public affairs officers.
At the onset, I did not have MI officers or experts in military inter-
rogation on my team, because the scope of my investigation dealt
principally with detention operations and not intelligence-gathering
or interrogations operations.

However, during the course of my team’s investigation, we gath-
ered evidence pertaining to the involvement of several MI person-
nel or contractors assigned to the 205th MI Brigade in the alleged
detainee abuses at Abu Ghraib. As stated in the findings of the in-
vestigation, we recommended that a separate investigation be initi-
ated under the provisions of Procedure 15, Army Regulation 381–
10, concerning possible improper interrogation practices in this
case. Again, my task was limited to the allegations of detainee
abuse involving MP personnel and the policies, procedures, and
command climate of the 800th MP Brigade.

As I assembled the investigation team, my specific instructions
to my teammates were clear: maintain our objectivity and integrity
throughout the course of our mission in what I considered to be a
very grave, highly sensitive, and serious situation; to be mindful of
our personal values and the moral values of our Nation; to main-
tain the Army values in all of our dealings; and to be complete,
thorough, and fair in the course of the investigation. Bottom line,
we’ll follow our conscience and do what is morally right.

As agonizing as this investigation was, I commend the excep-
tional professionalism of my teammates, their extraordinary ef-
forts, and the outstanding manner by which they carried out my
instructions. I also commend the courage and selfless service of
those soldiers and sailors who brought these allegations to light,
discovered evidence of abuse, and turned it over to the military law
enforcement authorities. The criminal acts of a few stand in stark
contrast to the high professionalism, competence, and moral integ-
rity of countless active, Guard, and Army Reserve soldiers that we
encountered in this investigation.

At the end of the day, a few soldiers and civilians conspired to
abuse and conduct egregious acts of violence against detainees and
other civilians outside the bounds of international law and the Ge-
neva Conventions. Their incomprehensible acts, caught in their
own personal record of photographs and video clips, have seriously
maligned and impugned the courageous acts of thousands of U.S.
and coalition forces. It put into question the reputation of our Na-
tion and the reputation of those who continue to serve in uniform
and who would willingly sacrifice their lives to safeguard our free-
dom.
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Thank you for the opportunity to speak before you today, and I
look forward to answering your questions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, General. I must say

that I was very heartened by your use of the phrase ‘‘Follow our
conscience. Do what is morally right.’’

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. I think you’ve done that.
Colleagues, we’ll have a 6-minute round. We take note that votes

will start at 11:30, but it’s the intention of Senator Levin and my-
self to continue this hearing on into approximately the 12:30 to
12:45 time frame, in hopes that further opportunity can be given
to members for question.

Senator INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, will there be one round?
Chairman WARNER. We’ll continue until 12:45, and we’ll do our

best given the votes. We will try to keep the hearing going during
a portion of the votes. Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Secretary Cambone, my understanding is,

and in my briefings with you—and I thank you for discussing these
matters with me over the weekend—that your office has the overall
responsibility for policy concerning the handling of detainees in the
global war on terrorism. Is that correct?

Secretary CAMBONE. Not precisely, sir. The overall policy for the
handling of detainees rests with the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy by directive.

Chairman WARNER. Wait a minute. Rests with——
Secretary CAMBONE. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

by directive. My office became involved in this issue primarily from
the perspective of assuring that there was a flow of intelligence
back to the commands, and done in an efficient and effective way.

Chairman WARNER. Then I would presume that it would be in-
cumbent upon this committee to get the Under Secretary for Policy
over, and let him provide this committee with such knowledge that
he has.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir, and that—his responsibilities—and
I have talked with Mr. Feith about this—he issued any number of
statements and directives, to the effect that detainees in Iraq, civil-
ian or military, were to be treated under the provisions of the Ge-
neva Conventions.

Chairman WARNER. Did you work with him in that?
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir, I was aware of that work, and

knowledgeable of it, and endorsed it, of course.
Chairman WARNER. I’m trying to ascertain the degree to which

the civilian authority in the DOD, under the SECDEF, be it your-
self——

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER.—or the other under secretary, reviewed the

procedures by which interrogations took place in our places of in-
carceration, and, most specifically, by those doing it in Iraq.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. You did review the procedures that were

being followed for the interrogation of detainees in Iraq?
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Secretary CAMBONE. We gave direction that the—the DOD gave
direction that the Geneva Conventions were to be followed. The
procedures for interrogation are established via the use of—and
General Taguba and General Smith can clarify—but they are es-
tablished on the basis of approved techniques for interrogation.
There is a list of those, and you will find them in Army doctrine
and manuals.

Chairman WARNER. Right.
Secretary CAMBONE. Those are approved for use by the com-

manding general. Any exceptions to those activities that he author-
izes, he would then set terms and conditions for exceptions to his
guidance. At the level of those techniques and so forth, they were
signed out at the command level, and not in the DOD.

Chairman WARNER. Now, you’ve had time to reflect on this. In
simple and plain words, how do you think this happened?

Secretary CAMBONE. With the caveat, sir, that I don’t know the
facts, it’s, for me, hard to explain. I have spent a good deal of time
over the last 10 days to 2 weeks looking at the various elements
of this issue, and I think what we did have here was a problem of
leadership with respect to the 372nd Battalion. That was the MP
unit.

Chairman WARNER. Failure of leadership starting at what level?
Secretary CAMBONE. That is decidedly more difficult to say, sir.

Again, in simple terms, you asked. There was clear direction mov-
ing down the chain from the SECDEF to General Abizaid to Gen-
eral Sanchez to those people who were in charge of the MP. That,
in this case, is General Karpinski. She had, I think it’s eight bat-
talions——

General SMITH. Yes, sir.
Secretary CAMBONE.—eight battalions under her control, lodged

at a large number of locations. She, as best I understand it, was
not frequently present at Abu Ghraib.

Abu Ghraib, itself—and let’s remember the time frame that we’re
talking about. We’re coming out of the period of active combat oper-
ations. We have a large number of detainees who are being moved
from a facility—

Chairman WARNER. I’m going to ask you to be brief, because I’m
holding myself to my time.

Secretary CAMBONE. I understand, sir—moved them from tem-
porary facilities into permanent facilities, the places being mor-
tared and attacked frequently. The local commander was unable to
bring order to that place. For that reason, I would argue, General
Sanchez looked to Colonel Pappas, the head of the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade, and gave him the responsibility, then, for tak-
ing care of Abu Ghraib as an installation.

Chairman WARNER. All right. Now, the reports that were devel-
oped by international organizations—the International Committee
of the Red Cross (ICRC) and others—in my understanding, they
came to your office for an assessment and a determination as to
what was to be done in response to those reports.

Secretary CAMBONE. No, the reports that are at issue here is—
the ICRC, the International Committee of the Red Cross——

Chairman WARNER. But you told me, I thought, over the week-
end, that you——
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Secretary CAMBONE. I’ve seen the report.
Chairman WARNER. You’ve seen them, and——
Secretary CAMBONE. I have seen it.
Chairman WARNER.—you took some steps to implement some of

their recommendations?
Secretary CAMBONE. Steps were taken to implement their rec-

ommendations. I saw those reports well after they were issued. The
one in question was issued on November 6, 2003. It was addressed,
to my knowledge, to General Karpinski, and she replied, at her
command level, on December 24, 2003, to the ICRC.

Chairman WARNER. Who else in the building had access to those
reports? Did they reach the SECDEF’s level?

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir, they did not. Those reports, those
working papers—again, as far as I understand it—were delivered
at the command level. The process is designed so that the ICRC
can engage with the local commanders and make those kinds of im-
provements that are necessary in a more collaborative environment
than in an adversarial one, and so they tend to try to work these
problems at that level.

There was, sir, just for the record, another paper developed by
the ICRC, which was delivered to the Coalition Provisional Author-
ity (CPA) in February 2004. That paper is a historical paper. It is
a review of activity from March or so of 2003 through the end of
January.

Chairman WARNER. My time is running out. Sorry to cut you off.
We’ve asked for those reports.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir. The SECDEF is going to give them
to you, sir.

Chairman WARNER. General Taguba, in your orders were there
any restrictions placed upon you by General McKiernan, Generals
Sanchez or Abizaid, in the scope of your inquiry? In other words,
were you given a free hand to do what you felt had to be done?

General TAGUBA. Sir, the scope, as I described to you, was relat-
ed to the detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib. However, because there
were detention operations under the purview of the 800th MP Bri-
gade, we also looked at the operations at Camp Bucca, the high-
value detention facility at Camp Cropper, and also the Mujahedin-
e Khalq (MEK) facility at Camp Ashraf.

Chairman WARNER. I ask the same question to you. In simple,
layman’s language, so it can be understood, what do you think
went wrong, in terms of the failure of discipline and the failure of
this interrogation process to be consistent with known regulations,
national and international? Also, to what extent do you have
knowledge of any participation by other than U.S. military—name-
ly, Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and/or contractors—in the
performance of the interrogations?

General TAGUBA. Sir, as far as your last question—I’ll answer
that first—the comments about participation of other government
agencies or contractors were related to us through interviews that
we conducted, it was related to our examination of written state-
ments and, of course, some other records.

With regards to your first question, sir, there was a failure of
leadership——
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Chairman WARNER. In other words, in the material that you’ve
now submitted to the Senate, or the DOD has submitted, we will
find in there all of your knowledge with respect to participation by
other government agencies.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. It’s nine volumes and about 6,000 pages. We

just got it yesterday.
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Can you give us a quick synopsis of partici-

pation by other U.S. Government agencies?
General TAGUBA. Sir, they refer to other government agencies as

OGAs or MIs. When I asked for clarification, it’s because of the
way they wore their uniform. Some of them did not wear a uni-
form. So I would ask them to clarify further if they knew any of
these people, and they gave us names as stipulated on their state-
ments. They also gave us names of those who are of MI, uniform
MI in—personnel in the U.S. Army. That was substantiated by the
comments made to us by other witnesses as we conducted our
interviews.

Chairman WARNER. All right. In simple words, your own soldiers’
language, how did this happen?

General TAGUBA. Failure in leadership, sir, from the brigade
commander on down, lack of discipline, no training whatsoever,
and no supervision. Supervisory omission was rampant. Those are
my comments.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Levin.
Senator LEVIN. General Taguba, the ICRC said that the MI offi-

cers at the prison confirmed to them that these activities were all
part of the MI process. Would you agree with the ICRC that coer-
cive practices, such as holding prisoners naked for extended periods
of time, were used, in their words, ‘‘in a systematic way’’ as part
of a MI process at the prison?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I did not read the ICRC report.
Senator LEVIN. Would you agree with that conclusion?
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir, based on the evidence that was pre-

sented to us and what we gathered and what we reviewed. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Now, that’s more than a failure of leadership.

That’s an active decision on the part of leadership. It’s not just
oversight or negligence or neglect or sloppiness, but purposeful,
willful determination to use these techniques as part of an interro-
gation process. Would you include that in your definition of failure
of leadership?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir, they were.
Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone told us a few minutes ago

that the shift in command at the prison did not mean that the MI
commander had command authority over the MPs. But your report
says the opposite, that the decision to transfer that command to
the MI commander did effectively put that commander in charge
of the MP. Now, do you stick by your statement?

General TAGUBA. Is that to me, sir?
Senator LEVIN. Yes.
General TAGUBA. Sir, I did not question the order that was given

to Colonel Pappas on the fragmentary order (FRAGO) that he re-
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ceived on November 19, 2003. That was not under my purview. I
did ask him to elaborate on what his responsibilities were.

Senator LEVIN. Your report states that that change in command,
‘‘effectively made an MI officer rather than an MP officer respon-
sible for the MP units conducting detainee operations at that facil-
ity.’’ Is that your conclusion?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir, because the order gave him TACON of
all units that were residing at Abu Ghraib.

Senator LEVIN. All right. Secretary Cambone, do you disagree
with that?

Secretary CAMBONE. TACON is——
Senator LEVIN. Do you disagree——
Secretary CAMBONE.—reflected here.
Senator LEVIN.—with what the General just said?
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Pardon?
Secretary CAMBONE. I do. I do not believe that the order placing

Colonel Pappas in charge gave him the authority to direct the MP’s
activities in direct operational control (OPCON) conditions. Is that
true, General?

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. No, it’s okay. Let me just keep going.
You’ll have just a disagreement over that.

Secretary Cambone, in an article in last Sunday’s Washington
Post, in April 2003 the DOD approved about 20 interrogation tech-
niques for use at Guantanamo that permit reversing normal sleep
patterns of detainees and exposing them to heat/cold sensory as-
sault. The use of these techniques required the approval of senior
Pentagon officials and, in some cases, of Secretary Rumsfeld, ac-
cording to that article. These procedures, according to the Pentagon
spokesman, Brian Whitman, are controlled and approved on a case-
by-case basis. Then it says that the defense and intelligence offi-
cials said that similar guidelines had been approved for use on
‘‘high-value detainees in Iraq, those suspected of terrorism or of
having knowledge of insurgency operations.’’ Is that true? Were
those techniques adopted for Guantanamo? Were they then used or
accepted or adopted for Iraq?

Secretary CAMBONE. They are command-level guidelines for the
use in interrogation. They are, in some cases, the same; and, in
many cases, not.

Senator LEVIN. They’re not the same in Iraq?
Secretary CAMBONE. Not the same.
Senator LEVIN. In Iraq. Can you give us a copy of the guidelines?
Secretary CAMBONE. I can do that.
[The information referred to follows:]
[Deleted.]

Senator LEVIN. Both. So there were specific guidelines for Guan-
tanamo, and they were different from the guidelines for Iraq.

Secretary CAMBONE. I believe that they were, and I will give you
the comparisons.

Senator LEVIN. All right. You’ll give those to the committee, then.
Let me go to another issue.

There was an interview in the New York Times last week in
which Major General Miller said that 50 techniques that the mili-

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00114 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



109

tary officially uses in prisoner interrogations—including hooding,
sleep deprivation, and forcing prisoners into stress positions—have
been adopted. Are you familiar with those 50 techniques?

Secretary CAMBONE. As I said in my opening statement, there
are those techniques in Army doctrine, yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Those are 50 techniques?
Secretary CAMBONE. I don’t know that it’s 50, sir. There is a——
Senator LEVIN. But it includes stress positions?
Secretary CAMBONE. I believe they do.
[Subsequently, the witness provided the following information for

the record:] It does not.
Senator LEVIN. All right, and is that something that you will also

supply to the committee?
Secretary CAMBONE. We can supply the manual to you, yes, sir.
[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator LEVIN. All right. Now, in an annex in the Taguba Report
it says the following as being a permissible technique for use in the
Iraqi theater: ‘‘The interrogation officer in charge will submit
memoranda for the record requesting harsh approaches for the
commanding general’s approval prior to employment—sleep man-
agement, sensory deprivation, isolation longer than 30 days, and
dogs.’’

Secretary Cambone, were you personally aware that permissible
interrogation techniques in the Iraqi theater included sleep man-
agement, sensory deprivation, isolation longer than 30 days, and
dogs?

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir. That list, both in terms of its detail
and its exceptions, was approved at the command level in the thea-
ter.

Senator LEVIN. That was a command-level approval?
Secretary CAMBONE. As far as I understand it, yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Mr. Secretary, you said that you had decided,

right at the beginning, that the Geneva Conventions would apply
to our activities in Iraq.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Yet Secretary Rumsfeld repeatedly has made a

distinction between whether or not those Geneva Conventions rules
must be applied, whether people—prisoners will be treated, ‘‘pursu-
ant to those rules’’ or ‘‘consistent with those rules.’’ He said—and
this is just a few days ago—that the Geneva Conventions did not
apply precisely.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. You, this morning, said, again, the Geneva Con-

ventions apply to our activities in Iraq.
Secretary CAMBONE. In Iraq.
Senator LEVIN. But not precisely?
Secretary CAMBONE. No. Sir, I think what—let me tell you what

the facts are. The Geneva Conventions apply in Iraq.
Senator LEVIN. Precisely?
Secretary CAMBONE. Precisely.
Senator LEVIN. Do the——
Secretary CAMBONE. They do not apply in the precise way that

the Secretary was talking about in Guantanamo and the——
Senator LEVIN. He was——
Secretary CAMBONE.—unlawful combatants.
Senator LEVIN.—talking about Iraq. Let me cut you right off

there. The whole interview here was about Iraq——
Secretary CAMBONE. And I——
Senator LEVIN.—and the conditions at that prison. That’s what

this whole entire interview was about. It was on NBC. It was May
5, 2004. It was an interview about Iraq. Guantanamo is no longer
the issue here. The Secretary said something he’s said elsewhere,
and I’ve heard this with my own ears recently. He said that the
Geneva Conventions apply not precisely, that prisoners are treated
‘‘consistent with, but not pursuant to.’’

Now, he did say the other day and this is a quote: ‘‘The Geneva
Conventions did not apply precisely.’’ Are you saying that the
SECDEF misspoke on——
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Secretary CAMBONE. I can’t speak for the SECDEF. I can only
tell you what my understanding is, Senator——

Senator LEVIN. You don’t know what he meant by that?
Secretary CAMBONE. I can tell you what I understand, and that

is that——
Senator LEVIN. No. Do you know what he meant——
Secretary CAMBONE.—the Geneva Conventions apply.
Senator LEVIN.—by that?
Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, I can’t speak for the SECDEF on that

issue. I’ll——
Senator LEVIN. You’ve not talked to——
Secretary CAMBONE.—take the—I will take the question for the

record, and I will ask him. I can’t——
Senator LEVIN.—the May 5 interview.
[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Levin.
I think, at this juncture, Secretary Cambone said the question of

the utilization of dogs and other things were at the command level.
Can you speak to that response to that important question?

General SMITH. Sir, I can. The rule on dogs, that I’m aware of,
is that they can patrol in the areas, but they have to be muzzled
at all times.

Chairman WARNER. Have you examined the exact language that
your command promulgated down to these prisons?

General SMITH. Sir, I have the Army techniques that are author-
ized, which is what they live by.

Chairman WARNER. All right. We have to clarify this. Secretary
Cambone said it came from your command, so I ask you to focus
on it and provide it for the committee.

[The information referred to follows:]
[Deleted.]
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Senator McCain?
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you.
Senator MCCAIN. General Taguba, I want to thank you for your

excellent report, and I think it’s been very helpful to this commit-
tee, as well as to the American people.

General Miller—first of all, we know that the detainees at Guan-
tanamo Bay are not subject to the Geneva Conventions because
they’re al Qaeda—at least those that are al Qaeda—and, therefore,
being terrorists, they are not subject to the Geneva Conventions for
the treatment of prisoners of war. I don’t disagree with that assess-
ment, and I don’t think you do, either. Do you?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir, no.
Senator MCCAIN. Yet General Miller was quoted in your report,

when he arrived in Iraq—I believe Secretary Cambone was one of
those who urged his transfer there—that he wanted to ‘‘Gitmo-ize’’
the treatment of prisoners in—throughout Iraq, including Abu
Ghraib prison. What do you make of that statement?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I’d defer that to General Miller, sir. But,
for the record, I’ve never been to Guantanamo. I’m only knowledge-
able of my experience and my observations at Abu Ghraib, which
is a detention operation, along with the other detention operations
under the command and control of the 800 MP Brigade, as under
combat conditions, separate and distinct of what I consider to be
a sterile environment in Cuba.

Senator MCCAIN. But you found, clearly in your report, violations
of the rules for the treatment—Geneva Conventions for the treat-
ment of prisoners of war, right?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. Including moving prisoners around to avoid

ICRC inspections?
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. That was conveyed to us by those that

we interviewed, and comments that we assessed in the written
statements.

Senator MCCAIN. In your report, General Karpinski says that
General Sanchez said that in the case of problems in the prison—
there was uprising and riot and escape—an American, I believe,
was killed—that they should use lethal means immediately, and
not non-lethal means to start with. Isn’t that according to your re-
port?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. They changed their rules of engage-
ment (ROE), I believe, four times, to use lethal and then to—non-
lethal to lethal force based on the levels of the events. I believe the
last time they changed the ROE, sir, was in November of last year.
That’s contained in one of the annexes that we have.

Senator MCCAIN. In your judgment, were these abuses a result
of an overall military or intelligence policy to ‘‘soften up’’ detainees
for interrogation?

General TAGUBA. Sir, we did not gain any evidence where it was
an overall MI policy of the sort. I think it was a matter of soldiers,
with their interaction with MI personnel, who they perceived or
thought to be competent authority that were giving them—or influ-
encing their actions to set the conditions for successful interroga-
tions operations.
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Senator MCCAIN. According to your report, these abuses were
very widespread, correct?

General TAGUBA. Sir, the manner by which we conducted our in-
vestigation and collected evidence was that they were between mid-
to late-October, and as late as December, perhaps early January.

Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Cambone, the media report that com-
plaints were made by Ambassador Bremer and Secretary Powell
concerning the treatment of prisoners in Iraq, do you know any-
thing about that?

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir, I am not aware of those complaints.
Senator MCCAIN. In your opinion—well, maybe I’d better ask

General Taguba—how far up the chain of command did awareness
of these ongoing abuses—let me ask this.

When someone says that they’re going to ‘‘Gitmo-ize’’ a prison,
wouldn’t a subordinate think, ‘‘We’re going to change the rules’’?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I’d rather not speculate on that. I don’t ex-
actly know what General Miller meant by ‘‘Gitmo-izing’’ Abu
Ghraib because it’s a different situation there.

Senator MCCAIN. I think it’s pretty obvious, but I thank you for
your testimony and your report.

Tell me, again, about your view of General Karpinski’s role in
this. She says that she was excluded from certain parts of the pris-
on and certain areas where some of these abuses took place. Do you
have anything on that?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I disagree with that.
Senator MCCAIN. You agree or disagree?
General TAGUBA. I disagree with the fact that she was excluded

from certain areas of the prison. I believe, in my interview of her,
she was still in charge of detention operations in-theater, and it’s
hard for me to believe that she would be excluded from any of
those facilities, or even portions of those facilities.

Senator MCCAIN. What evidence did you find that these individ-
uals received any training in the Geneva Conventions for the treat-
ment of prisoners of war?

General TAGUBA. Sir, the evidence that we gathered were train-
ing records from the training that they received at the mobilization
station and home station, their mission essential-tasks list that
they developed to prepare them for deployment, that sort of thing.
Several of these soldiers intimated to us—at least conveyed to us—
that they were never trained on internment or resettlement oper-
ations. But as far as I was concerned, sir, they were—their leaders
should have, could have, provided the necessary resources to which
they are expected to do so in training their soldiers.

Senator MCCAIN. But they did not receive it.
General TAGUBA. No, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Cambone states that they did, and the

SECDEF states they did. I thank you, General.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary CAMBONE. Mr. Chairman, could I just be a little more

clear with Senator McCain?
Chairman WARNER. Yes, indeed.
Secretary CAMBONE. You asked if I was aware of concerns ex-

pressed by Ambassador Bremer and the Secretary of State, and I
assumed you meant specifically on these cases.
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Senator MCCAIN. No, I——
Secretary CAMBONE. I mean, that’s what I intended to answer.
Senator MCCAIN.—on the treatment of prisoners of war.
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, let me give you a broader answer,

which is——
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you.
Secretary CAMBONE.—Ambassador Bremer had been concerned

about the number of people who were in custody, and was anxious
to see them move through the system and released as rapidly as
possible, as was Secretary Powell.

Senator MCCAIN. But my question was——
Secretary CAMBONE.—on the broad question——
Senator MCCAIN.—but my question was—and I’m sorry to inter-

rupt; my time’s expired——
Secretary CAMBONE. Forgive me.
Senator MCCAIN.—were you aware of the complaints about treat-

ment of prisoners of war made by Ambassador Bremer?
Secretary CAMBONE. Per se, in that sense, no. That he was wor-

ried about prisoners of war, that I knew.
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General SMITH. Sir, could I also add that I have all the standard

operating procedures (SOP) here for Gitmo. In every case, it is very
specifically and clearly written that the humane treatment of pris-
oners is first and foremost, and inhumane treatment of detainees
is never justified. It is all in the spirit of the Geneva Conventions.

Senator MCCAIN. I thank you. But clearly there’s a difference be-
tween adherence to the Geneva Conventions for treatment of pris-
oners of war——

General SMITH. Yes, sir, but we were operating under the Gene-
va Conventions in Iraq. We clearly understood that.

Senator MCCAIN. I thank you.
Thank you, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Now, those applied to the prison in Iraq.
General SMITH. Sir, when he went over there, and he talked——
Chairman WARNER. When who went?
General SMITH. When General Miller went over there, and he

spoke and addressed this with each of the commanders, he gave
them the SOP that they were using at Gitmo to use as an example
on how they should generate their own operating procedures.

Chairman WARNER. That included the phraseology to——
General SMITH. Exactly, sir. I just read it to you.
Sir, may I also just mention, on your question on promulgation

of policy, the policy regarding dogs was established and put out by
CJTF–7 on October 12, 2003, and it specifically says that interroga-
tors must ensure the safety of security internees, and approaches
must in no way endanger them. Interrogators will ensure that se-
curity internees are allowed adequate sleep, that diets—et cetera,
et cetera—and then it says, ‘‘Should military working dogs be
present during interrogations, they will be muzzled and under con-
trol of a handler at all times to ensure safety.’’

So General Sanchez, through those things, very specifically ad-
dressed what was allowed in the interrogation room and what was
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not allowed and those things that required his approval, such as
segregation from the population in excess of 30 days.

Chairman WARNER. Can you throw any light, then, on where this
thing broke down, given that he started in the proper way?

General SMITH. Sir, given the guidance that was put out there,
I can’t. I have to agree with General Taguba’s assessment of it, in
that these rules and regulations were out there, and, somewhere
in the leadership chain execution and implementation of these poli-
cies broke down.

Chairman WARNER. Is CENTCOM trying to find out where that
happened?

General SMITH. Absolutely, sir.
Chairman WARNER. All right. Thank you.
Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Taguba, I want to join others in commending you and

thank you for the service to this country.
Secretary Cambone, I hope when you have a chance to read

through the 2004 report, which, according to the ICRC, was given
to Paul Bremer, General Sanchez, and the U.S. Permanent Mission
in Geneva, according to Christopher Girard, who’s from the ICRC,
it talks about the ICRC collected allegations of ill treatment follow-
ing the capture that took place in Baghdad, Basra, Ramadi, and
Tikrit.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator KENNEDY. It isn’t only focused on this one prison camp,

but lists the others, as well. I think we have to be aware of that.
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator KENNEDY. Now, let me just go quickly to this report.

Newsweek Magazine reports that, since September 11, Secretary
Rumsfeld has insisted on personally signing off on the harsher
methods used to squeeze suspected terrorists held at U.S. prison in
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. He’s approved such tactics as the use of
stress positions, stripping of detainees naked, prolonged sleep dep-
rivation. Have you advised Secretary Rumsfeld on these issues?
What other officials of the DOD have participated in these deci-
sions?

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, I can answer——
Senator KENNEDY. Has the General Counsel been involved in——
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator KENNEDY.—giving advice?
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator KENNEDY. He’s been involved?
Secretary CAMBONE. If I may, sir.
Senator KENNEDY. Yes.
Secretary CAMBONE. With the permission of the chair and your-

self, the SECDEF has a deep regard for the well-being of those
being held in Guantanamo and their well-being and their care.
Therefore, any procedure, which is of the type that General Smith
suggested, which are in the approved rules, but are harsh, he has
withheld to his approval first.

Second, when the issue of how these prisoners, detainees, in
Guantanamo were to be treated—there was convened, under the
GC, the General Counsel of the Department, a working group
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whose objective it was to work through all of these issues. So that
matrix that has been reported is the product of that effort.

Senator KENNEDY. All right. Let me—because my time is short—
has the SECDEF—so he has, evidently, approved these kinds of
things.

Secretary CAMBONE. I don’t know in detail, sir, but those that
he—there is a list that he has approved.

Senator KENNEDY. He has approved. What about on Iraq? Has he
approved signing off on harsher methods of interrogation in Iraq?

Secretary CAMBONE. Again, sir, no. That, as General Smith said,
is CJTF–7 promulgation.

Senator KENNEDY. If not, who—has someone had that authority
in Iraq?

Secretary CAMBONE. If there is anything that exceeds General
Sanchez’s direction, he is, as I understand it, to sign off on that ex-
ception.

Senator KENNEDY. So he has the authority, General Sanchez. Do
you know whether he’s used that or not?

Secretary CAMBONE. General Smith?
General SMITH. Sir, he——
Senator KENNEDY. Just quickly.
General SMITH. Yes, sir. Just in that policy that I told you, where

separation of greater than 30 days—he would be the approval au-
thority. To the best of my knowledge, he has not used anything be-
yond that.

Senator KENNEDY. Let me ask you, Secretary Cambone, about
‘‘rendering.’’ There are a number of reports about detainees in U.S.
custody, U.S. intelligence officials being transferred for interroga-
tions to governments that routinely torture prisoners. In December
2002, The Washington Post stated, ‘‘Detainees that refuse to co-
operate with Americans have been rendered to foreign intelligence
services’’—Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Morocco, Syria, and other coun-
tries. Can you assure the committee that the administration is
fully complying with all of the legal requirements, and that all re-
ports of U.S. officials engaging in the practice of rendering are
false?

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, to the best of my knowledge, that is a
true statement.

Senator KENNEDY. We are not—we have not—your statement,
sworn statement, now—to your knowledge, the United States has
not been involved in any rendering, any turning over of any person-
nel to any other country.

Secretary CAMBONE. No. No, you said that they were turned over
for torture and misbehavior—mistreatment. We have returned, for
example, individuals to the United Kingdom. There may be three
or four of them that have been returned from Gitmo.

Senator KENNEDY. Have you turned over, to your knowledge, any
suspects to Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Morocco, or Syria to gather infor-
mation?

Secretary CAMBONE. From those people in DOD custody, not that
I am aware of, sir.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, you would know——
Secretary CAMBONE. I am not aware of any that have been trans-

ferred for that purpose. If I——
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Senator KENNEDY. Well, for——
Secretary CAMBONE.—if there are——
Senator KENNEDY.—for any other purpose?
Secretary CAMBONE. If there are, I will come back to you and tell

you. As best I know, there are not any persons under our custody
that have been transferred.

Senator KENNEDY. Do the interrogators for MI, the CIA, and also
the contract intelligence—do they all have identical rules and regu-
lations, in terms of interrogating the detainees or prisoners of war
or combatants, or is there any distinction among the three?

Secretary CAMBONE. Within Iraq, the rules of the Geneva Con-
ventions apply. So, therefore, the rules——

Senator KENNEDY. I was not—that isn’t my question. That’s not
my question.

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir——
Senator KENNEDY. My question is, do they have different kinds

of rules of questioning? Do each of those services have rules? If
they do have rules, how are they different?

Secretary CAMBONE. I can speak for the DOD contractor and
military personnel, and those rules are the same. The people we
hire——

Senator KENNEDY. Identical.
Secretary CAMBONE.—the people we hire, in most cases, are re-

quired to have had that training in the military in order to become
interrogators.

Senator KENNEDY. They are bound by the same set——
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator KENNEDY. So your testimony is, the private contractors,

MI, and the military interrogators all operate at the same—and the
CIA—all operate with the same rules of interrogation.

Secretary CAMBONE. I can only speak for the last, the military,
inside of Iraq, sir.

Senator KENNEDY. You’re going to provide those rules to us?
Secretary CAMBONE. I can do that.
[The information referred to follows:]
[Deleted.]

Senator KENNEDY. Let me just ask you, finally, in the opinion of
General Taguba, the setting of conditions for favorable interroga-
tion is not authorized or consistent with Army regulations. You
seem to reach a different conclusion in your testimony today.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator KENNEDY. Do you agree you and General Taguba differ

on that issue?
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir. We do, and in this sense——
Senator KENNEDY. I think it’s important that we understand,

when we’re talking about the abuses that are taking place with the
MP, and you have two entirely different kinds of viewpoints on this
issue—how in the world are the MP that are supposed to imple-
ment going to be able to get it straight, particularly when you have
General Miller there that is following what you believe, Mr. Sec-
retary?

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
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Senator KENNEDY. How are we—how do you expect the MPs to
get it straight if we have a difference between the two of you?

Secretary CAMBONE. Let me try and explain it. As far as I under-
stand it, there is doctrine relative to the MP which gives them the
responsibility for conveying to the interrogators the attitudes of
those who are going to be interrogated—their disposition, who
they’ve been talking to, and so forth—and as the interrogators, in
turn, under doctrine, Army doctrine, ask the MP those kinds of
questions. So there is designed in the system a collaborative ap-
proach with respect to gaining that information.

With respect to the issue of ‘‘Gitmo-izing,’’ if I may return to
that, Senator Kennedy, let’s go back to the conditions that were in
Abu Ghraib. They were disorderly, as the General has pointed out.
The notion, it seems to me, that General Miller had was that order
needed to be established in the processes and procedures.

Senator KENNEDY. Just to finish, because my time is up—Gen-
eral Taguba, why do you believe that there should be a separation
between the MP and MI officers?

General TAGUBA. Sir, there’s a baseline that we use as a ref-
erence, which is Army Regulation 190–8, which is a multi-service
regulation, establishing the policy of an executive agency for deten-
tion operations. In there it enumerates, in paragraph 1–5, the gen-
eral policy and the treatment of not just EPWs, but civilian intern-
ees, retained personnel, and other detainees. That’s the baseline
that we use. We also use the MP’s doctrine on detention operations,
which is Field Manual 3–19.40. We further refer to the interroga-
tions operations doctrine used by the MI, which is Field Manual
34–52.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Inhofe.
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, I regret I wasn’t here on Friday. I was unable to be

here. But maybe it’s better that I wasn’t, because as I watch this
outrage, this outrage everyone seems to have about the treatment
of these prisoners, I was, I have to say—and I’m probably not the
only one up at this table that is more outraged by the outrage than
we are by the treatment. The idea that these prisoners—they’re not
there for traffic violations. If they’re in cell block 1A or 1B, these
prisoners, they’re murderers, they’re terrorists, they’re insurgents.
Many of them probably have American blood on their hands. Here
we’re so concerned about the treatment of those individuals.

I hasten to say, yes, there are seven bad guys and gals that
didn’t do what they should have done. They were misguided and,
I think, maybe even perverted. The things that they did have to
be punished. They’re being punished. They’re being tried right now,
and that’s all taking place.

But I’m also outraged by the press and the politicians and the
political agendas that are being served by this. I say ‘‘political
agendas’’ because that’s actually what is happening. I would share
with my colleagues a solicitation that was made. I’m going to read
the first two sentences. ‘‘Over the past week, we’ve all been
shocked by the pictures from Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq, but we
have also been appalled at the slow and inept response by Presi-
dent Bush, which has further undermined America’s credibility.’’ It
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goes on to demand that George Bush fire Donald Rumsfeld, and
then it goes on to a timeline, a chronology. At the very last—and
they say, ‘‘a solicitation for contributions.’’ I don’t recall this ever
having happened before in history.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that this solicitation be
made a part of the record at this point.

Chairman WARNER. Without objection.
[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, I also have to say, when we talk
about the treatment of these prisoners, that I would guess that
these prisoners wake up every morning thanking Allah that Sad-
dam Hussein is not in charge of these prisons. When he was in
charge, they would take electric drills and drill holes through
hands. They would cut their tongues out. They would cut their ears
off. We’ve seen accounts of lowering their bodies into vats of acid.
All these things were taking place. This was the type of treatment
that they had.

I would want everyone to get this and read it. This is a documen-
tary of the Iraqi Special Report. It talks about the unspeakable
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acts of mass murder, unspeakable acts of torture, unspeakable acts
of mutilation, the murdering of kids—lining up 312 little kids,
under 12 years old, and executing them—and then, of course, what
they do to Americans, too.

There’s one story in here that was in the—I think it was The
New York Times—yes, on June 2. I suggest everyone take that—
get that and read it. It’s about one of the prisoners who did escape
as they were marched out there, blindfolded, and put before mass
graves, and they mowed them down, and they buried them. This
man was buried alive, and he clawed his way out and was able to
tell his story.

I ask, Mr. Chairman, at this point in the record, that this ac-
count of the brutality of Saddam Hussein be entered into the
record, made a part of the record.

Chairman WARNER. Without objection, so ordered.
[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator INHOFE. I am also outraged that we have so many hu-
manitarian do-gooders right now crawling all over these prisons
looking for human-rights violations while our troops, our heroes,
are fighting and dying. I just don’t think we can take 7 bad peo-
ple—there are some 700 guards in Abu Ghraib, there are some 25
other prisons, about 15,000 guards all together, and 7 of them did
things they shouldn’t have done, and they’re being punished for
that. But what about some 300,000 troops who have been rotating
through all this time, and they have—all the stories of valor are
there.

Now, one comment about Rumsfeld. A lot of them don’t like him.
I’m sorry that Senator McCain isn’t here, because I just now said
to him, ‘‘Do you remember back 3 years ago when Secretary Rums-
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feld was up for confirmation? I said, ‘These guys aren’t going to like
him, because he doesn’t kowtow to them, he’s not easily intimi-
dated.’ ’’ I’ve never seen Secretary Rumsfeld intimidated. Quite
frankly, I can’t think of any American today as qualified as Donald
Rumsfeld is to prosecute this war.

Now, all the ideas about these pictures. I would suggest to you
any pictures—and I think maybe we should get direction from this
committee, Mr. Chairman, that if pictures are authorized to be dis-
seminated among the public, that for every picture of abuse or al-
leged abuse of prisoners, we have pictures of mass graves, pictures
of children being executed, pictures of the four Americans in Bagh-
dad that were burned and their bodies were mutilated and dis-
membered in public. Let’s get the whole picture.

Now, General Taguba, many, many years ago I was in the
United States Army. My job—I was a court reporter. I know a little
bit about the history. The ‘‘undue command influence’’ that is the
term that you’ve heard, and I’d like to make sure that we get into
the record what that is. I’m going from memory now, but it’s my
understanding that the commanders up the line can possibly serve
as appellate judges. Consequently, commanders up the line are not
given a lot of the graphic details, but merely said, as in the case
of Rumsfeld, ‘‘Serious allegations need to be investigated,’’ and they
started an investigation. This is back in January. Now, Rumsfeld
said, and I’m quoting him now, ‘‘Anything we say publicly could
have the impact on the legal proceeding against the accused. If my
responses are measured, it is to assure that pending cases are not
jeopardized.’’ Do I have an accurate memory as to why they have
this particular ‘‘undue command influence’’ provision that we have
been following now for five decades, that I know of?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I’m not a lawyer, and——
Senator INHOFE. But isn’t that the reason you were called in? I

should ask General Smith.
General Smith, isn’t that the reason that General Taguba was

brought in, in the first place, to keep this from happening?
General SMITH. Yes, sir, to do the investigation and do the fact-

finding so that the commanders could make informed decisions on
what actions should be taken thereafter. The difficulty in the com-
mand-influence piece is that, should General Sanchez, or should I
or General Abizaid, say something along the lines that, ‘‘We must
take this action against these individuals,’’ then that is command
influence and down the line those that are making judgment on
them would be influenced and biased in their decisions.

Senator INHOFE. That, sir, has not changed over the last 45
years.

General SMITH. That has not changed. That has happened, we
have had a number of folks who have had their sentences impacted
by command influence.

Senator INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, one last question to General
Smith. All kinds of accounts are coming out now and many of them
are fictitious, I would suggest. One was about a guy being dragged
out of a barbershop—this was in The Washington Post this morn-
ing—and blindfolded. They talked about the person doing this and
said he had an AK–47. Are our troops issued AK–47s?

General SMITH. They are not, sir.
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Senator INHOFE. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
For the benefit of all Members, the subject of the pictures has

been raised, and I’d like to address that. In consultation with the
DOD over the weekend, the DOD indicated its willingness to co-
operate in every way to provide these pictures to the Senate Armed
Services Committee. But it occurred to me, in my capacity as chair-
man, that this issue was a Senate institutional issue—it went be-
yond this committee—because I think other Senators should be en-
titled to receive that information in the same way as members of
this committee.

I, thereby, asked the Senate leadership, majority, minority, and
invited Senator Levin to join me, and we discussed this issue very
carefully yesterday. We are seeking the advice of Senate counsel
and the respective counsel of the majority/minority leader, and
counsel to this committee, and we will before, hopefully, the end of
the day, have adopted a procedure by which that transmission of
further evidence can come to the whole Senate. We’ll focus on how
it would be made available to all Senators, and under what condi-
tions, in compliance with Senate procedural rules and to protect
the legal interests of all parties involved. Thank you.

Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Thank you, General Taguba, for your report and

for your service to your country.
In Friday’s hearing before the Senate Armed Services Commit-

tee, General Schoomaker, the Army Chief of Staff, said of the pris-
on abuse, ‘‘This is not a training issue, but one of character and
values.’’ It’s becoming clear to me that this abuse wasn’t just about
values; it was about policies and planning. General Taguba, based
on your investigation, who gave the order to ‘‘soften up’’ these pris-
oners, to give them ‘‘the treatment’’? Was this a policy? Who ap-
proved it?

General TAGUBA. Sir, we did not find any evidence of a policy or
a direct order given to these soldiers to conduct what they did. I
believe that they did it on their own volition. I believe that we—
they collaborated with several MI interrogators at the lower level,
based on their conveyance of that information through interviews
and written statements. We didn’t find any order whatsoever, sir,
written or otherwise, that directed them to do what they did.

Senator BYRD. Doesn’t the lack of training of our troops for pris-
on duty actually demonstrate a monumental failure in planning for
the long-term occupation of Iraq? How else could the military and
civilian leadership of the Pentagon explain why this training
wasn’t even offered?

General TAGUBA. Sir, the training of the Geneva Conventions is
inherent every time we—from as a recruit all the way up to my
rank level. In terms of these MPs, as far as internment and reset-
tlement, some of them received training at home station and the
Mobility Station, and some did not. That was our recommendation,
that a mobile training team be deployed to theater to ensure that
they are in compliance with training tasks to do that. There was
the capacity to do that during the conduct of their operation be-
cause there were competent battalion commanders. The battalion
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commander at Camp Ashraf was conducting his detention oper-
ations to standard. At Camp Bucca—they did that at Camp Bucca,
and also Camp Cropper. Somehow it did not pan out at Abu
Ghraib.

General SMITH. Sir, I might also mention that this organization,
the 800th MP, is a specific task-organized internment and resettle-
ment organization. Their job was this sort of stuff.

Senator BYRD. So you don’t agree that there was a monumental
lack of planning, that there was a monumental failure of planning
for the long-term occupation of Iraq? You don’t agree with that?

General SMITH. Sir, I’m—are you talking to me?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
General SMITH. I’m just addressing the specific training issue for

the 800th MP that you related to, that this was their task, to come
over and do that. I mean, that’s what they did as an organization.
So they were brought over to conduct internment and resettlement
issues.

Secretary CAMBONE. If I may, Senator Byrd, I don’t think that
the difficulties we found at Abu Ghraib indicate that there was a
long-term planning effort. In fact, Major General Ryder, who also
did a report, was there specifically for that purpose, ‘‘What is the
long-term basis for confinement facilities and training and care and
so forth?’’ So, no, there was attention being paid to the longer-term
occupation issue.

Senator BYRD. Secretary Cambone, when, if ever, did Ambas-
sador Bremer first raise any concerns about how the military was
running prisons in Iraq?

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, as I said earlier, the broad question of
moving detainees through the prison system was a concern of Am-
bassador Bremer early on. With respect to the specific conditions
inside of those facilities, I am not aware of his having raised them.
I don’t know when that might have been. I do know that—I am
told that sometime in the February/March time frame he raised
this issue, but I would have to check records for you, sir.

Senator BYRD. Didn’t Ambassador Bremer have overall respon-
sibility for what was going on in Iraq?

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir. He was the occupying power, the
one in whom that was invested.

Senator BYRD. Shouldn’t he have known how Iraqi prisons were
being run? Shouldn’t he have sounded the alert if he thought that
the military was doing something wrong?

Secretary CAMBONE. Again, sir, the working papers that are
issued by the ICRC are done at the level of the command that they
are investigating, and they don’t frequently elevate to that level.
They did meet in February 2004, which is the result—the resulting
paper is the one that has been distributed. At that time, the ICRC
presented to Ambassador Bremer their findings for that previous
year. It is my guess it is that point that the specific issues that
you’re addressing may have been raised by Ambassador Bremer.

Senator BYRD. Do you know if Ambassador Bremer made any
recommendations to the DOD?

Secretary CAMBONE. He was anxious that the DOD find a way
to, as I’ve said, move the prisoner detainee more rapidly through
the system, provide addresses for the location to the dependents,
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and things of that character, that is a general treatment of the de-
tainees within the system in Iraq.

Senator BYRD. Do you know if he made any recommendations
with reference to policy?

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir, not beyond what I’ve said. Again,
his concern would have been for the broad population and assuring
that we were moving people through that system, doing what was
necessary for interrogations, and releasing those who had either
served their time or had no reason for being in custody. He was
anxious to see those people returned to their homes and families.

Senator BYRD. My time is up.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Byrd. Thank you very

much.
Senator Roberts.
Senator ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think my questions are somewhat repetitive. But, at any rate,

General, thank you for the job that you’ve done. Many are called,
and few are chosen, and you have done an outstanding job.

In your report, you indicated that the 800th Military Police Bri-
gade had not been directed to change its policies and procedures to
set conditions for intelligence interrogations, but you concluded, in-
deed, such changes had been made at lower levels. Were these
changes made at the battalion or the company level?

General TAGUBA. Sir, we didn’t find any changes, either at the
company or the battalion, or even at the brigade.

Senator ROBERTS. I’m going to repeat the question by Senator
Byrd. Did these changes result from orders or direction from the
MI unit at the prison?

General TAGUBA. Sir, there were interactions between the guards
and the MI at that level.

Senator ROBERTS. But the changes were not policy.
General TAGUBA. No, sir.
Senator ROBERTS. Did you discuss with Major General Miller his

recommendation that the MPs and the MI functions be better co-
ordinated to determine exactly what he had in mind? As a follow-
up—this is the ‘‘Gitmo-ize’’ question—is there some level of coordi-
nation between the MP and the MI units that is permitted by
Army regulations? You cited a whole series of Army regulations.
General Ryder, I believe, states that we should have a firewall in
between the MPs and the military interrogators. But yet General
Miller says from his experience in regards to Gitmo that that basi-
cally, if not impossible, is actually detrimental, in terms of coopera-
tion; but insists that if you do have that kind of cooperation, you
must have leadership, you must have discipline, and you must
have training. Were the MI officers at Abu Ghraib familiar with
Major General Miller’s recommendations?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I cannot answer that. I was not there for
the debriefing, nor did I discuss in any detail General Miller’s re-
port.

Senator ROBERTS. Did the intelligence officers then at the prison
believe that Major General Miller’s recommendations had been ac-
cepted and adopted? If so, what was the basis of this belief?
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General TAGUBA. Sir, I cannot answer that. I was not there, nor
did I question whether the CJTF–7 accepted his recommendations
or not. I just read his report.

Senator ROBERTS. Okay. General Smith, an order to ‘‘soften up’’
a detainee would not be a lawful order, is that correct?

General SMITH. Sir, that’s correct.
Senator ROBERTS. What legal basis then would a soldier have for

following that order?
General SMITH. Sir, none. Especially if you’re an organization of

that type and have read any of the regulations. All of them are re-
plete with guidance on humane treatment, as well as a number of
fragmentary orders that were put out through General Sanchez
telling them that they could not do many of these—or take actions
that were inhumane.

Senator ROBERTS. Secretary Cambone, thank you for your ap-
pearance. We welcome you to the Intelligence Committee tomor-
row.

Some accused of the abuses at the prison claim they were acting
under orders from intelligence officers. Do any of the DOD regula-
tions or policies encourage, condone, or permit such acts?

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir.
Senator ROBERTS. In your review of this matter, have you

learned of any local or unit-level policies—I emphasize the word
‘‘policies’’—that encourage or condone or permitted these abuses?

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir.
Senator ROBERTS. Were you aware of Major General Miller’s rec-

ommendations that MPs set the conditions for the interrogations at
the prison? Did you discuss this recommendation with anybody at
the CJTF–7?

Secretary CAMBONE. I did not discuss them with anybody at
CJTF–7, no, sir.

Senator ROBERTS. What did you understand this recommenda-
tion to mean?

Secretary CAMBONE. That there had to be a basis for the transfer
of information from those who had custody, on a daily basis, of
those who were being interrogated—to those who were being inter-
rogated in order that the interrogators understood personalities, re-
lationships, in order to be able to gain the information that they
were trying to gain from the——

Senator ROBERTS. From a pragmatic standpoint, is this a good
thing or a bad thing? Is Ryder right, and Miller wrong? Miller right
and Ryder wrong? Or is this somewhere in between?

Secretary CAMBONE. While it is written in doctrine, it seems to
me doctrine is meant to be adapted to circumstance, and that was
what the substance of General Miller’s recommendation was.

Senator ROBERTS. When is the Fay Report going to come out?
Secretary CAMBONE. It’s my understanding—and, General, you

can correct me—that he is completing his work in Iraq over this
week. He has to go to Germany to see people who have since ro-
tated from Iraq to Germany, and then will come back here to meet
others. So we’re looking toward the end of this month and perhaps
the first part of June.
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Senator ROBERTS. Is the policy in regards to the MP and the MI
functions at Gitmo—is this being reviewed for compliance with
Army regulations?

Secretary CAMBONE. If General Fay didn’t realize that was a sub-
ject of his investigation, sir, he is now painfully aware of it.

Senator ROBERTS. Was your encouragement to Major General
Miller to inspect the prison in any way prompted or otherwise
linked to concerns about any abuse at the prison?

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir. To the contrary, it was the desire
to make certain that we had the proper conditions within those
places in order for the information to be gathered.

Senator ROBERTS. When you learned of the abuse, and knowing
of the intelligence activities at the prison, did you have any concern
about a possible link to the intelligence unit?

Secretary CAMBONE. I understood—it was probably in Feb-
ruary—that there were MI personnel who were implicated. I did
not know the nature of that implication, the extent or scope of the
abuse that had taken place. So I didn’t make a connection in the
sense that there was a significant issue here until we moved down
the path and realized exactly was taking place.

Furthermore, I still don’t know that there is a significant issue
here.

Senator ROBERTS. I thank the chairman.
General SMITH. Sir, could I clarify on the MP/MI regulation here?

It is not absolutely clear in this regulation that the MPs and the
MI guys should not have some relationship. What is absolutely
clear in the regulation is that the MPs are not allowed to be in the
interrogation process. So do not take it that there is some Army
regulation out there that says, ‘‘This shall not be.’’ I have it right
here, and I’ll be glad to provide it for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
[Deleted.]

Senator ROBERTS. I think that would be helpful. My point was,
I don’t think you can set up a firewall between those who are inter-
rogating and the MPs. I don’t even think that would be desirable.
On the other side of the fence, you don’t want them directly in-
volved——

General SMITH. Yes, sir.
Senator ROBERTS.—and with the lack of discipline and leadership

and training, to have something like this happen.
General SMITH. I agree with you. I believe when you read the

document you will see that that allows that sort of activity.
Senator ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it would be helpful if we had

Secretary Cambone’s statement. I don’t have that. I don’t know if
it was made available. He has it now.

Chairman WARNER. It was made available just shortly before the
hearing.

Senator ROBERTS. All right, thank you, sir.
Chairman WARNER. It’s being reproduced now. Thank you.
I acknowledge, as chairman of the Intelligence Committee, you’re

conducting a separate inquiry on this matter, but I think it’s im-
portant—and I picked up on something Secretary Cambone said.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00343 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



338

Chairman WARNER. Do you have any knowledge of any CIA par-
ticipation in the interrogation process in the cell blocks?

Secretary CAMBONE. I do know that there were people who were
brought by CIA personnel to that place, to the cell blocks, and
there may be—and, again—there may have been interrogations
conducted by the CIA personnel while they were there. That’s
about the extent of my knowledge of specifically what they were
engaged in, in terms of interrogation.

Chairman WARNER. General Smith, do you have any additional
knowledge?

General SMITH. No, sir, I do not.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Reed.
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Taguba, to the best of your knowledge, when did this

pattern of abuse begin, as we’ve seen in the pictures?
General TAGUBA. Sir, to the best of the evidence that we gath-

ered, it happened sometime after October 15, 2003, there-
abouts——

Senator REED. 15th of——
General TAGUBA.—mid- to late-October.
Senator REED. Right.
General Smith, General Miller came to Iraq in August with the

baseline from Guantanamo, which had a series of coercive meas-
ures, which was being employed in Guantanamo. We all recognized
that area was not subject to the Geneva Conventions. He briefed,
as you indicated in your previous testimony, individuals at the
prison. He also recommended the establishment of a theater JIDC
there. Is that correct?

General SMITH. I believe so.
Senator REED. That’s correct.
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. That was August. Then in October, we start see-

ing a series of abusive behaviors, which the accused suggest were
a result of encouragement or direction from these intelligence peo-
ple in this theater JIDC. General Taguba has testified that he did
not investigate, talk to, or in any way know anything about what
was going on in that JIDC. Is that a fair chronology?

General SMITH. Sir, it’s a fair chronology. I would only say that
in speaking with General Miller, he has to be the one that answers
some of this, he spoke directly to the brigade commanders who
were involved here, and he had the special operating procedures
with him, and left those with them.

Senator REED. General, to your knowledge, General Miller made
it very clear to these brigade commanders that because of the Ge-
neva Conventions, many of these provisions could not be applied?

General SMITH. Sir, according to General Miller, that was very
clear to the commanders.

Senator REED. That was very clear. Then why would he bring
those procedures over and brief them?

General SMITH. Sir, to the best of my knowledge—and, again,
these are questions you’re going to have to ask General Miller—
but, to the best of my knowledge, he did not bring those coercive
procedures over with him.
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Senator REED. Thank you.
Mr. Secretary, you encouraged General Miller to visit.
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. Were you in communication, or anyone in your of-

fice in communication, with General Miller during his trip or after
his trip?

Secretary CAMBONE. He technically went under Joint Staff aus-
pices, but with my encouragement and that of other senior mem-
bers of the DOD, to look at the issues that we’ve talked about.
Now, on his return, when he completed his report, I received a
briefing on it, and then asked for people to look at its subsequent
progress and what had taken place.

Senator REED. So you were briefed on his recommendation to use
the guard force actively to condition the——

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir. Again, the——
Senator REED. You weren’t briefed on that.
Secretary CAMBONE. No, no. Excuse me. I want to phrase this

right, and that is, on the issue of making certain that we had the
kind of cooperative relationships, I understood that. I don’t know
that I was being told, and I don’t know that General Miller said,
that there should be that kind of activity that you are ascribing to
his recommendation.

Senator REED. General Taguba—excuse me, I’m probably doing
violence to your name; forgive me—was it clear from your reading
of the report that one of the major recommendations was to use
guards to condition these prisoners?

General TAGUBA. As I read it on the report, yes, sir, that was rec-
ommended on the report.

Senator REED. But General Miller didn’t think it was important
enough to brief you, Mr. Secretary?

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, I was not briefed by General Miller.
Senator REED. Who were you briefed by?
Secretary CAMBONE. My deputy, General Boykin, briefed me on

the report.
Senator REED. So General Boykin and General Miller were col-

laborating on this exercise?
Secretary CAMBONE. Oh, not at all. Not at all, sir. Not at all.
Senator REED. General Boykin didn’t think it was important

enough to brief you on that.
Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir. Again, your suggestion that the re-

port on the phrase ‘‘setting the conditions’’ is tantamount to asking
the MP to engage in abusive behavior, I believe, is a misreading
of General Miller’s intent.

Senator REED. Mr. Secretary, what I’m suggesting is, anyone in
your position should have asked questions. One, specifically, would
be, what does it mean to ‘‘set the conditions’’ of these troops, under
the Geneva Conventions?

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. Did you ask that question?
Secretary CAMBONE. I didn’t have to ask that question. Why? Be-

cause we had been through a process in which we understood what
those limits were with respect to Iraq and what those were with
respect to Guantanamo.
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Senator REED. Mr. Secretary, what is the status of the detainees
in that prison under the Geneva Conventions?

Secretary CAMBONE. I’m sorry, sir, which prison?
Senator REED. Abu Ghraib.
Secretary CAMBONE. Abu Ghraib? They are there under either

Article 3 or Article 4 of the Geneva Conventions.
Senator REED. Let me recite Article 4, ‘‘Persons protected by the

Geneva Conventions are those who, at any given moment and in
any manner whatsoever, find themselves, in case of a conflict or oc-
cupation, in the hands of a party to the conflict or occupying power
of which they are not nationals.’’ These are protected persons.

Let me read Article 31, ‘‘No physical or moral coercion shall be
exercised against protected persons in particular to obtain any in-
formation from them or from third parties.’’

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, we’re in agreement here.
Senator REED. We’re in agreement—I don’t think we are, Mr.

Secretary.
Secretary CAMBONE. We are in agreement on——
Senator REED. General Miller suggested that guard forces be

used to ‘‘set the conditions.’’ Based on the template at Guanta-
namo, those methods were coercive. Yet you did not choose to ask
about this. You’re completely oblivious.

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir. Again, what I said was, we knew
what the circumstances were with respect to Guantanamo. We
knew what the circumstances were with respect to Iraq. We under-
stood that the Geneva Conventions, and all of its articles, applied
in Iraq. That—again, I come back to what I keep saying here—the
notion was that you had to have a cooperation, a cooperative atti-
tude, team-building, call it what you will between the MPs and——

Senator REED. Mr. Secretary, please.
Secretary CAMBONE.—the MIs.
Senator REED. Please.
Secretary CAMBONE. Sir——
Senator REED. This is not a cooperative attitude. This is not a

guard observing the comments of a prisoner.
Secretary CAMBONE. That is exactly true, sir.
Senator REED. That is—is that happening in Guantanamo?
Secretary CAMBONE. No. Sir, what took place——
Senator REED. Is that what’s happening in Guantanamo?
Secretary CAMBONE.—what took place in the prison, we have all

said, exceeded the regulations, laws, and laws of war, conventions
of the Geneva Conventions, and everything else. General Taguba
has said repeatedly that there was no policy, he discovered no di-
rection, that these were not directed acts on the part of those indi-
viduals——

Senator REED. Mr. Secretary, people failed to ensure, by asking
appropriate questions, that these recommendations were transmit-
ted down to individual soldiers in a way that they would under-
stand——

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator REED.—this is just—is cooperating, not participating in

the ‘‘setting the conditions,’’ as was done—as is done in Guanta-
namo.
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Secretary CAMBONE. Senator, I agree with you on the trans-
mission of those directions. As I said to you, and as General Smith
has alluded to, there is a paper from General Sanchez making pre-
cisely those points. Moreover, if you read General Miller’s report,
he says, ‘‘Before you do anything with this, we need a command
staff judge advocate to work this problem and make sure it’s
done’’——

Senator REED. Did a command SJA issue a legal opinion?
Secretary CAMBONE. When—again, what I have is his report, and

it says that that was an activity in progress. I have not heard—
what I know is that General Sanchez subsequently——

Senator REED. General Sanchez ordered this policy without ad-
vice of counsel.

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir, he did not. If you read General
Taguba’s report, he will tell you that, at the time he was there, he
had not seen any action—it’s page 12, I think—to implement the
procedures, specifically and officially, from General Sanchez down
to anyone in the lower ranks of his command that the activity that
was taking place was not authorized.

General SMITH. I would add that there were numerous FRAGOs
out there that direct other than what you are suggesting.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much. If there’s further am-
plification to the Senator’s question, please provide it for the
record.

Senator Allard.
Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for moving

forward on this investigation quickly here at the committee level.
I think it’s something we need to move off our agenda so that we
can begin to concentrate on how many good things are happening
in Iraq, as far as moving them towards a sovereignty, their own
sovereignty. I do have a statement I’d like to have put in the record
and I’d ask unanimous consent, prior to my questioning.

Chairman WARNER. Without objection.
[The prepared statement of Senator Allard follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank our witnesses for appearing this
morning to help us discuss the allegations that have been raised.

I would like to begin my remarks by reminding us all of the phenomenal progress
we are making in the transformation of the Iraqi government. Specifically, the Iraqi
Governing Council approved the Transitional Administrative Law (TAL), represent-
ing the most liberal basic governance document in the Arab world. As I understand
this historic document, it represents an Iraqi ‘‘bill of rights,’’ including the assur-
ances for all Iraqis of freedom of religion, freedom of expression, freedom of the
press, and freedom of assembly. In addition, this TAL includes fundamental rights
for women.

Our progress in Iraq also includes remarkable public works accomplishments. Oil
production and power generation now surpass pre-war levels. All 22 universities and
43 technical institutes and colleges are open. Coalition forces have rehabilitated
more than 2,200 schools. All 240 hospitals and more than 1,200 health clinics are
open. Health care spending in Iraq has increased 30 times over pre-war levels. Addi-
tionally, 170 newspapers are being published.

Our military forces are directly responsible for this positive change, and should
be commended. These accomplishments, in my mind, are what define the valor, com-
mitment, and compassion of our Armed Forces. It is not the incidents that are the
subject of this hearing. Gentlemen, I know you share my frustration and concern
over the reported incidents of prisoner abuse involving our Armed Forces.

My frustration comes from believing our soldiers know better than to carryout
those activities now splashed all over our public media. Several of my colleagues
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and I have been to Iraq and Afghanistan recently, and we have seen the unmatched
skills of our soldiers in defeating a hostile enemy, as well as rebuilding a public
works infrastructure. Yet, here we are discussing how the misdeeds of a few can
overshadow the accomplishments of so many.

My concern comes from understanding that we need to develop and employ all
prudent measures to ensure our military men and women, as well as millions of
locals, remain safe and secure throughout the reconstruction of this region. Without
a doubt, our forces need effective detention and interrogation tools for terrorists, in-
surgents, and others trying to kill us. Successful exploitation of these enemy com-
batants will ultimately deny them the opportunity to plan, prepare, or execute more
killings. Today, we must examine events that got out of control, and figure out how
to realign our people and our practices toward a humane and legal alternative.

Mr. Chairman, it also appears to me that the military has done a good job with
investigating these allegations and taking appropriate actions. However, it was dis-
appointing that senior leaders did not recognize and report the serious consequences
that the underlying allegations entail. I look forward to your continued leadership,
as well as the leadership of SECDEF Rumsfeld, in getting to the bottom of this mat-
ter and getting our focus back on the job well done by our security and reconstruc-
tion forces.

Senator ALLARD. I’d also share my shock and dismay that Sen-
ator Inhofe mentioned, in the fact that this unfortunate situation
at Abu Ghraib prison is actually being used as a fundraiser by the
Kerry campaign. I just find that appalling.

Now I’d like to move forward and pose a question to you, General
Taguba. In my statement, I find that your reporting supports that
the Army has taken the initiative in following through appro-
priately on our own affairs. Just so that I’m clear in my own under-
standing, were you directed by any of your superiors to remove any
findings that you felt were credible or relevant?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I was not directed by my superiors.
Senator ALLARD. Were you directed by any of your superiors to

withhold or remove recommendations for any adverse personal ac-
tions regarding subjects of your investigation?

General TAGUBA. Sir, none whatsoever.
Senator ALLARD. Just so I’m clear also about the makeup of the

prison population, my understanding, from some of the testimony
that we’ve received here today, that if somebody is classified as a
terrorist—in other words, they’re not associated with any country,
officially—then there’s a difference; they don’t fall under the Gene-
va Conventions’ guidelines. Is that correct?

Secretary CAMBONE. The President designated the al Qaeda as
being unlawful combatants, sir.

Senator ALLARD. So just that particular terrorist organization, or
any terrorist organization?

Secretary CAMBONE. I know for a fact it’s al Qaeda, and my
guess is that depending on the circumstances, if we found ourselves
in armed conflict with some other organization, such as—the Presi-
dent would take that under advisement.

Senator ALLARD. Okay. Now, did we have terrorists in the popu-
lation at this prison?

General TAGUBA. Sir, none that we were made aware of.
Senator ALLARD. So as far as we know, these were all related to

those guidelines that generally you were complying with, as far as
the military is concerned, on how you handle prisoners.

General TAGUBA. Sir, they were either classified as security de-
tainees or ‘‘other’’ detainees—criminals, things of that nature.

Senator ALLARD. But no terrorist classification.
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General TAGUBA. None that we were given, no, sir.
Senator ALLARD. Okay.
Secretary Cambone or General Smith, in your estimation why

was anyone taking pictures in the security detention facility at Abu
Ghraib? Is there any explanation, from a physical security or pris-
oner security or MI perspective?

General SMITH. Sir, the photographing of prisoners, especially
with private cameras, is against——

Senator ALLARD. Private cameras?
General SMITH. By private cameras—is against the rules.
Senator ALLARD. So these were taken by private cameras?
General SMITH. Sir, I believe they were taken by digital cameras

that belonged to the individuals, but I don’t know that. Maybe Gen-
eral Taguba does.

Senator ALLARD. I see.
General TAGUBA. Sir, they were personal cameras.
Senator ALLARD. They were personal cameras.
General SMITH. This specifically says ‘‘photographing, filming,

and videotaping of individual EPW/civilian internee, other than in-
ternal internment facility administration or intelligence/counter-
intelligence purposes, is strictly prohibited.’’

Senator ALLARD. So this didn’t have anything to do with the way
you managed the prisoners or any of their interrogation or any
physical security of the prison. This was taken on by individuals,
unknown to those in command at the time?

General SMITH. That is my belief, but I don’t know——
General TAGUBA. Sir, as far as we know, based on the evidence

and the interviews and the statements, they were taken with per-
sonal cameras.

Senator ALLARD. Individuals taking that on their own, without
any instruction from command.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator ALLARD. Okay.
Now, General Smith, in General Taguba’s report he rec-

ommended that a mobile training team be assembled and dis-
patched to your area of operations to oversee and conduct com-
prehensive training in all aspects of detainee and confinement op-
erations. Were these teams dispatched, as recommended?

General SMITH. Sir, they were dispatched before the report was
actually approved. About 50 percent of the training is complete,
and they will continue and have all of this completed by the end
of June, although everybody who is out there is getting training
weekly, awaiting the mobile training team specifically getting down
there. That will be followed by sustained required training every
week in all of these rules. Additionally, the Geneva Conventions
are required to be briefed at every change of shift.

Senator ALLARD. Your point is, is that when you got General
Taguba’s report, even before it was finalized you were beginning to
take corrective action, and so action was—you were responding im-
mediately to concerns about how—what was being reported in the
camp at Abu Ghraib.

General SMITH. That’s correct, sir.
Senator ALLARD. Okay.
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General Smith, General Taguba—I understand the necessity and
significance of maintaining a strategic interrogation exploitation
process. After all, a primary goal along these lines is to save the
lives of Americans, Iraqis, and other partners in the region. Can
you share with us whether or not your command is actually devel-
oping good intelligence based on your approved interrogation tech-
niques? In other words, are we saving lives?

General SMITH. Sir, my belief is that we are. We absolutely have
built the networks and what they look like and who the players
are, based on intelligence information from human intelligence
(HUMINT). A portion of that is this kind of activity. So, sir, I
would say, absolutely, that there have been lives saved because of
the people that we have been able to go out and pick up, because
of the HUMINT process.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Akaka.
Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
General Taguba, I want to commend you and your team for sub-

mitting a very, what I consider, a candid and thorough report. Your
task was not an easy one. However, your honesty and your integ-
rity reflect the character we expect from soldiers in our military.

General Taguba, in your report, you reference the lack of super-
vision over U.S. civilian contractor personnel, third-country nation-
als, and local contractors within the detention facility at Abu
Ghraib. During your investigation, did you determine how many ci-
vilian contracted personnel were working there? Who supervised
these individuals? Can you describe what you observed, in terms
of type of access these individuals had to the detainee areas?

General TAGUBA. Sir, we did not make a determination of how
many civilian contractors were assigned to the 205th MI Brigade
and operating at Abu Ghraib. I personally interviewed a translator,
and I also personally interviewed an interrogator, both civilians,
contractors. There was also a statement—and substantiated by the
witnesses that we interviewed of another translator—a third-coun-
try national, in fact, who was involved. There was another third-
country national who was acting as a translator for the interroga-
tors, that was involved in one of the interrogation incidents where
dogs were used.

Their supervision, sir, from the best that we could determine or
discern from the information that we gathered, was, they were
under the supervision of the JIDC, who was then under the super-
vision of one—a lieutenant colonel, who was also supervised by the
brigade commander, the MI brigade commander. That was the
chain, sir.

Senator AKAKA. What access did these individuals have to the
detainee?

General TAGUBA. Sir, they had an open access to the detainees.
Senator AKAKA. General Taguba, your report finds that two con-

tractors were either directly or indirectly responsible for the abuses
at Abu Ghraib. Were either of these contractor personnel super-
vising soldiers or in a position to direct soldiers to take specific ac-
tions?

General TAGUBA. Sir, they were not in any way supervising any
soldiers, MP or otherwise. However, the guards, those who were in-
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volved, looked at them as competent authorities as in the manner
by which they described them, as the MI or by name or by function.

Senator AKAKA. Secretary Cambone, what kind of training did
the U.S. civilian contractors have prior to going to Iraq? I’ve been
informed that the training for interrogators included training tac-
tics and techniques used by other countries. Did such training
occur? If so, are these tactics and techniques approved by DOD in-
telligence officials?

Secretary CAMBONE. The only tactics and techniques that would
be approved, sir, are those that are approved by the command for
use in that situation. As I said earlier, the recruitment—and if you
look at the advertisements for the recruitment, they look for people
who have had the experience of being interrogators. I am told that,
in fact, some of the retired personnel and those who have since left
the service are quite capable and are, in terms of the interrogator’s
art, better able to conduct those interrogations than the younger
individuals who are new to that activity.

General SMITH. Sir, most have gone through the 191⁄2 week
training at Fort Huachuca, either while they were in the service or
afterwards.

Senator AKAKA. General Smith, who is keeping a record of all the
employees that work for all the contracted firms in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan? Is it the contracted firm or DOD?

General SMITH. Sir, you’re beyond my knowledge there, except
that the contracting officer who contracts with the company is re-
sponsible for ensuring that they comply with the contract. By
name, I suspect he has who those contractors are. But I can’t tell
you that for sure.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you for your responses.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Akaka.
Senator Sessions.
Senator SESSIONS. Thank you.
I first want to, again, state my appreciation for the superb work

of our soldiers in Iraq and Afghanistan. In many, many instances,
some of which we’ve seen on television, they demonstrate restraint
day after day. They’ve maintained their poise and their profes-
sionalism sometimes under very intense pressure. They’ve risked
their lives, and we’ve seen a soldier going to the bridge to save an
Iraqi woman under hostile fire. They have, on their off-hours, built
schools and hospitals, and treated the sick. So this is particularly
painful for all of us, to have this experience.

But I absolutely have visited those soldiers there. They’ve told
me of things that they’ve done and the relationships they’ve had
with Iraqi citizens. I strongly—it’s interesting how many want to
volunteer and go back, because they believe in the work and they
want to see this to be a healthy, stable country. Nothing we say
today should denigrate that.

I have been somewhat concerned at the suggestion that there is
a policy of abuse here. General Smith, I think you’ve read, clearly,
that the explicit statements from every level of command are in ex-
istence that would absolutely prohibit this kind of behavior, is that
not correct?

General SMITH. Sir, that’s absolutely correct, in many venues
and a number of times where FRAGOs have been republished for
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the purpose of doing that. I would like to present those for the
record. I know Senator Reed is very concerned about it, and I
would like to put those in the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
[Deleted.]

Senator SESSIONS. With regard, General Smith, of the Geneva
Conventions, I was in the Army Reserve. I, for a short time, had
a Judge Advocate General (JAG) slot, although I’m not like Colonel
Lindsey Graham over here, who is an actual practicing JAG officer,
but I remember in the transportation unit I had to train the trans-
portation soldiers, enlisted people in the Geneva Conventions. Isn’t
that done throughout the Army?

General SMITH. Sir, that is. That continues to be a requirement.
Senator SESSIONS. In basic training, every soldier has been

trained in the Geneva Conventions, is that not correct?
General SMITH. That’s correct, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. I heard you say that they are briefing the Ge-

neva Conventions at every shift change now in Abu Ghraib prison?
General SMITH. That’s correct, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. Before that occurred, one of the criticisms I

think General Taguba mentioned was, they were supposed to be
briefing the Geneva Conventions periodically, but perhaps it was
not occurring. Are you familiar with that part of the report and
what the requirement was?

General SMITH. I’m familiar with the report.
Senator SESSIONS. General Taguba, you made some reference to

the fact that there was a procedure established to train periodi-
cally, and it may not have been occurring?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. It’s required, under AR–190–8, to post
the Geneva Conventions in the language of the detainee. So you
have many detainees there of different languages. They have to
post that. It’s a requirement, especially for those units that are
conducting internment and resettlement mission requirements.
Those guards, in terms of discipline, were supposed to conduct by
their own SOP, guard mounts, where you have shifts—you’re
changing shifts, and you have guard mount. Sir, we found evidence
that was not being done. They did kind of a replacement, so to
speak, during their shift time, because they were not conducting
guard mounts by which they were to reinforce tenets of the Geneva
Conventions, or made clear that the postings of the Geneva Con-
ventions were to be made available, not only to the detainees in a
language from which they come from, but also where they could see
them.

Senator SESSIONS. That was never challenged or rejected by Gen-
eral Abizaid, General Sanchez, or anyone else in authority in Iraq.
I mean, those policies were in effect, and amounted to a violation
of the established Army policy when that did not occur. Is that cor-
rect?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I cannot speak for General Abizaid or Gen-
eral Sanchez, but that’s the responsibility of the battalion com-
mander and also those personnel who are conducting internment
and resettlement or detention operations. It’s clear, it’s in their doc-
trine, it’s in the regulation.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00352 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



347

Senator SESSIONS. Of course, General Smith, MPs have more of
this training than other soldiers, I assume, in how to handle pris-
oners.

General SMITH. Sir, I can’t speak to that, but my assumption
would be that certainly they have more training than the average
soldier would.

Senator SESSIONS. I thank you for your comments, and would
note that—my time is expiring, but this ‘‘Gitmo-ize’’ issue, I think,
really misses the point. Yes, we wanted to use some of the proce-
dures that were working in Guantanamo, and try to share that in-
formation to get it up to the people in authority so we could save
lives, get it out to the people who could use it to identify who these
attackers and terrorists were, but I don’t think there’s any indica-
tion that General Miller would in any way suggest this kind of be-
havior was legitimate.

General SMITH. Sir, you’re absolutely right in both counts. In a
counter-insurgency like this, intelligence is critical, in that if you
want to go find the guys that are making the improvised explosive
devices (IED) or the ones who are shooting down helicopters with
surface-to-air missiles like SA–7s, or folks who are fomenting the
insurgency, then you have to use HUMINT to do that. You can’t
do that by technical means alone.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
General SMITH. So it is a critical piece of the process. Clearly,

time and time again, we are told: humane treatment in concert
with the Geneva Conventions.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Senator.
Chairman WARNER. That’s a very important inquiry and re-

sponse, and I appreciate that, General.
Senator Bill Nelson.
Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I don’t think General Miller is where the problem lies, Senator

Sessions. I think it lies elsewhere.
General Taguba, on page 16 of your report you state, ‘‘I find that

the intentional abuse of detainees by military police personnel in-
cluded the following acts.’’ You list a whole number of those acts;
among them, videotaping and photographing naked male and fe-
male detainees; forcibly arranging detainees in various sexually ex-
plicit positions for photographing; forcing groups of male detain-
ees—and I will insert paraphrasing here—certain sexual acts while
being photographed and videotaped; a male MP guard having sex
with a female detainee; using military dogs, without muzzles, to in-
timidate and frighten detainees, and, in one case, biting and se-
verely injuring a detainee; sodomizing a detainee with a chemical
light and perhaps a broomstick; using military working dogs to
frighten and intimidate detainees with threats of attack, and, in
one instance, actually biting the detainee. Is that your report?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator BILL NELSON. All right.
Mr. Secretary, when did you become aware of the nature of these

prisoner abuses and the existence of the photographic and video
evidence? That’s two questions.
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Secretary CAMBONE. The photographic evidence—be clear—that
there were photographs associated with this inquiry, I knew early,
in the change of the year. The nature——

Senator BILL NELSON. I’m sorry, I didn’t understand.
Secretary CAMBONE. I’m sorry. I understood, at the beginning of

this year, that there were photographs associated with the criminal
investigative inquiry.

Senator BILL NELSON. Did you know about these acts?
Secretary CAMBONE. I did not know about these acts, and learned

of them in specificity when I read the report and when I was ex-
posed to some of those photographs.

Senator BILL NELSON. You read the report when?
Secretary CAMBONE. It has to be in the last week, sir. It was not

out of the command until the end of last month.
Senator BILL NELSON. Now, the SECDEF told us last Friday that

he learned about these abuses in the middle of January.
Secretary CAMBONE. That we had abuses, true. The nature of

them, I was not aware of.
Senator BILL NELSON. Did you know that they were horrific?
Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir. I received a report that there was

an inquiry underway—a number of—six or seven, by the way, and
this being one of them—in which there were people implicated in
abuses of prisoners in Iraq. The character of it, the scope, the scale,
I was not aware of.

Senator BILL NELSON. Specific to this prison, what was your role
in alerting others that you work for, such as the SECDEF?

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir. Again, as the Secretary testified,
corporately we were aware—and I was one of those who told him
so—that there were investigations underway with respect to this
facility, and ultimately the report that General Taguba’s done, in
the February time frame. I mean, and so it was a report of an in-
vestigation about acts of abuse.

Senator BILL NELSON. What was your role in alerting the
SECDEF to the danger posed to our theater strategy and the gen-
eral perception around the world?

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir, and let me throw out gradations
here. There are instances of people having been mistreated in their
apprehension, transportation, and interrogation. That was—a level
of poor performance and behavior on the part of our people was un-
derstood, but it was understood a fairly low level of abuse and inci-
dence—rate of incidence. The scale of this was unknown to any of
us. Had we known its scale, scope—the earlier we would have
known, the sooner we would have been able to come to you, to the
President, and to others to talk about it.

Senator BILL NELSON. You’re saying you didn’t know about that
until last week?

Secretary CAMBONE. Scope, scale—until the pictures began ap-
pearing in the press, sir, I had no sense of that scope and scale.
I knew of the problem, that there was abuse, that there was a
criminal investigation, that there was an investigation being done
by General Taguba, but I had no sense of it, sir.

Senator BILL NELSON. Okay, given that fact, why was the
SECDEF unprepared when he came before us in the secure room
in the Capitol on April 28, 2004—why was he unprepared to share
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the information that he knew of with Members—probably some 35
or 40 Members of the U.S. Senate?

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, I don’t—I can’t answer for the SECDEF
on that question. He was here. He spoke with this committee and
gave his answers, I recall. I can’t speak for him on why he did not
raise it that evening. I don’t know.

Senator BILL NELSON. You had not discussed that with him?
Secretary CAMBONE. That day, I had not discussed it with him,

no, sir.
Senator BILL NELSON. Had you discussed it with him anytime

before, after you learned, in mid-January, about these abuses?
Secretary CAMBONE. Again, I informed him that there were in-

vestigations underway, of which this is one of six or seven that I
was informed of. I—again, I did not understand the scope and
scale. If I had, I assure you, Senator, I would have told him.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Talent.
Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary Cambone, very quickly, one of the things that I’ve won-

dered about, when you said you didn’t recognize scope and scale,
is it possible that not having seen the pictures, you didn’t recognize
what the significance of the pictures would be, in terms of the im-
pact of this internationally?

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator TALENT. General Taguba, your report—I think if we

summed it up, we’d say that the unit at the prison was under-dis-
ciplined, under-manned, and poorly led. Is that a fair summation?

General TAGUBA. Sir, very fair.
Senator TALENT. In the middle of an Army that I think all of us

would agree is very well-disciplined and very well-led. So the ques-
tion in my mind—well, how? Why is this particular unit so below
the standards in performance of the rest of the United States
Army? I’m going to make a comment, and you can comment on it
if you want. I was in the other body all throughout the 1990s, dur-
ing which time the highest civilian authorities here and on the
other side of Pennsylvania Avenue were cutting the size of the
Army, and, in my judgment, not funding adequately what—the end
strength that we had remaining. What I saw consistently was the
Army, in order to keep the tip of the spear sharp, if you will, allow-
ing some of the rest of the spear to go rusty. Sooner or later, those
chickens come home to roost. You have a poor commander, you
don’t have enough people, the guys you have are not trained up
adequately because you don’t have the money for it, and then
something like this happens. I’ll just say, I wish we had had the
interest nationally through the 1990s about funding the Army ade-
quately, and maybe we wouldn’t all be sitting here.

General Smith, let me ask you a question. I had a phone call, ac-
tually, from a constituent who raised an issue that might help in
one aspect of this. As I understand it, one of the difficulties with
getting this up to the various highest civilian levels is that—the
concern about command influence, because the same people that
you’d want to report this through and to are the people who would
be involved in passing on any court-martials that may emerge from
this. I know this is a problem. My wife used to be in the JAG corps.
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A constituent let me know that there is an office in the Air Force,
the reporting office on special-interest cases, which is evidently de-
signed to deal exactly with this. Are you aware of that office?

General SMITH. Sir, I’m not aware of that office, and this was in
basically Army channels.

Senator TALENT. Right. What I’m wondering, and maybe to rec-
ommend to the SECDEF, this office exists for—as I am told, and
we’re checking this out in my office—in the Air Force to deal with
cases like this. So you can—if you think something’s of special sig-
nificance, you can get it up to higher authority, but through a sepa-
rate, specially-created chain of command so you don’t compromise
the command influence, and then you can get it to somebody who
then has the discretion, if they want to, to go directly to the
SECDEF or the Deputy SECDEF. We’re certainly going to be look-
ing—and I’d recommend it to you, if you’re not aware of it, because
evidently it functions pretty well in the Air Force. You’re not aware
of it, though, as of now, I take it.

Secretary CAMBONE. Now that you mention that office, yes, I re-
call that there is one, and I can tell you that the SECDEF has
more than that on his list of ideas—or will have more than that
on the list of his ideas.

Senator TALENT. Okay.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary CAMBONE. You are right. Some way has got to be found

to do this.
Senator TALENT. Yes, because we clearly have a defect in this.

Command influence is a problem but I think everybody involved in
this probably wishes they had just said, ‘‘The heck with command
influence, we have to pick up the phone and call’’——

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator TALENT.—‘‘and let people know.’’
Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir. Indeed, at least to the extent that

the sergeant delivered the disk to the criminal investigative divi-
sion (CID), he put in train, at least, a process that has brought all
this to light.

Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Dayton? I’m sorry, we have a different sheet, but I think

Senator Nelson is preceding. All right, thank you very much.
Senator BEN NELSON. I hate to cheat my colleague from Min-

nesota out of his place, but——
Chairman WARNER. You’ve been getting here earlier and earlier

each time. [Laughter.]
Senator BEN NELSON. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I thank the witnesses today, as well, for your very strong state-

ments about your opinions, as well as the nature of the investiga-
tions. I’m going to ignore some of the partisan sniping that’s been
going on from the other side today, because I don’t think it’s par-
ticularly helpful.

Having said that, General Taguba, in your opinion this is not a
top-down problem. I think what you’re saying is that this was
something that may have been spontaneous, but an abuse involv-
ing only a handful—last week, the operative word was ‘‘few’’ indi-
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viduals, but I think that right now I think that perhaps it’s a lim-
ited number of people. Is that accurate?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. Based on the interviews and the state-
ments that were given to us by both the detainees, MP personnel,
and those that we examined, there were others, but we just could
not track them down.

Senator BEN NELSON. Who is the highest-ranking officer you in-
terrogated?

General TAGUBA. My interviews, sir, Brigadier General Janice
Karpinski.

Senator BEN NELSON. You didn’t talk to General Sanchez?
General TAGUBA. No, sir.
Senator BEN NELSON. Did you talk to Colonel Pappas?
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir, I did.
Senator BEN NELSON. Who’s the highest-ranking official—not of-

ficer—you may have talked to?
General TAGUBA. Sir, none. I stopped at General Karpinski.
Senator BEN NELSON. So what may have happened above Gen-

eral Karpinski is an open book. In other words, it’s not—or it’s a
closed book. No one knows what may or may not have occurred
above that level. Is that accurate? Insofar as your investigation is
concerned.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. She did intimate to me other officials
from the CPA that she interacted with, in terms of the prison sys-
tem, the Iraqi prison system, but I did not go after that. I did do
a midcourse brief to General Sanchez and General McKiernan, but
only in that we were proceeding on the timeline without any great
delay.

Senator BEN NELSON. But General Karpinski says that her com-
mand was severed by the infusion of MI dealing with certain de-
tainees. Is that accurate or an approximation of her statement?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I don’t understand where her command au-
thority—her command was severed from Abu Ghraib?

Senator BEN NELSON. Because others were put in, and she was
given the instruction—Colonel Pappas appeared on the scene, and
MI not under her command were there, as well. Is that accurate?

General TAGUBA. Sir, it’s contained in my report that when I
asked her if she had known about FRAGO 1108 dated 19 Novem-
ber, the first time—the only time I interviewed her—she had no
knowledge of that until about 2 days afterwards, of which I asked
her what did she do after that, and then she wanted clarification
from her chain of command, when she was told that the FRAGO
was, indeed, in effect, and that the MI brigade commander was the
commander, the forward-operating base commander.

Senator BEN NELSON. Under those circumstances, if her com-
mand wasn’t severed, was it at least interfered with, in your judg-
ment?

General TAGUBA. Sir, truthfully, she challenged that.
Senator BEN NELSON. In what way?
General TAGUBA. She challenged the authority that was given to

Colonel Pappas.
Senator BEN NELSON. What was the result of the challenge?
General TAGUBA. Sir, it created confusion and friction between

those two commanders.
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Senator BEN NELSON. So what we have now is confusion, a lack
of clarity of command. We have a handful, at least, of spontaneous
abusers, as it relates to detainees. Do we know whether, in that
prison or in other prisons where there were criminal prisoners, as
well, not detainees, whether there was any abuse that carried over
into their lives?

General TAGUBA. Sir, the FRAGO only affected Abu Ghraib.
Camp Bucca was still under the 800th MP brigade, exclusively. So
was Camp Cropper and Camp Ashraf.

Senator BEN NELSON. Were the abuses there anywhere similar?
Were there photographs there, as in the case of Abu Ghraib?

General TAGUBA. None that we gathered, in terms of evidence,
no, sir.

Senator BEN NELSON. Those other prisons were under her com-
mand. Is that correct?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. There were—you might consider
abuse, but that was in terms of slapping a prisoner, and there
were——

Senator BEN NELSON. Not similar type abuses as we have here.
General TAGUBA. Not to the gravity that was exposed, no, sir.
Senator BEN NELSON. And not photographs.
General TAGUBA. Not photographs, no, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Chambliss?
Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Taguba, it’s refreshing to those of us who deal with the

military every day, not only to look at your report, but to see your
frankness here today. I think every military officer can certainly
walk a little taller and a little straighter because of the work that
all of you gentlemen are doing, but particularly, General, with re-
spect to the way you have handled yourself and being willing to be
critical where you need to be critical.

Now, General Smith, you made the statement earlier that this
particular unit, the 800th MP brigade, was—they were trained—
their job was this sort of stuff. Now, I’m assuming you mean from
that that their job was to go over there and run this prison.

General SMITH. Sir—and maybe General Taguba can jump in on
this a little bit—but I believe there are only one or two organiza-
tions of its type in the United States Army, and it is an internment
and resettlement brigade.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Okay.
General SMITH. Is that correct, General?
General TAGUBA. That’s correct, sir.
Senator CHAMBLISS. General Taguba, while General Schoomaker

took exception to a comment I made the other day relative to the
lack of training of this unit that just happened to be a Reserve
unit, the fact of the matter is, there were a few dysfunctional indi-
viduals within this unit that, according to your report, was a very
poorly trained unit that didn’t have knowledge of what they were
supposed to do. In fact, as I read your statement here, there’s a
general lack of knowledge, implementation, and emphasis of basic
legal, regulatory, doctrinal, and command requirements within the
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800th MP brigade and its subordinate units. Do you still stand by
that statement?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir, I stand by that statement.
Senator CHAMBLISS. In fact, your report is replete with comments

relative to the lack of training of this particular unit that was sup-
posed to be highly specialized and trained to do exactly what they
were sent there to do, isn’t that correct?

General TAGUBA. Sir, when I interviewed the company com-
mander and asked them to outline for me what training he re-
ceived at the mobility station, he basically gave me the typical
basic requirements to only marksmanship, things of that nature.
When I asked him, ‘‘Did you get any additional training prior to
your deployment and into deployment with regard to internment
and resettlement or anything that has anything to do with deten-
tion operations,’’ he said he did not.

I did not interview the battalion commander, the 320th MP bat-
talion commander, because he invoked his rights; however, those
that we interviewed within that chain of command also concluded
that.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Okay.
General, there’s something that has puzzled me throughout this

process that’s evolved over the last—or been made public over the
last 10 days or so. One thing is the fact that Major General Ryder
went in there in October and November 2003 and did a report. In
his report, according to your report, his objective was to observe de-
tention and prison operations, identify potential systemic and
human rights issues, and provide near-term, mid-term, and long-
term recommendations to improve operations in the Iraqi prison
system. Yet during the time that he was there, in Abu Ghraib,
some of these incidents were occurring. I think your report con-
firms that. Certainly when he testified the other day before the In-
telligence Committee, that was obvious. I have asked the question,
privately and publicly, why didn’t somebody come forward and tell
Major General Ryder about this during the time that he was there
when these incidents were going on? Do you have any—can you
shed any light on that particular question?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I read General Ryder’s report. I did not dis-
cuss it with him. I know that within the content of his report he
visited quite a bit of the detention centers, not just exclusively Abu
Ghraib. The results, of course, were his recommendations, I agreed
with, in terms of putting things under single command and control,
things of that nature. I don’t want to speculate about anything
with regards to any knowledge of detainee abuse having not been
reported or being reported up the chain of command. It was appar-
ent in our investigation that these things were happening, but we
were puzzled also at the fact, sir, that none of this stuff was going
above the battalion commander level. That’s what we concluded,
that none of this stuff was going above the battalion commander
level.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Okay, thank you, General.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
The committee will continue right through the first vote, and if

there’s a second, likewise, until every Senator has had their oppor-
tunity to ask questions.
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Next week we have our bill on the floor, according to the current
schedule, so, in all likelihood, we’ll have to suspend this series of
hearings until after the bill has been considered.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, will we continue with a
second round?

Chairman WARNER. No, Senator, because I think we would be in-
fringing on the policy counsels for both parties.

Thank you very much.
Senator Dayton.
Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank you for

holding today’s hearings, and for your resolve to face these atroc-
ities. You’re an honorable man, and would that everyone shared
your resolve to find the truth rather than to deny it or deflect it.

Unfortunately, we in this committee were overshadowed yester-
day by President Bush’s words and actions, traveling to the Penta-
gon with the Vice President to tell the SECDEF, the country, and
the world, ‘‘You’re doing a superb job.’’ The President looked at a
dozen more pictures of abuse, and reportedly shook his head in dis-
gust, but the apologies, regrets, and mea culpas are now history.
It’s back to business as usual.

If anyone missed those subtleties, the Vice President was even
more direct over the weekend when he said, ‘‘People ought to get
off of his case and let him do his job,’’ referring to the SECDEF.
In other words, we should stop meddling and interfering and let
them go back to running the war.

This morning illustrates the difficulty in a hearing to get beyond
the words to the realities. General Taguba’s report and directness
here today are notable exceptions. But it shows why the pictures
made such a difference. They showed us the truth. Most of the
words today have managed to obscure that truth. We’re told there
were papers and procedures, policies and protocols, there were di-
rectives given, conditions set, and everyone followed the Geneva
Conventions, international law, United States principles, except for
a few people, who did very bad things unbeknownst to anyone else,
all of whom were doing what they were doing to save American
lives. So let’s dispense with this and get back to our good inten-
tions, the great progress going unreported in 95 percent of Iraq, the
upcoming handoff of democracy to whoever the recipients shall be.

That’s why those pictures are so disruptive, because they defy
that sanitizing. They can’t be obscured by non-descriptions like,
‘‘the inappropriate behavior of a sexual nature,’’ which were words
used to describe the forced masturbation of one detainee or the
rape of another. That’s why Pentagon officials are reportedly pre-
venting the additional pictures from being publicly released.

The White House communications director said that the Presi-
dent wants the Pentagon to, ‘‘use its best judgment about the re-
lease of the photos.’’ Well, we’ve seen where that best judgment has
gotten us so far, and I think it’s deplorable that they intend, again,
to try to suppress the truth and all the truth from the American
people.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, having worked on that question
with the DOD, at this point in time the decision as to public re-
lease is an ongoing review. To the best of my knowledge, as of late
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last night, no final decision has been made by the DOD, the White
House, or others.

Senator DAYTON. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
If you go elsewhere—and thank goodness for a free and vigilant

press, because I don’t think we would find most of this out any
other way—but there is an ICRC report which describes excessive
patterns of—patterns of excessive force used by U.S. soldiers in
prisons, and not just the one subject to this investigation, but
throughout the country. The ICRC wrote that ill treatment during
capture was frequent, that it often included pushing people around,
insulting, taking aim with rifles, punching, kicking, striking, which
seem to go beyond—seem to reflect a usual modus operandi, and
appear to go beyond the reasonable, legitimate, proportional use of
force required to apprehend suspects or restrain persons resisting
arrest or capture.

The published reports say that as many as 43,000 Iraqis were de-
tained at various times, and that an estimated 90 percent of them
were determined to have not had any involvement in the matters
that are under—that were of concern to U.S. authorities, that only
600 were turned over for prosecution, that 8,000 remain in deten-
tion now for indefinite periods of time, although I gather that there
are now steps being taken to release all but 2,000 of them.

My time is up, but I’m just going to complete here by just refer-
ring to one individual who said he was taken from a barbershop
where he was getting a shave, and he was beaten with pipes, start-
ing on his legs and back, and moving to his head. He was bleeding
from his mouth and ears, he fainted. When he woke up, he was in
a dog’s cage at a local military base. He was left naked in the cage
for several days, receiving only scant food and water, until soldiers
hung him from a tree by his cuffed hands, ‘‘They told me they
would bring my wife and hang her next to me.’’ I don’t take any
pleasure in recounting these incidents, but I take umbrage that
there are still those who want to deny that they occurred to any
degree or those that want to ascribe other motives to those of us
who are just trying to face up to them.

I want the United States to succeed in Iraq. I’m deeply concerned
that what’s occurred there is going to cause further violence that
will come down on our troops, that will bear the brunt of this, and
set back our ability to meet our objectives there. But I don’t see
how that’s going to be served by trying to obscure or deny what’s
occurring there or what has occurred there and make sure—try to
make sure it doesn’t happen again there or anywhere else in the
world.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time’s expired.
Chairman WARNER. I thank you, Senator.
Senator Cornyn.
Senator CORNYN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Taguba, Chairman Warner asked, I believe, earlier, the

question, ‘‘What went wrong?’’ You answered, there was a failure
of leadership from the brigade level on down—and down. In your
investigation, did you find any evidence—any evidence whatso-
ever—that culpability extended beyond the brigade level?

General TAGUBA. No, sir, we did not. However, we did rec-
ommend, based on some evidence that we gathered of the complic-
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ity of MI interrogators, and we recommended that a separate inves-
tigation be provided under Procedure 15 of 380–10.

Senator CORNYN. How many individuals do you believe were in-
volved in this abuse at Abu Ghraib?

General TAGUBA. Sir, directly, there were those six or seven, I
believe. I know that the ongoing investigation continues under Ar-
ticle 32. I don’t know of any others. In terms of those soldiers’ su-
pervisors and leaders, I enumerated that on my report. I believe
there was a total of 17 there that I identified.

Senator CORNYN. So there were seven—there was disciplinary ac-
tion taken against the seven supervisors, and then there was the
actual criminal charges that have now been brought, I guess,
against another seven, is that correct?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. Those were the criminal investiga-
tions, but I’m not involved in that whole process, but my investiga-
tion was purely administrative, to gather facts and circumstances
that were related to detainee abuse and the other things that I
mentioned to you earlier, principally their leaders.

Senator CORNYN. I ask those questions because I’m concerned
that there are those who are suggesting that somehow what you
have said was exceptional misconduct on the part of these guards
and their supervising—their superior officers was somehow the
norm. Indeed, there was a question asked earlier, attempting to
suggest that this was the implementation of policies and proce-
dures that are in existence at Guantanamo Bay. There was a ques-
tion asked about whether Guantanamo Bay was somehow the base-
line, and that now that represented the norm, and this was the log-
ical conclusion of those policies and procedures at Guantanamo
Bay.

I have to tell you that, like other members of the committee, no
doubt, I’ve traveled to Guantanamo Bay because of my interest in
the detention of the individuals there who—of course, who plan, fi-
nance, and execute terrorist acts against Americans and other in-
nocent civilians. I had an opportunity to meet General Geoffrey
Miller, who was the commander of the Joint Task Force at Guanta-
namo. I was very impressed with the treatment, with the policies
and procedures that allowed the humane interrogation of detainees
there.

Let me just ask you, is there any—whether they’re enemy com-
batants or unlawful combatants or common criminals, is there any
policy that you’re aware of in the United States military that al-
lows for less than humane treatment of detainees?

General TAGUBA. No, sir. I did not find that anywhere.
Senator CORNYN. Of course, we are concerned about the atypical

conduct on the part of these individuals who committed these
crimes, and those who failed to see that they got the supervision
and the leadership necessary in order to avoid these crimes. But
I must add my voice to those of others that say, while we are abso-
lutely committed to getting to the bottom of this—and your report
gets us a long way there—and of making sure that the guilty are
held accountable, we can’t forget the context in which all of this is
taking place, and that is in a larger context of many other military
troops serving honorably in Iraq and Afghanistan and elsewhere,
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and the need to get essential information from some of these de-
tainees that could well protect America from the next 9/11.

So I want to commend you and the others for the wonderful serv-
ice that you’re performing, and thank you for helping us get to the
bottom of this. I hope that we will ultimately be successful in doing
so, holding those accountable who are responsible, and then mak-
ing sure we focus on our greater and more important job of making
sure that America’s safe in this war on terror.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Clinton.
Senator CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to join in thanking you, General Taguba, for your service

and for this report.
I don’t think anyone disagrees with the last comment by my col-

league that our objective is to both prosecute this war on terrorism
successfully and also to ensure the safety and security of our own
people from future attacks. The question is whether behavior and
conduct and decisions with respect to the treatment of these de-
tainees undermine the potential success that we all agree is essen-
tial to our national security.

I am still confused, and my confusion is this. With respect to the
actions that are described in your report, General Taguba, you also
included a number of other problems at other detention facilities.
But is it your best information that no detention facility that was
in any way connected with the 800th MP brigade had the level of
problems that you reported in this unit at Abu Ghraib?

General TAGUBA. Yes, ma’am. The scope, again, was within the
context of those facilities that the 800th MP operated.

Senator CLINTON. The 800th MP brigade was under the com-
mand of General Karpinski. Is that correct?

General TAGUBA. Yes, ma’am.
Senator CLINTON. Now, if the problems were severe and located

principally in this one unit, then I think it is appropriate to follow
the chain of command up to the decision to send General Miller to
that prison, where, as I understand the testimony thus far, he set
up a specific joint interrogation unit. He did, however one wants
to describe it, either coordinate or direct the MP’s involvement in
the conditioning of the detainees. Is that a correct statement, Gen-
eral?

General TAGUBA. Yes, ma’am.
Senator CLINTON. All right. So it seems to me that if, indeed,

General Miller was sent from Guantanamo to Iraq for the purpose
of acquiring more actionable intelligence from detainees, then it is
fair to conclude that the actions that are at point here in your re-
port are in some way to General Miller’s arrival and his specific or-
ders, however they were interpreted by those MPs and the MI that
were involved. Therefore, I, for one, don’t believe I yet have ade-
quate information from Mr. Cambone in the DOD as to exactly
what General Miller’s orders were, what kind of reports came back
up the chain of command as to how he carried out those orders,
and the connection between his arrival in the fall of 2003 and the
intensity of the abuses that occurred afterwards.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00363 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



358

Now, we know that General Karpinski has been rightly singled
out for appropriate concern about her behavior and her failure of
command. But I just want to read to you a comment she made in
an interview, which I find extraordinary. I quote, ‘‘But when I
looked at those pictures, and when I continued to see those pic-
tures, I don’t think that there was anything that was improperly
done, because this wasn’t something that was a violation of a pro-
cedure. This was something they were instructed to do as a com-
pletely new procedure. I’m not sure that those MPs had ever been
confronted with any instructions like this before.’’

General Taguba, can you explain for us the disparity between
holding this brigade commander completely accountable, and the
comments that I just read to you, in light of the fact that certainly
the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade was given tactical control
over that prison? Can you explain General Karpinski’s comment?

General TAGUBA. Yes, ma’am. During the course of our investiga-
tion, there was clear evidence, based on my interview of General
Karpinski and Colonel Pappas, that there was friction between
those two commanders in the operation of Abu Ghraib. The dissen-
sion was who was in charge of—when, and at what time. They
could not explain. So that’s the context of the ambiguity of the
order that was given to Colonel Pappas. It was clear that he was
directed to be the forward operating base commander there for se-
curity detainees and force protection. However, General Karpinski
challenged that, and she noted that in her recorded testimony.
Point one.

I held her accountable and responsible, not exclusively and solely
for the abuse cases there at Abu Ghraib, but the context of her
leadership, the lack of leadership on her part overall, in terms of
her training, the standards, supervisory omission, the command cli-
mate in her brigade. Those were all, in totality, why I held her ac-
countable and responsible, ma’am.

Senator CLINTON. Just one last follow-up, General. Did Colonel
Pappas report directly to General Miller?

General TAGUBA. That I did not know because General Miller
was not there. He reported, I believe, to CJTF–7.

Senator CLINTON. General Smith, do you know who Colonel
Pappas reported directly to?

General SMITH. Yes, ma’am. Through CJTF–7. Ma’am, General
Miller had no command relationship in this at all. He came over
to do an investigation and make some findings and recommenda-
tions on how to improve. Nobody reported to him. He had no rela-
tionship whatsoever, other than to report details.

Senator INHOFE [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Clinton.
Senator Graham.
Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Senator.
I think they’ve left, but just a few minutes ago there were some

foreign military officers who came to the hearing, and I would just
want to say, for the record, that I’m very proud of the fact that our
military command system, civilian and military, comes out in the
open, is asked hard questions, and has to appear before the public.

You’ve documented, General Taguba, some failings. I think we’re
failing the country ourselves up here a bit. I think we’re overly po-
liticizing this. This should be what binds us, not what tears us
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apart. I think Republicans and Democrats may have a different
view of a lot of things, but it seems to me that investigating a pris-
on abuse scandal, when you say you’re the good guys, should pull
you together, not tear you apart. I would just hope my colleagues
can understand that when you say you’re the good guys, you have
to act as the good guys.

So, General Taguba, how long have you been in uniform?
General TAGUBA. Sir, this is my 32nd year.
Senator GRAHAM. Saddam Hussein is in our control. How would

you feel if we sicced dogs on him tomorrow?
General TAGUBA. Sir, on Saddam Hussein?
Senator GRAHAM. Yes.
General TAGUBA. Sir, we still have to follow the tenets of inter-

national law.
Senator GRAHAM. As much as you and I dislike him, as mean a

tyrant as he is, and you know he’d kill us all tomorrow, I am so
proud of you. What are we fighting for, General Taguba, in Iraq?
To be like Saddam Hussein? Is that what we’re fighting for?

General TAGUBA. No, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Our standard, General Smith, can never be to

be like Saddam Hussein, can it be, sir?
General SMITH. No, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. How long have you been in the service?
General SMITH. Thirty-four years.
Senator GRAHAM. Is it okay with you if the ICRC comes and

looks at our prisons?
General SMITH. Absolutely, sir, and they should.
Senator GRAHAM. Okay. God bless you both.
General Taguba, it comes down to this for me. You have one pris-

on that was run differently than other prisons. The photo we see
of the detainee on the stool, wired up, was that just six or seven
people having a good time in a perverted way at that person’s ex-
pense, or is there something deeper going on there, and do you
know?

General TAGUBA. Sir, based on the evidence, it was six or seven
people who created that type of a scenario or situation.

Senator GRAHAM. Okay. To the dog scenario, where you see the
detainee with two dogs, was that a couple of guards with dogs in
a perverted way having a good time, or was there something else
going on?

General TAGUBA. No, sir. The dogs were invited in there accord-
ing to written statements, and collaborated by interviews, by the
two MP guards.

Senator GRAHAM. The way these people were stacked up in sex-
ual positions and the sexual activity, was that just individual
guards or was that part of something else going on?

General TAGUBA. Sir, those were individual acts, as based again
on interviews and statements and collaborated by the detainees’
statements.

Senator GRAHAM. Part of the defense that we’re going to be hear-
ing about in these court-martials is that the people that we’re
charging are going to say this system that we see photographic evi-
dence of was at least encouraged, if not directed, by others. Do you
think that’s an accurate statement?
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General TAGUBA. Sir, I would say that they were probably influ-
enced by others——

Senator GRAHAM. Okay.
General TAGUBA. —but not necessarily directed specifically by

others.
Senator GRAHAM. We’re not going to have a seminar in military

law today, but I have a different view of command influence than
some people have suggested, in terms of what we can disclose and
how it would affect court-martials. There is another level of ac-
countability in the military beyond just participating in out-of-
bounds behavior, Geneva Conventions or otherwise. Do you agree
with me that the UCMJ prevents this conduct regardless of the Ge-
neva Conventions?

General TAGUBA. Absolutely.
Senator GRAHAM. So, ladies and gentlemen, what we’re here

today is to show the world that our military is governed by the rule
of law, just like all of us. Having been a JAG officer for over 20
years, a prosecutor, a defense attorney, and now a Reserve judge,
I have great confidence that we will get to the bottom of this. Do
you agree with that, General Smith?

General SMITH. Yes, sir, I do.
Senator GRAHAM. Now, dereliction of duty is a concept unique to

military law. It probably should apply to us in politics. A lot of us
would be in trouble, probably me included, if that were the case.
But in the military, as a commander, it can be a criminal offense
if you derelict your duty to maintain good order and discipline in
a way that crosses the line. Is that correct?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. You interviewed a general officer. In your re-

port, you indicated that you thought that general officer misled you
about how many times that person had been to the prison system.
Is that correct?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. That was collaborated by her own
aide.

Senator GRAHAM. I would suggest to you, General Taguba, that
out of this investigation, not only should we focus on the privates
and the sergeants and the specialists who did criminal activity, but
we also should have a higher accountability, that if a general offi-
cer misrepresents what they did, in terms of command and control,
that a letter of reprimand may not be the appropriate sanction. But
I will leave that discussion for others.

Colonel Phillabaum?
General TAGUBA. Colonel Phillabaum, yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Your description of his time there was classic

dereliction of duty. You have recommended a letter of reprimand
for him.

General TAGUBA. Relief from command, sir, and to be removed
from a promotion list.

Senator GRAHAM. My point is that Secretary Rumsfeld should
not be held accountable for the criminal activity of others. It would
be unfair to any military commander, politician, or otherwise to
have to take a fall when people break the law and take the law
in their own hands. However, those of us in responsibility do have
a burden to bear.
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Senator INHOFE. Senator Graham, your time has expired.
Senator GRAHAM. Can I just end with this one thought, Mr.

Chairman?
Senator INHOFE. Yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Secretary Rumsfeld has to manage the whole

war. I think it would be unfair for him to take a fall if this is just
a limited activity of a few people or of a prison poorly run. At the
end of the day, General Taguba, responsibility, command and oth-
erwise, is very much part of the military law and culture, and I ap-
preciate what you’ve done to expose the failings.

Thank you very much.
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Graham.
Senator Bayh.
Senator BAYH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, gentlemen, for your presence here today.
Two quick questions for you, Mr. Cambone, then one observation

that if any of you want to react to, I would appreciate it. I apolo-
gize for moving expeditiously, but there is a vote that is about to
expire.

Mr. Cambone, I’d like to follow up on the questions of some oth-
ers—I think Senator McCain started, and then it was touched upon
a little bit later—with regard to Ambassador Bremer’s warnings.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Senator BAYH. The published reports indicate that he began rais-

ing these warnings in about August of last year. As I understand
your testimony, these were sort of general in nature, about the
overcrowding and the concern for transiting people through there
and returning them to their civilian situation when they didn’t
need to be retained any longer.

The ICRC report came to his attention in February or March,
and you seemed to imply that perhaps his warnings became more
specific with regard to activities in the prison thereafter. Is that
the case?

Secretary CAMBONE. With respect to the first part of your ques-
tion, sir—or your statement—I believe that to be the case. That is
to say, I was not in communications with Ambassador Bremer, nor
know of any statements by him specific to these abuses.

Senator BAYH. So in these meetings with the SECDEF, you were
never present?

Secretary CAMBONE. I did not know of those. I did know of his
general concern, as you said, for the prison population.

Senator BAYH. What about following the ICRC report?
Secretary CAMBONE. With respect to the 2004 report, I can only

tell you, again, what I know, and that is that there was a meeting
in that time frame, of February, at which members of the—senior
members of the CPA staff met with members of the ICRC, and this
report was made available. From that, there were some commu-
nications from CPA to the State Department and elsewhere with
respect to these concerns.

Senator BAYH. About these abuses.
Secretary CAMBONE. That’s what I think I know. Sir, I did not

see the ICRC report until I began working my way into this prob-
lem over the last 2 weeks.
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Senator BAYH. My second question involves the dispute between
you and the general about who had tactical control at the prison.
As I understand it, he believes that the MI individuals did exert
practical tactical control, and it’s your opinion that they did not. As
I understand your position, the intelligence authorities were given
control over the facility, but not control over the individuals run-
ning the facility. What exactly does that mean? How do you have
control over a facility, but not the people who are running it? What
were they in charge of, the plumbing or the——

Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir. In the same way that you have a
building supervisor who doesn’t tell the tenants how to do their
business. In other words, you do require someone who is senior in
command to be able to be responsible for the facility—that is, for
its security from outside activity, internal security, the care and
feeding of folks, all of those administrative and logistics tasks that
go with running a large facility. Then there are, within that facil-
ity, a number of operations and activities that take place, which
are under the command of other individuals, and those individuals
are responsible for the exercise of command over those activities.

Senator BAYH. That’s a layman’s opinion. General, I’d be inter-
ested in your opinion. It seems to me the attempt here to draw this
line may have contributed to the confusion about who was in
charge, which may have led to some of these troubles. General, is
that a fair comment?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. We followed doctrine in the context of
our investigation as a matter of our baselines. We used those as
references. Doctrinally, TACON, as given to Colonel Pappas, was
that his mission was for security detainees and force protection.
Doctrinally, if you are TACON to him, he establishes priorities.

Secretary CAMBONE. That doesn’t go, sir, though, to the heart of
his being able to give what would have been—and, General, correct
me—unlawful orders to the commander of that MP battalion.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
General SMITH. Nor, sir, does it allow him to change their mis-

sion. In other words, they’re trained to a specific task. It’s the per-
son with operational control that is allowed to change how they do
business and the like. So as General Taguba said, he can change
the priorities for these folks, but they still have to operate within
the guidelines and the doctrine that they are trained to. So they
are still cops doing cop business.

Senator BAYH. General?
General TAGUBA. Sir, there were established standards two, in

fact—that were signed by Lieutenant General Sanchez that stipu-
lated what you can and cannot do. Those were clear. However, the
failing here was that some leaders just did not comply with it.
They were posted for a purpose, sir, and there are certain stand-
ards that they have to follow.

Senator BAYH. Compounded by a number of other things, includ-
ing lack of uniformity in training.

My last comment—and this gets to the dilemma; we face this re-
peatedly in the intelligence arena, Mr. Chairman—and that is the
following. Timely and accurate intelligence information is essential
to our protecting our troops, civilians, winning the war against this
insurrection and the larger war against terrorism. At the same
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time, preserving our honor and our moral integrity is also vitally
important, in the longer term, to winning this struggle, because
that, at the end of the day, is what differentiates us from those
with whom we fight.

Now, it seems to me there are—you’ve laid our, all of you, in
your testimony—we begin taking our instruction, but how do you
draw the line? How do you draw the line between vigorous but ac-
ceptable interrogation versus morphing into abuse? We start with
the Geneva Conventions, as general principles. I think, Mr.
Cambone, you then used the term ‘‘approved interrogation tech-
niques,’’ of which there were 20 or 30, so we try and refine that
general guidance into more specific guidance. Then exceptions are
allowed at the behest or the direction of the commander, who, I as-
sume, in this case, would have been General Sanchez, is that cor-
rect?

General SMITH. Yes, sir.
Senator BAYH. I assume he didn’t authorize any exemptions.
General SMITH. No.
Senator BAYH. That’s the process that we go through in trying

to determine where the line is, what you can do and what you can’t
do.

I’d just like to conclude by saying, I think it is absolutely critical
that we enforce the line as we defined it, vigorously, hold those
who crossed it to account to show that we don’t tolerate this kind
of thing. But let’s learn the lessons of the past, as well. We are cur-
rently trying to overcome some past intelligence abuses, 20, 30
years ago, and our reaction to those abuses that have hamstrung
us in the covert arena, and otherwise. So let’s draw the line, bright
and clear. Let’s institute training. Let’s hold commanders who don’t
insist that the line be followed to account, as well as the foot sol-
diers. But let’s not throw the baby out with the bath water, be-
cause gaining access to appropriate information is also important
as we also preserve our moral integrity and our honor.

Secretary CAMBONE. Thank you for that, Senator. If I may say,
in trying to answer the committee’s questions today on these
issues, if in any way I suggested that if we find that there was mis-
conduct or misbehavior or inappropriate behavior on the part of
anyone associated with the MI side of this, which General Fay is
now looking at today, I can assure you and other members of this
committee that we will be back here, and we will tell you that.

Senator BAYH. Thank you.
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Bayh.
Senator Lieberman.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks to the

witnesses.
In absentia, I wanted to thank Chairman Warner and Senator

Levin for the speed and intensity with which they have convened
this series of hearings, and I thank you gentlemen for being here.

We have a real challenge here, which is to deal with this inhu-
mane, immoral, unacceptable, un-American behavior that hap-
pened in this prison, and maybe others—I want to ask some ques-
tions about that—and to do it as quickly as we can so that we can
get back to fighting the war on terrorism, and to do it in so com-
prehensive and aggressive a way that we do not allow, or even fa-
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cilitate unintentionally, the erosion of public support in this coun-
try for the critically important mission our troops are performing
in Iraq and in the broader war against terrorism. That’s why I ap-
preciate these hearings. In that regard, I think the comprehensive-
ness of our investigation—yours, really—is critically important.

General Taguba, I just want to make clear, when you were asked
to investigate, you were asked to investigate conditions at Abu
Ghraib and two of the other most populated prison facilities in
Iraq, is that correct?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. Matters related to training, standards,
internal policies, and the like, yes, sir.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Are there other prison facilities in Iraq be-
yond those three, therefore, that have not been reviewed, or are
they being reviewed now for conduct that we’re concerned about?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I did not go beyond the four that I looked
at during the course of the investigation, and I believe a subse-
quent investigation by the Army IG conducted that following my
investigation. They looked at other facilities, also.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Is that General Ryder’s investigation?
Secretary CAMBONE. No, sir, there’s an independent investigation

put in train by the acting Secretary of the Army that covers all—
as I understand it—not only facilities in Iraq, but in Afghanistan,
as well.

Senator LIEBERMAN. That was my next question. Afghanistan, as
well.

General SMITH. That is ongoing, Senator.
Senator LIEBERMAN. That is ongoing?
General SMITH. Yes, sir.
Senator LIEBERMAN. In the sense that it predates this scandal?
General SMITH. No, sir. It continues today.
Senator LIEBERMAN. I gotcha. So that—would it be fair for you

to say, through us, to the American people, that we are essentially
looking everywhere throughout the American military prison sys-
tem to make sure nothing like what happened at the Abu Ghraib
prison is occurring anywhere else?

General SMITH. I would have to look at the specific charge that
the Department of Army IG was given, but I believe that to be the
case, certainly.

Secretary CAMBONE. With respect to the CENTCOM area of re-
sponsibility (AOR) and the handling of prisoners there, and terror-
ists who are in detention, the SECDEF has asked the Secretary of
the Navy to take a look, as well, as Charleston and in other places
where there may be internees.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Okay, that’s very important. Let me come
back. Obviously you will continue to report to us on the conclusions
of those investigations.

I had an exchange with Secretary Rumsfeld on Friday that rever-
berated in my own mind over the weekend. I think one of the other
Senators may have asked one of you a question about this. It is
about the relevance of the Geneva Conventions to the prisoners
being held in Iraq. I had read various statements by the SECDEF
and others that confused me on this, because I don’t think the Ge-
neva Conventions were being applied precisely to detainees. In re-
sponse to—in Iraq—my question on Friday, Secretary Rumsfeld
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said the President announced from the outset that everyone in Iraq
who was a military person and was detained is a prisoner of war;
therefore, the Geneva Conventions apply.

Second, continuing with the Secretary’s statement, the decision
was made that civilians or criminal elements that are detainees are
also treated subject to the Geneva Conventions, although it is a dif-
ferent element of it.

At an earlier point in an interview he did on television, he—and
this is, I think, what was asked—before he said that they’re not en-
titled to the Geneva Conventions—oh, I’m sorry, here it is—‘‘The
decision was made that the Geneva Conventions did not precisely
apply, but every individual would be treated as though the Geneva
Conventions did apply.’’ So, first of all, my staff can’t find the state-
ment that the President made announcing that policy. Secretary
Cambone, I would ask you——

Secretary CAMBONE. Sir, I’d be happy to get that for you, and I’m
happy to ask the SECDEF this afternoon what, indeed, he had in
mind in that expression. Senator Levin asked that question earlier,
and I will ask him, and I will get you an answer.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I would appreciate that. As part of that, I
would ask General Taguba or General Smith to respond to this
part of it. How do we—there’s a report in one of the papers today,
based on an ICRC Report, that 70 to 90 percent of the detainees,
according to the ICRC, were captured without solid evidence of
their guilt, but—and the numbers are large—is there a process for
determining—considering what Secretary Rumsfeld said on Fri-
day—who is an EPW, and who is a detainee? Who’s military, and,
therefore, treated as a prisoner, or who’s a detainee, and, therefore,
who gets the higher level of rights, legally?

Secretary CAMBONE. We have at the moment very few, as I re-
call, EPWs left in the system. What we have, primarily, are those
who have posed a threat to the security of the coalition forces, the
Iraqi Government, the Iraqi people, or others who may have com-
mitted crimes of one kind or another against Iraqi citizens. There
are some of those latter who are, as I understand it, in custody and
being in the custody of Iraqi security police and things of that sort,
and they are in a process to be brought forward before an Iraqi ju-
dicial process, which, itself, is slowly and painfully standing up.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Okay. So my final question—and I think my
time is up, maybe I should ask you to bring it back to the Pentagon
and then respond to it if you could—is the status, which is—be-
cause, as I read the Geneva Conventions, I think that detainees
have rights under the convention. They’re a lot lower than the
rights of prisoners of war. So I’m confused by what seems to be the
policy that Secretary Rumsfeld articulated on Friday, that though
they’re not entitled to the rights of Geneva Conventions, that we’re
giving it to them.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir. I will take one more step on behalf
of my General Counsel, and I will offer you him——

Senator LIEBERMAN. Fine.
Secretary CAMBONE. —for a period of time, to come by and brief

you and other Senators, as you might wish, Mr. Chairman, on pre-
cisely how this has unfolded, so that there is no confusion left in
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the committee or in the American people about where we stand on
the Geneva Conventions.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I appreciate that.
Thanks, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER [presiding]. Thank you, Senator.
I will be discussing, with the SECDEF and others, the other wit-

nesses that I think should come before the committee, and I am
considering the General Counsel, given his expertise in this area.
So we’ll do that.

Secretary CAMBONE. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. I wish to thank the SECDEF, through you,

Mr. Secretary, for the cooperation in putting together this series of
hearings that we’re holding today.

I would ask now, do you or any other witness have a response
to a question or wish to make any added statement before we close
out this morning’s record?

Secretary CAMBONE. I do. Sir, I ordinarily begin my presen-
tations here by saying that it’s a pleasure. This is not. It is a duty
and a responsibility. We take it seriously. General Dayton’s point,
we will get to the bottom of this.

Moreover, I would like to thank you for your courtesies. They are
important to all of us who are grappling with a very difficult prob-
lem. In the end, we will answer this committee’s questions and
those of the other committees of Congress to the best of our knowl-
edge, with as much knowledge as we have at the time we are asked
the question. Sir, therefore, I say to you, if we read through this
record and we find we have made a mistake, I have misspoken on
the Geneva Conventions or I have told you something about com-
mand relationships that is incorrect, I would beg your indulgence
to allow us to correct that record as quickly and as accurately as
we can, and make any changes known to every member of the com-
mittee when we do so.

Chairman WARNER. I thank you for that offer, and it will be
done.

Secretary CAMBONE. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. This afternoon we’ll be having Lieutenant

General Keith B. Alexander—he’s the Deputy Chief of Staff, G–2,
United States Army, handling intelligence matters; Major General
Ronald L. Burgess, Jr., Director for Intelligence, J–2, The Joint
Staff; and Major General Thomas J. Romig, Judge Advocate Gen-
eral, United States Army.

If there are no other comments, I thank my colleagues for the
sincerity, the tremendous time that each of them is putting in to
prepare for this hearing. I think it has been a very successful hear-
ing. I thank you, Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General
Taguba. The hearing is adjourned.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN

ABU GHRAIB CHAIN OF COMMAND

1. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone and General Smith, I would like to re-
quest a document that will lay out the entire chain of command, from the guards
and interrogators in the prison all the way up to the SECDEF. I believe we need
to see exactly how this chain of command operated, who it included, and who was
ordering the personnel in Abu Ghraib to act in this way. Under whose authority did
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1 CJTF–7 had TACON of 800th MP Bde, CFLCC had OPCON of 800th MP Bde.

the prison personnel operate and who issued instructions governing prison oper-
ations? Can you provide such a document to this committee?

Secretary CAMBONE. The military police operated under the command of the
372nd Military Police Company of the 800th Military Police Brigade. The interroga-
tors were controlled by the Joint Interrogation Debriefing Center (JIDC) and the
205th Military Intelligence Brigade. Tab 1 contains the charts that reflect the chain
of command, and has been previously provided to the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee.

General SMITH. The premise of the question implies that abuse was ordered at
some level. This is not established fact and certainly was not the policy of CJTF–
7 or CENTCOM. Specific written policies were in effect and signed by Lieutenant
General Sanchez that emphasized applicability of the Geneva—Hague Conventions
and the importance of treating all protected persons in a humane manner.

The interrogator chain of command was as follows:
Interrogator—205th MI Bde—CJTF–7—CENTCOM—SECDEF.

The MP chain of command was as follows:
Guard—320th MP Battalion—800th MP Bde—[CJTF–7/CFLCC] 1—
CENTCOM—SECDEF.

GITMO-IZING ABU GHRAIB

2. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba, it
has been reported that General Miller wanted to GITMO-ize the confinement oper-
ations at Abu Ghraib prison because of your concern in that facility that MI was
not getting the information from detainees like he thought they should be. What did
he mean by GITMO-izing Abu Ghraib prison?

Secretary CAMBONE. I am unaware of any such statement being made by MG Mil-
ler.

General SMITH. CENTCOM is not in a position to speculate about what Major
General Miller might have meant by the phrase ‘‘GITMO-ize Abu Ghraib’’ attributed
to him in Senator McCain’s question. Major General Miller was not assigned to
CENTCOM during the period in which he is alleged to have made that remark nor
was he conducting his review at CENTCOM’s request. Also, his perception of the
facility may have changed since his recent assignment to our AOR. Recommend di-
recting this question to General Miller who is in a better position to respond as to
his intention.

General TAGUBA. I have never been to Guantanamo so I would not know specifi-
cally what Major General Miller meant by the term ‘‘GITMO-izing’’ Abu Ghraib
Prison. This question should be directed to Major General Miller.

GUANTANAMO BAY

3. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone and General Smith, are you comfortable
with the open-ended detentions at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba?

Secretary CAMBONE. The United States has no interest in holding detainees at
Guantanamo Bay any longer than is necessary. However, hostilities in the war on
terrorism continue and we do not intend to take any action that would present an
undue risk to our security interests. Within that framework, the U.S. Government
has released and transferred out of detention at Guantanamo 140 detainees. Addi-
tionally, DOD has instituted an Administrative Review Board and procedures to de-
termine annually if enemy combatants at Guantanamo Bay should be released,
transferred, or continue to be retained. I expect this comprehensive review process
to result in additional detainee transfers and releases.

General SMITH. To the extent these detainees represent a real threat to safety and
security, their continued internment is necessary and essential for the protection of
U.S. forces, our coalition allies, and the American people.

GENERAL OFFICER APPROVAL OF INTERROGATION TACTICS

4. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba,
General Miller announced that certain practices would be discontinued, including
hooding, stress positioning, and sleep deprivation, but that they would be permitted
with approval by a general officer. Under what authority can a general officer per-
mit these techniques?
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Secretary CAMBONE. This matter was reviewed extensively in the Kern/Fay inves-
tigation, on which the committee held hearings. Further, General Sanchez and Gen-
eral Abizaid testified before the committee and discussed their authorities in detail.

General SMITH. Practices not violative of international or national law or contrary
to regulations issued by higher authority may be approved by a commander pursu-
ant to the exercise of his command authority.

General TAGUBA. These practices were outlined in a CJTF–7 memorandum dated
12 October 2003, Subject: Interrogation and Counter Resistance Policy in which
such practices would have to be approved by the Commander, 205th MI Brigade or
by Lt. Gen. Ricardo Sanchez, CG CJTF–7. Commanders may approve practices
which do not violate international or national law or which are not contrary to regu-
lations issued by a higher authority.

CAUSE OF DEATH OF FORMER HEAD OF IRAQ’S AIR FORCE

5. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba, the
Denver Post reports an allegation that the former head of the Iraqi Air Force died
during interrogation when he was rolled up inside a sleeping bag so only his feet
stuck out, and then sat on and rolled back and forth until he died of suffocation.
Apparently the investigation concluded that this was a death from ‘‘natural causes.’’
What can you tell me about this?

Secretary CAMBONE. The case concerns Major General Mowhosh, the former Iraqi
Air Defense commander. General Mowhosh died on November 26, 2003, at Forward
Operating Base Tiger, in western Iraq. The U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Com-
mand was notified of the death and initiated an investigation that same day. The
Office of the Armed Forces Medical Examiner (OAFME) performed an autopsy on
December 2, 2003, with preliminary indications that the manner of death was a
homicide and the cause of death was asphyxia. OAFME issued a death certificate
on May 12, 2004. I am advised that there is a criminal investigation into this inci-
dent.

General SMITH. At the 3d Armed Cavalry Regiment detention facility (FOB Tiger)
in Iraq, an Iraqi detainee, Iraqi Army Major General A. Mowhosh, believed to be
former Chief of Army Air Defense, died while in U.S. custody. On 26 November
2003, the detainee died while undergoing interrogation by MI soldiers. An autopsy
was conducted which disclosed evidence of blunt force trauma to the body. The pre-
liminary report, however, lists the cause of death as asphyxia due to smothering
and chest compressions. The manner of death is listed as homicide. A criminal in-
vestigation is still ongoing.

General TAGUBA. I have no knowledge regarding the cause of death of this de-
tainee.

EVIDENCE OF ABUSE IN OTHER U.S.-OPERATED DETENTION SITES

6. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba,
have you seen any evidence of abuses at other detention centers in Iraq, at Guanta-
namo, in Afghanistan, or at any other detention center operated by the U.S. world-
wide?

Secretary CAMBONE. As of late August, of the more than 50,000 individuals appre-
hended and detained since the beginning of hostilities, there have been about 300
cases of alleged detainee abuse across the Joint Operations Areas. 157 individual
investigations have been completed and 66 cases were substantiated so far. Of those
66, 8 occurred in Guantanamo, 3 in Afghanistan, and 55 in Iraq. About one third
of these cases occurred prior to, the detention facilities at the point of capture or
tactical collection point, frequently under trying circumstances.

There has also been a series of 11 major, comprehensive investigations conducted
prior to and since the situation at Abu Ghraib became known. Eight of these are
complete and have been briefed to Congress or otherwise released. As the remaining
three investigations develop their conclusions, we will share them with Congress as
well.

General SMITH. No; I have not personally witnessed any evidence of abuse at a
DOD-operated detention facility.

General TAGUBA. My investigation team visited only the four detention sites in
Iraq-Abu Ghraib, Camp Cropper, Camp Ashraf, and Camp Bucca during the period
of the 15–6 investigation. Other than Abu Ghraib, there were two reported detainee
abuses cases at Camp Bucca. The 310th MP Batallion Commander at Camp Bucca
took legal action on those cases.
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PRISON GUARDS

7. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba, is
it now, or has it been, administration policy that prison guards should ‘‘facilitate’’
detainee interrogations? If so, how were they instructed to do this?

Secretary CAMBONE. This matter has been investigated in several of the reviews
the DOD initiated when the abuse allegations came to light. It is my understanding
that the matter was addressed by those investigations during briefings to SASC
members or staff and during hearings covering those investigations.

General SMITH. Prison guards are not to take an active role in detainee interroga-
tions. A passive role such as observing and reporting is permissible.

General TAGUBA. The U.S. Army is the executive agent for EPW and Detainee Op-
erations in accordance Army Regulation 190–8, and also Army Field Manual 3–
19.40. There are no provisions outlined in these documents where prison guards
should ‘facilitate’ detainee interrogations, nor do I know of any administration or
command policy that directs it.

PERMISSIVE CLIMATE OF PRISONER ABUSE

8. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba, in
Secretary Rumsfeld’s May 7, 2004 testimony, he testified that the Abu Ghraib pris-
on personnel followed the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and that the Gene-
va Conventions were posted for all prison personnel to see. General Taguba has
stated that neither the camp rules nor the provisions of the Geneva Conventions
were posted in English or in the language of the detainees at any of the detention
facilities in the 800th MP Brigade’s area of responsibility. Would this supervisory
error not contribute to a permissive climate of prisoner abuse?

Secretary CAMBONE. Posting of camp rules and the applicable Geneva Conven-
tions is required by the conventions and service regulations. Detention facilities
have posted Geneva Conventions rules both in English and detainee languages. In
addition, I understand that it is standard operating procedure within MNF–I that
the rules regarding both detention and interrogation, including the principles of the
Geneva Conventions, are routinely briefed at shift changes and guard mounts.

General SMITH. If the provisions of the Geneva Conventions were not posted at
800th MP Brigade Facilities, this would be in error. However, the failure to post
does not excuse individual instances of prisoner abuse. All MPs should have re-
ceived training in the Geneva Conventions and Law of War prior to receipt of their
military occupational specialty designation.

General TAGUBA. In accordance with Army Regulation 190–8, the Geneva Conven-
tions are required to be posted in English or in the language of the detainees and
must be available to the detainees. Guards and interrogators must also have general
knowledge regarding the requirements of the Geneva Conventions Relative to the
Treatment of Prisoners of War and be trained on the provisions of the Geneva Con-
ventions. It is possible that non-compliance with the requirement to post the Geneva
Conventions and have them available for detainees and guards could be a contribut-
ing factor to a permissive climate of prisoner abuse.

INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE RED CROSS REQUEST

9. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba, the
ICRC has stated that it repeatedly asked U.S. authorities to take corrective action
with respect to the treatment of prisoners in Iraq. Which U.S. authorities were
asked and why did they refuse?

Secretary CAMBONE. The DOD’s internal reviews concluded that we needed to im-
prove our handling of ICRC reports to ensure that the concerns raised by the ICRC
are reviewed by the proper authorities in the chain of command. It should be noted
that the ICRC did, however, report their own concerns to responsible commanders
at various levels and how those concerns were addressed is under review in the on-
going investigations we initiated after those allegations came to light.

General SMITH. During the period in question, ICRC reports were normally han-
dled at the CJTF–7 level. I will defer to those military officials to provide any rel-
evant details responsive to your questions.

General TAGUBA. I do not know specifically the U.S. authorities to whom the
ICRC repeatedly requested that corrective actions be taken with respect to the
treatment of prisoners in Iraq.
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NUMBERS OF DETAINEES

10. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba,
how many persons do we currently have detained in Iraq, Afghanistan, and else-
where as part of the wars there and the war on terror?

Secretary CAMBONE. Although the figures vary daily as persons are released and
others are interned, as of 29 August there were 5,405 persons under the control of
MNF–I in Iraq, 476 persons under the control of CFC–A in Afghanistan, and 586
persons in Guantanamo Bay.

General SMITH. Although the figures vary daily as persons are released and oth-
ers are interned, as of 6 August 2004, there were 9,416 persons under the control
of MNF–I in Iraq and 454 persons under the control of CFC–A in Afghanistan.

General TAGUBA. The investigation covered the period of June 2003 to January
2004. Since there were no specific or common detainee accounting system in theater
utilized by the 800th MP Brigade, the estimates of detainees in U.S. custody were
from 11,333 as of June 2003 to 11,699 as of December 2003 in the four detention
camps I mentioned earlier. I do not know the detainee population in Afghanistan
or elsewhere.

PROSECUTION OF CIVILIAN OPERATORS IN ABU GHRAIB

11. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Cambone, General Smith, and General Taguba, in-
terrogation specialists from private defense contractors were operating inside Abu
Ghraib and may have taken part in these atrocities. Given the UCMJ has been
amended by the Military and Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act of 1999, do you intend
to prosecute the contractors who allegedly abused prisoners and committed other
atrocities under the UCMJ?

Secretary CAMBONE. The Department of Defense is taking a wide range of actions
to address the abuses at Abu Ghraib, including criminal investigative action. Such
investigations can result in charges being brought against military members under
the UCMJ, and against DOD civilian personnel and DOD contractors under the
Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act of 2000 (P.L. 106–778) (MEJA). The MEJA
extended Federal criminal jurisdiction to misconduct committed by persons em-
ployed by or accompanying the Armed Forces outside the United States. This in-
cludes civilian employees of both the Department of Defense and of contractors of
the Department of Defense. Of course, authority to initiate prosecutions rests with
the Department of Justice (DOJ), not the Department of Defense.

Additionally, the Fay investigation’s review of the role of contractors at Abu
Ghraib is now complete. The report includes’ recommendations to forward its find-
ings to Army General Counsel and the DOJ for determination of appropriate action.

General SMITH. Culpable persons who abused prisoners will be referred to the rel-
evant judicial authority system for appropriate action.

General TAGUBA. The U.S. Military does not have jurisdiction to prosecute civil-
ians under the UCMJ except in time of war as officially declared by Congress. That
is not the situation in Iraq. The criminal prosecution of U.S. civilians could only be
effected by the host country or by the U.S. Department of Justice in coordination
with a U.S. Attorney’s office for violation of U.S. laws that have extra-territorial ap-
plication.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS

GRAVITY OF INITIAL ABU GHRAIB PRISON ABUSE

12. Senator COLLINS. General Taguba, did you see any indication that the initial
reports of abuse at Abu Ghraib prison were not taken seriously by investigators or
the DOD chain of command?

General TAGUBA. I believe the initial reports of detainee abuse were taken seri-
ously by the CG, CJTF–7 and Commander, CENTCOM. Upon being made aware of
these abuses, Lieutenant General Sanchez almost immediately requested that the
CENTCOM commander appoint a two star general to investigate reports of detainee
abuse and other matters relating to the 800th MP Brigade. The CENTCOM Com-
mander, through his Chief of Staff, then directed the CFLCC Commander, Lt. Gen.
David McKiernan to appoint such an investigating officer.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00376 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



371

ABU GHRAIB CHAIN OF COMMAND

13. Senator COLLINS. General Smith, please describe the chain of command begin-
ning with the alleged abusers. Who in that chain of command was aware of the ini-
tial reports of abuse of Iraqi prisoners?

General SMITH. The initial reports of abuse were reported to CID by a soldier sta-
tioned at Abu Ghraib. CID informed the suspects’ commanding officer who in turn
made notification through the operational chain of command. The Commander of
CJTF–7, Lieutenant General Sanchez, promptly reported the matter to General
Abizaid, who in turn quickly advised Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Myers. Other reporting may have occurred through both Service and CID channels.
Those alleged to have committed the abuse are assigned to the 372nd MP Company,
320th MP Battalion, 800th MP Brigade. The brigade commander was under the tac-
tical control of the Commander, CJTF–7 and the Operational Control of the Com-
bined Forces Land Component Commander (CFLCC).

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

MILLER REPORT

14. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, in early September 2003, Major General
Geoffrey Miller, Commander, Joint Task Force Guantanamo, led a team to review
current ability to rapidly exploit internees in the Iraqi theater for actionable intel-
ligence. It has been generally reported that General Miller’s team recommended
that military police in Iraq be used to set the conditions for the successful interroga-
tion and exploitation of internees/detainees . Why was General Miller sent to Iraq,
what were his specific orders, and who recommended that he be sent and why?

Secretary CAMBONE. MG Miller was dispatched to Iraq via joint staff message to
advise CENTCOM and the Iraq Survey Group on detainee operations in Baghdad,
including interrogations. Dr. Cambone was involved only to the extent that he was
interested in having MG Miller help improve the flow of intelligence information to
CJTF–7 and back to the subordinate commands. MG Miller had no directive author-
ity in that visit. He was in Iraq from August 31 to September 9, 2003.

15. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, who in the Office of the SECDEF was
briefed on General Miller’s recommendations and who approved these recommenda-
tions?

Secretary CAMBONE. The USD(I) was never officially briefed on MG Miller’s report
and only received a copy of the report April 2004.

16. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, when and how were General Miller’s rec-
ommendations conveyed to commanders at CJTF–7?

Secretary CAMBONE. Major General Miller conducted briefings to the staff on 3
and 7 September 2003 during the course of his visit and concluded with an exit
briefing on 9 September 2003.

17. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, does the DOD agree with General
Taguba’s conclusion that MP should not be involved with setting ‘‘favorable condi-
tions’’ for subsequent interviews?

Secretary CAMBONE. The Department agrees with the statement General Sanchez
made before the SASC on 19 May: ‘‘MPs were involved in passive enabling of those
operations and had no involvement in the conduct of interrogations. Those were the
orders in the SOPs that remained after General Miller’s visit.’’

18. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, according to the Washington Post, General
Sanchez is reported to have issued a memorandum on October 12, 2003, calling for
a ‘‘harmonization’’ of military policing and intelligence work at Abu Ghraib to ‘‘maxi-
mize the efficiency of the interrogation.’’ Did General Sanchez issue this memoran-
dum based on the recommendations of General Miller’s report?

General SMITH. The 12 October memorandum was the CJTF–7 Command Interro-
gation and Counter-Resistance Policy. To the best of my knowledge, it was issued,
in part, based upon Major General Miller’s recommendations.

END STRENGTH AND TRAINING OF THE 800TH MP COMPANY

19. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, it appears all MP functions at Abu Ghraib
were performed by Reserve MP units, at least during the period in question. The
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Taguba Report noted that the units of the 800th MP Brigade are greatly under
strength, as Reserve component units do not have individual personnel replacement
system to mitigate medical losses or the departure of individual soldiers. Why was
an inadequately staffed, inadequately trained, and unprepared unit sent to handle
such a critical task? Who bears responsibility for this staffing decision?

General SMITH. This Reserve Brigade’s purpose was to fulfill the mission for
which it was assigned. Brigade leadership was expected to fulfill its mission by
adapting and utilizing soldiers who were supposed to be trained to accomplish mis-
sion requirements. As the Taguba Report notes, there are only two MP (Internment/
Resettlement) Battalions in the Army, which have corrections training on their Mis-
sion Essential Task List (METL). The Taguba Report also noted that the Com-
mander of the 800th MP Brigade did a poor job of allocating resources. The Com-
mander also did not train her soldiers in confinement operations after it became
clear that the mission of her soldiers was to change after the fall of the former Iraqi
regime. Adapting to the mission is expected of commanders, especially senior com-
manders. Some of the ‘‘staffing decisions’’ were dictated by the limitations in specific
resources available; a situation which the U.S. Army has identified and is taking
steps to correct.

20. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, is this a problem faced by Guard and Reserve
units throughout Iraq?

General SMITH. Guard and Reserve units deployed throughout Iraq are expected
to be trained and ready to perform their missions. Training and readiness are re-
sponsibilities of the Service components and are issues currently under review by
those components.

21. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, have there been any changes in the training
of the MP units and personnel since the detainee abuses were first discovered? If
so, what changes have been made to date, and when were they made?

General SMITH. Training and readiness are the responsibilities of the Service com-
ponents and I would defer to those officials to report on changes made.

TAGUBA REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

22. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, General Taguba’s report contained a number
of recommendations with regard to the situation at Abu Ghraib detention facility.
To what extent have the recommendations contained in the Taguba Report been
adopted and implemented? Please address each of the specific recommendations in
the three parts of the report.

General SMITH. The attached summary of MNF–I actions is responsive to this
question.
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INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE RED CROSS REPORT

23. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, the February 2004 report of the ICRC indi-
cates that the abuses revealed in the Taguba Report were consistent with allega-

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00385 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



380

tions of abuse collected by the ICRC in the course of some 29 visits to 14 internment
facilities in central and southern Iraq during the period of March to November 2003.
The ICRC report makes clear that since the beginning of the conflict in Iraq, the
ICRC regularly brought concerns about the ill-treatment of detainees to the atten-
tion of coalition forces. In addition, ICRC President Jacob Kellenberger has said
that he met with senior administration officials in May 2003 and January 2004 to
discuss issues related to the treatment of detainees at Guantanamo Bay, in Afghani-
stan, and elsewhere. How many times since the beginning of the conflict in Iraq
were ICRC reports brought to the attention of coalition forces? Please provide any
written reports provided by the ICRC to coalition forces concerning the treatment
of detainees.

General SMITH. While ICRC reports are not classified documents, they must be
handled as such. The information contained in these reports pertains to ongoing
military operations and identifies facilities, practices, personnel, and detainees, in-
cluding by name. This information is sensitive and requires protection. Staffers
within DOD have worked closely with staffers of the congressional committees. The
staff and members of the SASC have been briefed on this issue and DOD has made
available all of the relevant ICRC reports to the committee members.

24. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, who in CENTCOM was aware of the ICRC’s
reports of prisoner abuse throughout 2003? What action was taken in response to
these reports and why wasn’t it more successful in addressing the underlying prob-
lems?

General SMITH. I was not personally aware of the ICRC reports of prisoner abuse
throughout 2003. Based upon further inquiry, I have learned that only one ICRC
report, dated 12 May 2003, was ever addressed to this command. This predated my
assumption of duties by approximately 5 months. All other such reports have been
addressed to subordinate organizations or officials at the Pentagon.

Our subordinate commands will hold accountable those who failed in their duties
and they will ensure that the necessary training will be conducted to curtail future
incidents. New leadership at the confinement facility is clearly aware of the need
to heighten their vigilance to prevent any possible mistreatment of Iraqi detainees.
Additional training on the Geneva Conventions has been conducted for the new
units that are taking over detention operations to ensure the new soldiers are aware
of their duties and responsibilities. Additionally, the reported allegations prompted
Lieutenant General Sanchez to request the immediate provision of a team to con-
duct additional training on confinement operations, with emphasis on treating de-
tainees with dignity and respect. A single senior officer with proper authorities and
support to oversee all aspects of detainee operations has been appointed. Maj. Gen.
Geoff Miller has been in place since 15 April 2004 and is properly focused and mak-
ing a positive difference.

25. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, did CENTCOM keep senior administration of-
ficials informed of the ICRC’s concerns about the ill-treatment of Iraqi prisoners?
If so, at what level and on what occasions were they informed?

General SMITH. With one exception, ICRC reports and concerns were handled at
the CJTF–7 level. CENTCOM did not receive ICRC reports. Had I known about the
abuses as outlined in the ICRC reports which have now been furnished to this com-
mand, senior administration officials at the Pentagon would have been promptly in-
formed. In fact, as soon as the abuses at Abu Ghraib were reported to CENTCOM,
that information was immediately passed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

26. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, on how many occasions did senior DOD
or administration officials meet with representatives of the ICRC and when did
these meetings occur?

Secretary CAMBONE. There were four such occasions—May 27, June 27, October
15, and December 19.

27. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, were any investigations, changes in pol-
icy, or other actions initiated as a result of these meetings?

Secretary CAMBONE. The Department of Defense has already launched no less
than 12 separate investigations into the ICRC’s allegations of prisoner mistreat-
ment:

a. MG Ryder, the Army Provost Marshall General, launched an investiga-
tion to assess ongoing detention and corrections operations in Iraq. MG
Ryder completed that assessment on November 6, 2003, and a copy of the
Ryder Report has been provided to Congress.
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b. MG Miller, Commander of the Guantanamo facility, launched an as-
sessment of intelligence and detention operations that was completed on
September 5, 2003. A copy of the Miller Report was provided to Congress..

c. MG Taguba’s administrative investigation of detainee operations and
the 800th MP Brigade was completed May 6, 2004, and a copy was submit-
ted to Congress.

d. VADM Church completed a review of procedures at Guantanamo and
Charleston on May 11, 2004.

e. LTG Jones and MG Fay are currently reviewing military intelligence
and contractor interrogation procedures of the 205th MI Brigade at Abu
Ghraib.

f. LTG Mikolashek, the Army Inspector General, is currently performing
an overall assessment of doctrine and training related to detention oper-
ations.

g. BG Jacoby is currently reviewing detainee operations and facilities in
Afghanistan.

h. Secretary Rumsfeld has ordered an investigation to collect authorized
interrogation practices in the all DOD detention facilities used for the war
on terror and to ensure that all appropriate policy guidance is being fol-
lowed.

i. BG Formica is currently performing an administrative investigation
into detainee abuse by CJSOTF–AP.

j. COL Ertman is performing an Army Reserve assessment of Reserve
training with a focus on military intelligence and military police.

k. Hon. Schlesinger is leading an independent examination of detainee
issues for the Department of Defense.

l. Finally, there are the criminal investigations of detainee abuse at Abu
Ghraib and other detainee deaths while in Coalition custody.

m. To coordinate these various investigations and ensure a coherent pol-
icy response to their recommendations, the Department of Defense has cre-
ated a new position, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Detainee
Affairs. This position will allow a single office to ensure compliance with
DOD policy directives and coordinate with the ICRC. As part of this effort,
DOD has taken steps to ensure that all ICRC reports (which formerly went
only to officers in the field) are submitted directly to the Pentagon. The De-
partments of the Army and Navy are currently taking steps to launch
criminal investigations into each instance of abuse alleged by the Red
Cross.

28. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, the February 2004 ICRC report indicates that
during a mid-October 2003 visit to the Abu Ghraib Correctional Facility, ICRC dele-
gates witnessed ‘‘the practice of keeping [detainees] completely naked in totally
empty concrete cells and in total darkness, allegedly for several consecutive days.’’
In response to ICRC inquiries, the report states that ‘‘The military intelligence offi-
cer in charge of the interrogation explained that this practice was ‘part of the proc-
ess’ ’’ for obtaining confessions and extracting information. In response to the allega-
tions documented by the ICRC in mid-October 2003, or any other ICRC reports,
what specific steps were taken to correct the situation at Abu Ghraib or any other
detention facilities run by coalition forces and when were they taken?

General SMITH. My expanded answer to question 24 responds to this question.

29. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, what was the extent of the ICRC’s access to
the facilities at Abu Ghraib and did it include the part of the facility where the
abuses depicted in the photos are alleged to have occurred?

General SMITH. During the period in question, ICRC visits were coordinated by
CJTF–7. I will defer to those military officials to provide any details responsive to
your questions.

30. Senator LEVIN. General Smith, whom did the ICRC brief about these alleged
abuses?

General SMITH. The ICRC exercised its prerogative to brief at the levels they
thought were appropriate. The ICRC did not brief anyone in HQ, CENTCOM, to in-
clude me.
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INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES

31. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, in an interview with The New York
Times, Major General Geoffrey D. Miller, the new commander of American prisons
in Iraq, stated that the roughly 50 techniques the military officially uses in prisoner
interrogations include hooding, sleep deprivation, and forcing prisoners into ‘‘stress
positions.’’ An unclassified December 12, 2003, Situation Update to Major General
Miller is included as an annex to the Taguba Report. The document describes inter-
rogation techniques permissible for use in the Iraqi theater of operations, and re-
portedly it includes a process allowing for the use of sleep management, sensory
deprivation, isolation longer than 30 days, and dogs. Were you personally aware
that permissible interrogation techniques in the Iraqi theater included sleep man-
agement, sensory deprivation, isolation longer than 30 days, and dogs?

Secretary CAMBONE. The USD(I) did not know what specific interrogation tech-
niques were being used in the Iraqi theater. The techniques used in theater were
developed and approved in theater without any USD(I) involvement.

32. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, who within the Army or DOD authorized
the use of these additional techniques and were they specifically authorized for use
in Abu Ghraib?

Secretary CAMBONE. Development of interrogation policies consistent with the
standing guidance was within the authority of Combined Joint Task Force-7 and did
not require higher-level approval.

33. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, what steps were taken to ensure that in-
terrogation techniques complied with the Geneva Conventions?

Secretary CAMBONE. Prior to the commencement of Operation Iraqi Freedom,
Commander, U.S. Central Command, prepared Operational Plan (OPLAN) 1003–V.
Appendix 1 to Annex E of OPLAN 1003–V specifically addressed the treatment of
the operational plan annex on enemy prisoners of war, retained persons, civilian in-
ternees, and other detainees. It outlined responsibilities, policies and procedures
with respect to the handling of detainees, and provided specific guidance that the
Geneva Conventions applied to all persons held by U.S. forces. This means of pro-
mulgation is consistent with the usual manner in which commanders provide guid-
ance to their subordinate commanders. The subordinate commands would review
the OPLAN and draft their own orders. For instance, the CJSC EXORD itself does
not specifically address the Geneva Conventions; rather, it refers back to OPLAN
1003–V.

In addition to the promulgation of this OPLAN and its Annexes, commanders
were responsible for ensuring that detainees were treated in accordance with the
Geneva Conventions and applicable international law and that measures were im-
plemented to ensure the forces were aware of and complied with the Law of War.

34. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, who within DOD made the legal deter-
mination as to whether these interrogation techniques comply with the Geneva Con-
ventions, including the requirement of Article 31 of the Geneva Conventions that
‘‘No physical or moral coercion shall be exercised against protected persons, in par-
ticular to obtain information from them or from third parties’’ and to whom was
that determination briefed?

Secretary CAMBONE. I understand that the CJTF–7 policy issued on October 12,
2003, titled ‘‘Interrogation and Counter Resistance Policy,’’ included interrogation
approaches contained in existing interrogation doctrine (e.g., Army Field Manual
34–52), reflected longstanding DOD interrogation practice, and was issued after con-
sultation with the CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advocate and lawyers within the U.S. Cen-
tral Command.

35. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, what role did your office play in develop-
ing DOD policy on interrogation in Iraq?

Secretary CAMBONE. My office did not play any role in developing DOD policy on
interrogation in Iraq.

36. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, did your office provide direction on inter-
rogation guidelines to either General Abizaid or General Sanchez? If so, when and
to whom?

Secretary CAMBONE. The USD(I) did not provide direction on interrogation guide-
lines to either General Abizaid or General Sanchez.
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37. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, did you provide direction on guidelines to
either Secretary Rumsfeld or Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz? If so, when and to whom?

Secretary CAMBONE. The USD(I) did not provide direction on interrogation guide-
lines to either Secretary Rumsfeld or Deputy Wolfowitz.

38. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, at a May 14, 2004, DOD press briefing,
senior military officials stated that since last October General Sanchez had ap-
proved 25 requests to hold detainees in isolation for more than 30 days, but had
not approved the use of any other interrogation technique requiring commanding
general approval. General Sanchez also reportedly announced that he would deny
requests to use other harsh methods that required his explicit approval. How many
requests were made since the issuance of the Interrogation ROE for permission to
use the interrogation techniques requiring General Sanchez’s approval?

Secretary CAMBONE. The number of requests is unknown. However, the ‘‘Interro-
gation Rules of Engagement’’ were a graphic aid prepared by the 205th Military In-
telligence Brigade. This aid is not a policy document and was not prepared or ap-
proved by Combined Joint Task Force-7. Lieutenant General Sanchez signed an ‘‘In-
terrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy’’ document on 14 September 2003. Re-
vised policies were published on 12 October 2003 and 13 May 2004. Some of those
policies required certain specific interrogation techniques to be approved in advance
by Lieutenant General Sanchez on a case-by-case basis and after a legal review.

39. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, besides the 25 cases mentioned in the
May 14 briefing, are there any other cases in which the use of these techniques was
granted in the Iraqi theater?

Secretary CAMBONE. The only restricted technique that was approved for use was
segregation in excess of 30 days. The figure ‘‘25’’ mentioned in the 14 May briefing
was an estimate. Records at Multinational Force in Iraq Headquarters (successor to
Combined Joint Task Force-7) indicate Lieutenant General Sanchez approved fewer
than 20 segregations.

40. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, did General Sanchez suspend the use of
these techniques as a matter of policy, or has a determination been made that they
are not compliant with U.S. international obligations?

Secretary CAMBONE. Of the techniques that required his approval, only segrega-
tion in excess of 30 days was ever approved and used. Whether any of the other
techniques could, as a hypothetical matter, have been approved under any specific
set of circumstances is uncertain. However, both policy and law can be factors in
reviewing the suitability of various interrogation techniques depending on the status
of the detainee and the manner in which the technique might be employed.

41. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, in your testimony, you promised to pro-
vide a comparison of the command-level guidelines for the use in interrogation for
detainees in Guantanamo and Iraq. Please provide this comparison.

Secretary CAMBONE. Attachment prepared by Detainee Task Force on 28 Septem-
ber 2004.
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GENEVA CONVENTIONS

42. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, Secretary Rumsfeld testified on May 7,
2004, that the Geneva Conventions apply to all prisoners of war, retained personnel,
civilian internees, and other detainees in the custody of U.S. forces in Iraq. General
Taguba has stated that the Geneva Conventions were not posted at Abu Ghraib and
military police at that facility were not trained in the applicability of the Geneva
Conventions. When was the determination made that the Geneva Conventions did
apply to all detainees in Iraq and by whom was it made?

Secretary CAMBONE. The Geneva Conventions applied during Operation Iraqi
Freedom. The plans for Operation Iraqi Freedom that were prepared by Com-
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mander, U.S. Central Command, and briefed to the President and me included pro-
visions that clearly stated that enemy prisoners of war, retained persons, civilian
internees, and other detainee ‘‘operations will be conducted in compliance with the
1949 Geneva Convention and applicable U.S. military regulations.’’ Further, compo-
nent and supporting commanders were responsible under the plans for Operation
Iraqi Freedom for ‘‘[e]nsuring that treatment of all detained persons is in accordance
with the Geneva Conventions and other applicable international law.’’ The President
directed these plans to be executed. Detention operations during Operation Iraqi
Freedom were always to be conducted in accordance with the Geneva Conventions.

43. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, how was this decision disseminated to
troops in the field and were specific directives or guidance sent out, of which the
military police at Abu Ghraib should have been aware?

Secretary CAMBONE. (from 7 May Levin W, SECDEF, also used for #33): Prior to
the commencement of Operation Iraqi Freedom, Commander, U.S. Central Com-
mand, prepared Operational Plan (OPLAN) 1003–V. Appendix 1 to Annex E of
OPLAN 1003–V specifically addressed the treatment of the operational plan annex
on enemy prisoners of war, retained persons, civilian internees, and other detainees.
It outlined responsibilities, policies and procedures with respect to the handling of
detainees, and provided specific guidance that the Geneva Conventions applied to
all persons held by U.S. forces. This means of promulgation is consistent with the
usual manner in which commanders provide guidance to their subordinate com-
manders. The subordinate commands would review the OPLAN and draft their own
orders. For instance, the CJSC EXORD itself does not specifically address the Gene-
va Conventions; rather, it refers back to OPLAN 1003–V.

In addition to the promulgation of this OPLAN and its Annexes, commanders
were responsible for ensuring that detainees were treated in accordance with the
Geneva Conventions and applicable international law and that measures were im-
plemented to ensure the forces were aware of and complied with the Law of War.

44. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone, will the JAG be conducting his own re-
view of the interrogation techniques listed in the October 12 Situation Update in-
cluded in an annex to the Taguba Report to determine his assessment of their com-
pliance with the Geneva Conventions?

Secretary CAMBONE. Department-wide, much has been done to improve detainee
operations:

Army:
• Established Provost Marshal General in September 2003 as Army execu-
tive agent for detainee operations.
• Planning for general officer-level Military Police command in Army future
force.
• Developed detainee operations integration plan—prioritized plan address-
ing policy, doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership, personnel,
and facilities.
• Synchronized Army with joint policy and doctrine.
• Established Detainee Operations Oversight Council.

CENTCOM:
• Assigned a general officer to be in charge of all detention and interroga-
tion operations in Iraq.
• Issued standard interrogation policies that emphasize application of Ge-
neva Conventions and that are fully consistent with overall DOD policies.
• Upgrading detention facilities for soldiers and detainees.

Joint Staff:
• Created Joint Staff Detainee Affairs Division to address worldwide de-
tainee operations.
• Drafted Multi-Service Tactics, Techniques & Procedures on Detainee Op-
erations by the Air, Land, & Sea Applications Center.
• Expediting publication of Joint Doctrine for Detainee Operations (Joint
Publication 3–63).
• Including Joint Interrogation Operations in ‘‘Joint and National Intel-
ligence Support to Military Operations.’’ (Joint Publication 2–01)
• Added Detainee Operations to ‘‘Joint Training Policy and Guidance for
the Armed Forces of the United States.’’ (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Instruction 3500.01C)
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OSD:
• Established Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Detainee Affairs
(DASD–DA) office.
• Established a Joint Detainee Coordination Committee on Detainee Affairs
chaired by DASD–DA.
• Issued policy ‘‘Procedures for Investigations into the Death of Detainees
in the Custody of the Armed Forces of the U.S.’’
• Issued policy ‘‘Handling of Reports from the International Committee of
the Red Cross.’’
• Initiated a department wide review of detainee-related policy directives.

As part of that department wide review of detainee-related policy directives, the
Judge Advocate General will review all policies and directives in order to ensure
their compliance with the Geneva Conventions.

[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the committee adjourned.]
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CONTINUE TO RECEIVE TESTIMONY ON AL-
LEGATIONS OF MISTREATMENT OF IRAQI
PRISONERS

TUESDAY, MAY 11, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:34 p.m. in room SD–

106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, McCain, Inhofe,
Roberts, Allard, Sessions, Collins, Talent, Chambliss, Graham,
Levin, Kennedy, Byrd, Lieberman, Reed, Akaka, Bill Nelson, E.
Benjamin Nelson, Dayton, Clinton, and Pryor.

Committee staff member present: Judith A. Ansley, staff director.
Majority staff members present: Charles W. Alsup, professional

staff member; L. David Cherington, counsel; Elaine A. McCusker,
professional staff member; Paula J. Philbin, professional staff
member; Lynn F. Rusten, professional staff member; and Richard
F. Walsh, counsel.

Minority staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, Democratic
staff director; Daniel J. Cox, Jr., professional staff member; Jeremy
L. Hekhuis, professional staff member; Gerald J. Leeling, minority
counsel; and William G.P. Monahan, minority counsel.

Staff assistants present: Michael N. Berger, Andrew W. Florell,
Sara R. Mareno, and Bridget E. Ward.

Committee members’ assistants present: Christopher J. Paul, as-
sistant to Senator McCain; John A. Bonsell, assistant to Senator
Inhofe; Darren M. Dick, assistant to Senator Roberts; Lance
Landry, assistant to Senator Allard; Derek J. Maurer, assistant to
Senator Collins; Clyde A. Taylor IV, assistant to Senator
Chambliss; Meredith Moseley, assistant to Senator Graham; Mieke
Y. Eoyang, assistant to Senator Kennedy; Erik Raven, assistant to
Senator Byrd; Frederick M. Downey, assistant to Senator
Lieberman; Elizabeth King, assistant to Senator Reed; Davelyn
Noelani Kalipi, assistant to Senator Akaka; Eric Pierce, assistant
to Senator Ben Nelson; Andrew Shapiro, assistant to Senator Clin-
ton; and Terri Glaze and Randy Massanelli, assistants to Senator
Pryor.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. Good afternoon. The Armed Services Com-
mittee reconvenes for a second panel to resume our hearing, a se-
ries of hearings regarding the mistreatment of Iraqi prisoners by
some elements and certain personnel, few in number, I hope, of our
Armed Forces, in violation of the United States Constitution and
laws and international laws.

Testifying before us are Lieutenant General Keith B. Alexander,
Deputy Chief of Staff, G–2, United States Army—General Alexan-
der is the senior intelligence officer in the Army; Major General
Ronald L. Burgess, Director for Intelligence, J–2, Joint Staff; and
Major General Thomas J. Romig, Judge Advocate General (JAG)
for the United States Army.

We’re privileged to have you here. I thank you, Secretary Rums-
feld, and the Acting Secretary of the Army, Les Brownlee, for facili-
tating your presence here today.

Senator Levin, you can make any comments you want.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN
Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me add my welcome to our three witnesses this afternoon.

We all appreciate their appearing before us.
This morning, General Taguba agreed with the conclusion of the

International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), based on the evi-
dence presented to him, that coercive practices, such as holding
prisoners naked for an extended period of time, were a systematic
part of the intelligence process at Abu Ghraib.

Additionally, we heard from Under Secretary Cambone that
stressful and harsh approaches, including sleep deprivation and
use of dogs, could be approved by the commander. But that doesn’t
square with the statements by the witnesses that the Geneva Con-
ventions provisions and principles were supposed to be followed,
since they don’t allow for such practices. For instance, Article 31
of the fourth Geneva Conventions states that ‘‘no physical or moral
coercion shall be exercised against protected persons, in particular
to obtain information from them or from third parties.’’ I hope that
our witnesses this afternoon will address, in great detail, that
issue.

Finally, Mr. Cambone said this morning that one of General Mil-
ler’s recommendations for Iraq was to dedicate and train a deten-
tion guard force, subordinate to an intelligence commander, who
would set the conditions for successful interrogation. But General
Taguba told us this morning that under Army doctrine that should
not be the function of a guard force. So that is also an issue which
I hope our witnesses will address, along with a multitude of other
matters which I know are before this committee.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin.
Gentlemen, will you kindly stand and raise your right hands?

[Witnesses sworn.]
General Alexander and other witnesses, I presume each of you

has a brief opening statement. Your entire statements will be ad-
mitted to the record.
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If you will proceed, General Alexander.

STATEMENT OF LTG KEITH B. ALEXANDER, USA, DEPUTY
CHIEF OF STAFF, G–2; ACCOMPANIED BY MG RONALD L.
BURGESS, JR., USA, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, J–2; AND MG
THOMAS J. ROMIG, USA, JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL

General ALEXANDER. Chairman Warner, Senator Levin, and
members of the committee, on behalf of the men and women of the
United States Army Intelligence, we appreciate the opportunity to
appear before you today. With me today is Major General Ron Bur-
gess, J–2, Joint Staff, and Major General Tom Romig, the JAG of
the Army. I am making this statement on behalf of the three of us.

First, let me assure you that we find the alleged abuses of de-
tainees in Abu Ghraib prison, Iraq, totally reprehensible. Army In-
telligence neither condones, nor tolerates, these actions. Further-
more, we would like to emphasize that Army Intelligence soldiers
are trained to abide by the highest standards for the humane treat-
ment of all personnel in the custody of our soldiers worldwide.

We conduct extensive legal training for all of our Army Intel-
ligence professionals, especially interrogators, in the law of war
and the provisions of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. Our training
manuals specifically prohibit the abuse of detainees, and we ensure
all of our soldiers trained as interrogators receive this training.

Geneva Conventions protocols are reinforced during each prac-
tical exercise. Sir, there are 12 practical exercises that the interro-
gators go through, each of those last 2 hours. An interrogator will
flunk an exercise should he or she inadvertently violate a Geneva
Accord.

The contemptible behavior of a few soldiers does not represent
the professionalism, dedication, and compassion demonstrated by
the majority of soldiers in Iraq. Commanders and soldiers at every
level have the duty to respect and follow the established inter-
national laws of armed conflict, and to treat everyone, to include
those within our military detention facilities, with dignity and de-
cency in the same ways that we expect to be treated, as Americans.
Those soldiers who mistreated or humiliated detainees will be
brought to justice swiftly. Again, the Army does not condone or tol-
erate such behavior.

The allegations of misconduct at Abu Ghraib have hit at the very
core values of our Nation, the Department of Defense (DOD), and
the Army, causing us grave concern, and prompting a very focused
and thorough review of these incidents. Senior leaders at all levels
take every report seriously, and expect an extensive investigation
of every allegation.

The Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF–7) in Iraq has an ongo-
ing investigation of allegations that intelligence soldiers were in-
volved in the abuse of detainees in Abu Ghraib. This investigation,
called a Procedure 15, is currently ongoing and being conducted by
Major General Fay for Lieutenant General Sanchez, and will iden-
tify and report questionable intelligence activities that may have
violated law, executive order, or presidential directive.

Army Intelligence will not tolerate soldiers who violate the dig-
nity and rights of others, to include those whom we have detained.
We remain steadfastly committed to dealing expeditiously with any
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complaint or allegation of mistreatment, and to ensuring our com-
manders take appropriate action.

Sir, I would like to address a few issues that arose during this
morning’s testimony.

First, on the interrogation rules of engagement (ROE), we
brought with us the rules of engagement that were in effect at the
CJTF–7 in Iraq prior to October 2003. These rules are in compli-
ance with the Geneva Conventions, and directly stem from our in-
terrogation manual, Field Manual (FM) 34–52. These are the rules
that interrogation soldiers are trained on at Fort Huachuca. In ad-
dition, contractors were to read and sign that they understood
these rules.

Second, in the timing of events, the ICRC reports cover periods
from March 2003 through the end of 2003, and perhaps into 2004.
They visited Abu Ghraib, we know for sure, in October 2003, on the
11th and 12th, and again on the 23rd, and conducted a series of
interviews with detainees. That report, as Major General Taguba
stated, was given to Brigadier General Karpinski to respond, and
she provided her response on the 24th of December 2003. A formal
report was produced in February 2004. Important to note is, many
of the problems that were identified during that time period were
prior to the issue of when the military intelligence (MI) brigade
took over, on 19 November 2003.

Chairman WARNER. Did you personally get copies of those re-
ports?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I got copies of those reports this week.
I did not get those last year. No, I did not.

Sir, reference tactical control (TACON), my understanding, in
discussions with General Sanchez, was that the military police
(MP) would remain in charge of detainee operations, but he needed
Colonel Pappas to take over force protection and the overall man-
agement of the forward operating base (FOB) at Abu Ghraib and
kick off many of the initiatives he wanted accomplished to upgrade
the facility. However, this is a key issue, and I would recommend
that we take this for the record, from the Joint Staff to Central
Command (CENTCOM).

Sir, I would like to briefly go over interrogation operations, be-
cause I think this gets to the key that we see a split between MI
and MPs. I think we need to understand that. In my discussions
with General Ryder, we do not have a split. There is a door at
places, and there is openness at places, and I’d like to explain that.

First, if you were to look at the general population for when pris-
oners of war (POW) come in there, that general population is seen
most clearly by the MPs, and is screened by MI personnel who talk
to the MPs on who are the key folks that are there. Sir, as you may
expect, the MPs understand who are the ringleaders, who is the
person who is in charge, and who are the key folks that may have
intelligence value. It is a requirement in that phase that the MP
and MI work closely together to develop and understand who are
the high-value detainees.

The second step, isolating and getting those high-value detainees
into the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC), and
looking at what goes on with those prisoners. The people who un-
derstand the environment that those prisoners are in day in and
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day out, 24 hours a day, are the MPs, and the best way to under-
stand that interrogation plan and the methods that the interroga-
tor will use is the MP and the personnel who are around him, and
that is one of the things that we need to have MP and MI talk
about. Is this detainee or prisoner having a good day or bad? Has
he been quiet, or has he been talking? What is the way to discuss
this with him?

There is a gate, and that gates starts at the interrogation cell
itself. That’s where the MPs should not be involved, and that is the
door that General Ryder talked about in my discussions with him.
I think we need to be clear on that, because when we talk about
doors we give the inference that we mean, ‘‘No MPs over here, and
no MI over there.’’

That is what General Miller found when he went over there. He
found that the MPs and the MI were not talking enough together,
so that we missed key people who ought to have been interrogated,
and that we weren’t making the best value of it.

Now, there’s another part of this that I need to walk through,
and that is how we develop the interrogation plan. Because, sir,
this is not something that we just say, ‘‘Okay, bring ’em in. What
are we going to do?’’ We develop an interrogation plan. In that
plan, we look at the prisoner. What do we want to get from this
prisoner? What are the approaches, the techniques to be used? Sir,
those techniques, again, are in our FM 34–52, and are in the ROE
that I talked about. What are the questions to be asked? What do
we learn?

That interrogation plan is to be approved by the chain of com-
mand. Then, from that, we get an interrogation report that comes
out, the information that was received during that interrogation.
The leaders review and approve both of those parts of that plan.

All of that stems from the priority intelligence requirements that
the theater, the divisions, and the brigades have.

Sir, in early August, I went over to Iraq. One of the things that
I found, in talking with the division commanders and the brigade
commanders and CJTF–7, is that the flow of information that Dr.
Cambone talked about, was not getting back to the units that ap-
prehended these people. There was a problem. That flow of infor-
mation—so if they grabbed a prisoner, the information on what
that prisoner had that could have been useful for that brigade, the
interrogation reports, were not getting there. That’s important to
saving soldiers’ lives.

That was one of the key things that we were trying to fix. How
do you get, when you consolidate all the prisoners from Iraq at one
facility, information that goes back to 4th Infantry Division to this
brigade to say, ‘‘This is the guy who fired the improvised explosive
device, and he’s part of this network.’’ If it does not get there, we
are not going to stop those attacks, and we’re going to have soldiers
killed. That was one of the things that we were looking at.

Chairman WARNER. Did you visit the prison and look at that?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, at the time I was there—I got there in

early August—Abu Ghraib was not yet stood up. Abu Ghraib was
in the phases of getting the prison stood up. The engineers were
there, so it was not stood up. There were not prisoners at Abu
Ghraib at that time. I have not been back to Iraq since August, sir.
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Sir, once again, thank you for the opportunity to speak before
you today, and we look forward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Alexander follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LTG KEITH B. ALEXANDER, USA

Chairman Warner, Senator Levin, and members of the committee, on behalf of the
men and women of United States Army Intelligence, I appreciate the opportunity
to appear before you today.

First, let me assure you that I find the alleged abuses of detainees in Abu Ghraib
Prison, Iraq, totally reprehensible. Army Intelligence neither condones nor tolerates
these actions. Furthermore, I would like to emphasize that Army Intelligence Sol-
diers are trained to abide by the highest standards for the humane treatment of all
personnel in the custody of our soldiers worldwide.

We conduct extensive legal training for all of our Army Intelligence professionals,
especially interrogators, in the Law of War and the provisions of the Geneva Con-
ventions of 1949. Our training manuals specifically prohibit the abuse of detainees,
and we ensure all of our soldiers trained as interrogators receive this training. Ge-
neva Conventions protocols are reinforced during each practical exercise. An interro-
gator will flunk an exercise should he or she inadvertently violate a Geneva accord.

The contemptible behavior of a few soldiers does not represent the professional-
ism, dedication, and compassion demonstrated by the majority of soldiers in Iraq.
Commanders and soldiers at every level have the duty to respect and follow the es-
tablished international laws of armed conflict and to treat everyone, to include those
within our military detention facilities with dignity and decency in the same ways
that we expect to be treated as Americans. Those soldiers who mistreated or humili-
ated detainees will be brought to justice swiftly. Again, the Army does not condone
or tolerate such behavior.

The allegations of misconduct at Abu Ghraib have hit at the very core values of
our Nation, the Department of Defense and the Army Intelligence Community, caus-
ing us grave concern and prompting a very focused and thorough review of these
incidents. Senior Leaders at all levels take every report seriously and expect an ex-
tensive investigation of every allegation. CJTF–7 has an ongoing investigation of al-
legations that Intelligence Soldiers were involved in the abuse of detainees in Abu
Ghraib. This investigation, a ‘‘Procedure 15,’’ currently ongoing and being conducted
by Major General George Fay, will identify and report questionable intelligence ac-
tivities that may have violated law, Executive Order, or presidential directive.

Army Intelligence will not tolerate soldiers who violate the dignity and rights of
others, to include those we have detained. We remain steadfastly committed to deal-
ing expeditiously with any complaint or allegation of mistreatment, and to ensuring
our commanders take appropriate action.

Once again, thank you for this opportunity to speak before you today. I look for-
ward to answering your questions.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
General Burgess.
General BURGESS. Sir, I will stay with the statement as read by

Lieutenant General Alexander, and I look forward to your ques-
tions.

Chairman WARNER. Fine.
General Romig.
General ROMIG. Sir, I have no comments, either. I look forward

to your questions.
Chairman WARNER. Let us proceed with a 6-minute round, in

hopes that we can get in two rounds this afternoon.
General Alexander, with due respect to you, you laid out very

concisely and professionally, exactly what the manuals say, what
everybody was supposed to do, but it didn’t happen, and this com-
mittee—and you pointed out, General Fay is looking into that—is
trying to put together a record for the Senate, for the American
public, that lends some explanation to what happened.

Now, you’re the chief of all Army Intelligence. Number one, the
MI people that did the interrogations participated, presumably to
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some degree, with the guards. They were your people down the
chain, correct?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. General Karpinski was in your chain, so to

speak. Is that correct?
General ALEXANDER. She’s in the Army, yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. I realize that, but she was working with

your people.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Now, what can you tell the committee, of

your own knowledge, to help us and the American public and, in-
deed, much of the public in the world, to understand what went
wrong? We know the wrongs occurred. We’ve gotten the initial re-
ports—General Taguba. We, through the press, have seen pictures.
It’s a possibility the Senate may see additional pictures. The Penta-
gon is very forthcoming in trying to help this committee and the
leadership of the committee and the leadership of the Senate de-
velop that evidence. What can you personally tell, as chief, as to
what went wrong?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, on the specifics, my assessment, it was
a failure of leadership. What we need to—in terms of the MP lead-
ership, as General Taguba said—the question, the real question is,
did intelligence personnel tell those individuals to do that? Were
those personnel low-level people who said this would be a good
idea, or was that high-ranking personnel that said, ‘‘This is the
method of operations?’’ My understanding and, to date, my belief,
is that this was interaction between low-level people, who were not
in the action of their duties, who were not doing interrogations at
the time, or who made statements to these folks that, ‘‘Yes, what
you’re doing’’—as it was in General Taguba’s report—‘‘is softening
them up. They’re speaking like crazy.’’

What General Fay has to find out in his investigation is, where
was there complicity? Who and at what level did that go? To this
point, my belief is that that was informal, and that these were a
group of undisciplined MP soldiers who felt that they had some, ac-
cording to their statements, preference from MI to go and do what
they were doing. But we don’t have any facts to an individual that
did that, other than a couple of civilian contractors who were in-
volved.

That’s what we’re looking for, sir. We will investigate that to find
out exactly who said it and where does it go.

Chairman WARNER. So even though you’re the chief of Army In-
telligence, even though this series of problems has been going on
since the fall of 2003, you cannot provide the committee any facts
that help us understand exactly what was done and not done—by
all levels, not just low levels—of those in the Intelligence Com-
mand. Is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. No, sir. I——
Chairman WARNER. All right.
General ALEXANDER. Let me go up higher. Clearly, at the higher

levels, the rules of——
Chairman WARNER. A lot of people are following this. I think the

committee understands ‘‘high’’ and ‘‘low.’’
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
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Chairman WARNER. What’s your definition of ‘‘high,’’ what’s the
definition of ‘‘low’’?

General ALEXANDER. Let’s start at the brigade level, where Colo-
nel Pappas was involved. The two incidents that——

Chairman WARNER. He was an MI man, is that correct?
General ALEXANDER. He was an MI colonel, subordinate to the

CJTF–7, working for General Sanchez. His responsibilities and his
policies that he put out were—as an example, these interrogation
ROE and the procedures. I know of two incidents——

Chairman WARNER. You know for a fact he did that?
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. We have—in fact, we also have his

rules that he had folks coming in to brief them on. We had General
Sanchez’s statements of, ‘‘Here are the interrogator rules of engage-
ment.’’ Both of those are the same, and they stem from that same
manual. In every case, it says, ‘‘Treat prisoners humanely.’’

Also, sir, I think it’s important to note that when we talk about
this humane treatment, when Colonel Pappas found a soldier hav-
ing a prisoner walk naked, he found out about that and disciplined
that soldier right away. So when actions were brought——

Chairman WARNER. What’s the date/time group of that action?
General ALEXANDER. I don’t have the date/time group, but I’ll get

you that, sir, for the record.
[The information referred to follows:]
On 16 November 2003, a military intelligence soldier decided to strip a detainee

in response to what the solder believed was uncooperative and physically recal-
citrant behavior. Later the soldier walked the semi-naked detainee across the camp.
Colonel Pappas left the issue to Lieutenant Colonel Jordan to handle. Lieutenant
Colonel Jordan temporarily removed the soldier from interrogation duties. The sol-
dier was counseled by her immediate supervisor but did not received an Article 15,
UCMJ.

General ALEXANDER. But he took action. So my thoughts are,
when he knew something was going on, he took action. There were
other cases of discipline that he took on soldiers who did an inter-
rogation at the wrong time, and I will get you the exact date/time
group of that, too. It’s in General Taguba’s report, but I think we
need to get that, and I’ll put that for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
On 7 October 2003, three MI personnel conducted an interrogation without au-

thorization. The three soldiers each received nonjudicial punishment, Field Grade
Article 15s, from Colonel Pappas for failing to get authorization to interrogate the
detainee. Additionally, Colonel Pappas removed them from interrogation operations.

General ALEXANDER. So it’s clear, from where I sit, that both
Colonel Pappas and the theater knew the ROE.

Chairman WARNER. But somehow that information either didn’t
flow down the chain or there was absolute total breakdown in dis-
cipline and disregard.

General ALEXANDER. That’s what I believe.
Chairman WARNER. Go below Pappas. What’s the next level?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, the next level was——
Chairman WARNER. Battalion commander, isn’t it?
General ALEXANDER. There’s the battalion commander, and there

is the JIDC.
Chairman WARNER. All right. Can you tell us about their level

of responsibility and inquiry into this situation?
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General ALEXANDER. Right. Yes, sir. Lieutenant Colonel Jordan
was the officer in charge of the JIDC. He is also mentioned in the
Taguba Report for not doing his job. What we have to find out is,
in executing his, and in executing Colonel Pappas’s, what did they
or did they not do. That’s one of the things that General Fay has
to find out, and that’s part of that Procedure 15, sir. That’s part
of an ongoing investigation.

Chairman WARNER. I feel that, as hard as this committee tries
to discharge its oversight, we’re at the point where we’re not likely
to learn much about what took place and where that level struck
a breakdown of discipline until this Fay Report is out. Is that your
thinking?

General ALEXANDER. Yes sir, to get the accurate answer. I can
give you an assessment, but that assessment will change as we
find these facts out and as General Fay completes his investigation.

Chairman WARNER. Give us your assessment to date.
General ALEXANDER. Sir, my assessment is there was a complete

breakdown in the discipline on the MP side, and there were some
MI soldiers, contractors who may have been involved, or at least
in some of those pictures. The question is, what did they say to the
MPs to get them to do this? To this point, as General Taguba said,
there is nothing that we know that a MI person told them to do
this.

Chairman WARNER. All right.
General ALEXANDER. That’s what we’re trying to find out.
Chairman WARNER. Did the MI people hire the contractors?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, the contract actually stems under a

CENTCOM contract, and that CENTCOM contract then went to
CJTF–7. But the MI people there at Abu Ghraib were responsible
for oversight of those contractors. It’s important to note that what
Major General Fast required of those contractors—and she’s the C–
2 in Iraq, the senior MI person in Iraq——

Chairman WARNER. I met her on my visit over there during the
same time frame you were there.

General ALEXANDER. Right. Sir, they were to read and state they
understood the interrogation ROE.

Chairman WARNER. Did she check their level of experience and
training?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, that was part of the contract, that they
were supposed to have the 97 Echo, which is our interrogation mili-
tary occupational specialty (MOS), or equivalent, to be hired.

Chairman WARNER. All right. Do you have any knowledge of
other government—U.S. Government agencies, Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) or otherwise, Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) or
any other group, that were working with your MI people?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I know that there were other govern-
ment agencies that visited the facility and talked to prisoners, but
I know of no wrongdoing on their behalf.

Chairman WARNER. I’m not suggesting that. Who are they? What
are they?

General ALEXANDER. The CIA.
Chairman WARNER. CIA.
General ALEXANDER. The CIA also conducted some interroga-

tions, as I understand it, at that facility.
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Chairman WARNER. What about DIA?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, I do not know that DIA conducted that.

I would have to check that.
Chairman WARNER. All right. My time is expired.
Senator Levin.
Senator LEVIN. You say you have no evidence that MI people

were actively involved in and directing, and suggesting that harsh
activities occur?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, we have not found any.
Senator LEVIN. But——
General ALEXANDER. That’s what we’re looking for.
Senator LEVIN.—the Taguba Report itself quotes—for instance,

on page 18, Sergeant Davis, the MP company Sergeant or Special-
ist Connell. He said, ‘‘I saw them nude, but MI’’—military intel-
ligence—‘‘would tell us to take away their mattresses, sheets, and
clothes.’’ Isn’t that evidence that MI——

General ALEXANDER. Sir, that——
Senator LEVIN.—told them to take away their clothes? Then you

have Sergeant Davis stating that he heard MI insinuate to the
guards to abuse the inmates. Isn’t that evidence? When he asked
what MI said, he stated, ‘‘Loosen this guy up for us. Make sure he
has a bad night. Make sure he gets the treatment.’’ Isn’t that evi-
dence that the intelligence folks were involved in this?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, those are the statements that spawned
the Procedure 15 to look into exactly who said it. Because the
statements, as you read those, it says, ‘‘MI personnel or people in
civilian or people of authority.’’ But when you ask, you get, ‘‘Well,
who specifically told you to do this?’’ That’s the question that we
have to get to.

Senator LEVIN. But you’ve——
General ALEXANDER. They can’t be——
Senator LEVIN.—some evidence, at least.
General ALEXANDER. Oh, absolutely. Sir, and that’s why the in-

vestigation is going on.
Senator LEVIN. But I thought a minute ago you said you haven’t

seen any evidence that MI was involved.
General ALEXANDER. Sir, we have no proof that a person in au-

thority told them to do this activity.
Senator LEVIN. Let’s go back to the MI personnel. There is evi-

dence, I take it, in the Taguba Report that MI personnel gave sug-
gestions to the MPs that they ‘‘loosen this guy up,’’ that they take
his clothes away, that they make sure he has a ‘‘bad night,’’ and
that he gets ‘‘the treatment.’’ That is evidence, isn’t it, of MI per-
sonnel involvement?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir, that’s a statement by those sol-
diers.

Senator LEVIN. Right. All I’m saying is, is that evidence? I’m not
saying it’s conclusive. I’m not saying anything other than it is evi-
dence, is it not?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. That’s the evidence that led to the
beginning of the Procedure 15.

Senator LEVIN. All right. So you’ve seen that evidence. Now,
these interrogation ROE that I think you handed out——

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
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Senator LEVIN.—these are the ones that were adopted by whom?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, these were the interrogation ROE that

were used by the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade and their in-
terrogators.

Senator LEVIN. Who was in charge of that brigade?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, Colonel Pappas.
Senator LEVIN. Okay. Now, Colonel Pappas adopted these ROE,

which talk about how long you can have sleep management, sen-
sory deprivation, and stress positions. Are those all consistent, as
far as you are concerned, and do you have a legal opinion saying
those are consistent with the Geneva Conventions?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. More importantly, because those
are—and as it states in our manual, those are ones that we have
to be very careful that we do not exceed the Geneva Conventions.
It requires the commander’s written approval to implement those.

Senator LEVIN. All right. You’re saying that they are approved by
the Geneva Conventions——

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN.—that they’re authorized by the Geneva——
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. But, second, you’re saying that only with com-

mander’s approval. Do you have commander’s approval for those
activities in that prison?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I am not aware of any situations that
General Sanchez gave them written approval to do the ones that
are under his part there.

Senator LEVIN. Do you have any situation where he was asked
for written approval?

General ALEXANDER. No, none, sir.
Senator LEVIN. So there was no case where he was either re-

quested, and, therefore, obviously, no case where he would have
granted, written approval, although this specifically says that these
activities require the commander’s approval.

General ALEXANDER. That’s correct. None that I know of, sir.
Senator LEVIN. All right. Thank you. Have you asked General

Sanchez whether or not he had any requests?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, we have asked, and we have gotten—

but I will ask formally, and I will——
Senator LEVIN. We’ve gotten——
General ALEXANDER.—I will respond——
Senator LEVIN.—what?
General ALEXANDER. Gotten the same response that I gave

you——
Senator LEVIN. All right.
General ALEXANDER.—that none were there. But I will ask that

formally and reply that back for the record.
[The information referred to follows:]
Lieutenant General Sanchez testified at the Senate Armed Services Committee

hearing, 19 May 2004, with General Abizaid, Major General Miller, and Colonel
Warren on Iraqi prisoner abuse that the only request he had approved was for con-
tinued segregation beyond 30 days. He testified that he never saw any other method
come to his level requesting approval.

Senator LEVIN. Okay. Finally, in the annex to the Taguba Re-
port, the document describes interrogation techniques, again, which
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are permissible with certain approvals of commanders. But then it
says the following, ‘‘Interrogation officer in charge will submit the
memorandum for the record requesting harsh approaches for the
commanding general’s approval prior to employment—sleep man-
agement, sensory deprivation, isolation longer than 30 days, dogs.’’

Are you familiar with that description that the officer in charge
will submit memoranda to the commanding general (CG) request-
ing harsh approaches? Are you familiar with that language, which
was in the annex, but left off this document?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, those are what’s under the CG’s ap-
proval, part of that document you’re holding. If you look in the
right-hand——

Chairman WARNER. It says right here, ‘‘requires CG’s approval.’’
Senator LEVIN. No, I’m talking about the harsh-approaches lan-

guage.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, and when you read the harsh-ap-

proaches language, sir, read the—if you would read the lan-
guage——

Senator LEVIN. No, I understand that. I’m talking about the
characterization of this list as being harsh approaches. This is
quotes. This comes from the annex in the Taguba Report.

General ALEXANDER. Right.
Senator LEVIN. It says that in an unclassified December 12 situa-

tion update—in that situation update. Have you seen that situation
update?

General ALEXANDER. No, sir, I have not.
Senator LEVIN. It’s that update which is included—to Miller—in-

cluded as an annex to the Taguba Report. It says the document de-
scribes these techniques which are permissible, and that document,
which you say you haven’t seen, but which is in the annex, says
that a request for harsh approaches. That’s their description.
You’re saying harsh approaches are approved by the Geneva Con-
ventions?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’m saying that when you read the in-
terrogation manual, there are—when you look at the ways of talk-
ing to prisoners, it stems—and I have a copy of the manual that
we can leave here, and when you look at it, it talks about harsh
approaches, and it talks about the way that you talk to a prisoner,
it talks about the direct approach. It goes all the way through all
of these. As Dr. Cambone stated this morning, and others, we have
gone to great extent trying to ensure that everything that we’re
doing is in compliance with the Geneva Conventions.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
Senator McCain.
Senator MCCAIN. I thank you.
General Alexander and General Burgess and General Romig,

thank you for being here today.
General Alexander, maybe you can’t answer this, but we have a

sort of contradiction here. General Taguba, who gave, I think, an
excellent testimony this morning, basically concludes that these
abuses were somewhat confined to a relatively small area. Is that
what you get out of it, General Alexander, as well?
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General ALEXANDER. Sir, the abuses of this nature, yes, sir,
that’s correct.

Senator MCCAIN. But yet, on the other hand, we have reports
that Ambassador Bremer complained, that Secretary Powell com-
plained, at the highest level, that the ICRC issued a long series—
a number of reports concerning prisoner abuses. Something doesn’t
connect there. Can you help us out on that?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’ve not seen the reports from Secretary
Powell and from Mr. Bremer.

Senator MCCAIN. How about the ICRC?
General ALEXANDER. I have read the ICRC, and the key ones

that are in the ICRC, when I read that, which was this week, when
I looked at that, and you look at the allegations, and you look at
the pictures, you immediately make the connection that what the
ICRC had and what the pictures said are the event.

Senator MCCAIN. The ICRC alleged, as I understand it, that
these situations were widespread, and not confined to just one
small area.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. But I don’t know where the ICRC
went. I do know that in the memo that I saw, it talked about Abu
Ghraib, and it listed those allegations in Abu Ghraib that were ex-
actly what we saw in those pictures.

Senator MCCAIN. All right. I think we need to pursue that line,
because I—again, as serious as it was for Ambassador Bremer and
Secretary Powell to repeatedly complain about this situation, I
think it leads one to believe that it was widespread. That may not
be the case.

But I want to get into a little philosophical discussion with you
very quickly. Unfortunately, we don’t have much time for all three
of you, do you think we should have signed the Geneva Conven-
tions for the treatment of POWs?

I’ll begin with you, General Burgess.
General BURGESS. Yes, sir, I do.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
General ROMIG. Absolutely, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. Why do you think we should? Because this

keeps us from getting information that may save American lives.
This is a restraint by humanitarian do-gooders. Why don’t we just
throw them in the trash can and do whatever is necessary? We cer-
tainly have developed sophisticated techniques that we could just
go after these people and get what we need, and save American
lives.

General Burgess.
General BURGESS. Sir, two things. One, it applies to us, as well.

Number two, we’re a nation of law, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. Good point, General.
General ALEXANDER. I think, sir, one of you mentioned earlier,

either last week or this week, that we hold these standards, and
our military to that standard, to set a symbol for the rest of the
world. Why we’re here today and what we’re doing today is explain-
ing the problems that we have openly and honestly, and trying to
fix those problems. We are not perfect. We make mistakes. When
we identify those mistakes, get ’em out.

So when you go back to this, absolutely we should do the——
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Senator MCCAIN. I’m talking about the——
General ALEXANDER.—the Geneva Conventions.
Senator MCCAIN.—extent and the problem we’re facing here.
General ALEXANDER. Yes.
Senator MCCAIN. It seems to me, General, that we distinguish

ourselves from our enemies by our treatment of our enemies.
Would you agree with that?

General ALEXANDER. Absolutely, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. General Romig—I ask you three because you’ve

served this Nation with distinction, and, obviously, from looking at
you, you’ve seen incoming fire on occasion—please go ahead.

General ROMIG. Yes, sir. I agree with everything that was said.
It impacts on the way our soldiers are treated—our soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen, and marines—but it’s the right thing to do, too, sir.
Those are our values. That’s what we stand for, those sorts of val-
ues that we see in the Geneva Conventions.

Senator MCCAIN. So, General Alexander, are we overreacting to
this situation, in your view? Please be candid, and if you think we
are, please say so.

General ALEXANDER. Sir, at times, sitting here, one might want
to say, yes, we’re overreacting. But the reality is, we are not. I
think these were reprehensible acts, and I think we have to get to
the bottom of it. I think if we have a problem, if it is an intel over-
sight problem, if it is an MP problem, or if it’s a leadership prob-
lem, we have to get to the bottom of it, we have to do it honestly
and objectively, and then we have to hold those who were respon-
sible accountable. That standard is so that the rest of the countries
of the world know that we will do that.

Senator MCCAIN. That way we remove the stain on those mil-
lion—1.399 million men and women in the military who would
never consider such behavior.

General ALEXANDER. Exactly, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. I thank the chairman. I think it’s well to put

this in perspective, particularly in the fact that we are going to
fight other conflicts, I’m very much afraid. I’m very much afraid
Americans may become prisoners. If we somehow convey the im-
pression that we have to do whatever is necessary and humani-
tarian do-gooders have no place in this arena, which I believe the
ICRC has an important role to play, then I think we’re setting our-
selves up for some very serious consequences for American fighting
men and women in conflicts in the future.

I see you nodding your head, General Romig. Do you agree with
that?

General ROMIG. Absolutely, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. General——
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
General BURGESS. Yes, sir.
Senator MCCAIN. I thank the chairman. I thank the witnesses

for their candor and for their service.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
I want to do a follow-up. You said you saw the material that was

sent by Ambassador Bremer expressing his concern, and from the
Secretary of State, is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I said I had not seen that.
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Chairman WARNER. Oh, you had not seen it.
General ALEXANDER. I have not seen that, no, sir.
Chairman WARNER. But you know it existed somewhere.
General ALEXANDER. I heard—yes, sir, in earlier testimonies, I

heard that, watching the testimonies, but I had not seen the spe-
cific documents from either Secretary Powell or Mr. Bremer. I’ve
not seen those.

Chairman WARNER. Were those transmissions in documentary
form, though, to those that received them?

General ALEXANDER. I don’t know, sir.
General BURGESS. Sir, I do not know.
Chairman WARNER. All right, thank you very much, because the

committee is anxious to get a hold of those documents. Thank you.
Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you very much to our panel.
I’d like to address this to General Romig. During the lunch hour,

I read through this United Press International story about Arnaud
de Borchgrave, who’s a very experienced writer. He writes, ‘‘Long
before the official reports and journalistic exposes revealing the
horrific abuse of Iraqi prisoners, high-ranking American officers
and the Judge Advocate General (JAG) expressed their deep con-
cern that the civilian officials at the Pentagon were undermining
the military’s detention rules and regulations and ignoring interro-
gation procedures, even citing cases of torture. The Pentagon civil-
ian leadership were appraised in late spring of 2003, and again in
October 2004. JAG officers are quoted as telling Scott Horton, the
chairman of the Committee on International Law of the Bar Asso-
ciation—New York Bar Association, that Feith had significantly
weakened the military rules and regulations governing prisoners of
war. JAG informants also blame the DOD’s Chief Counsel, William
Haynes, who’s been recently appointed by President Bush through
the Federal Appeals Court, along with Feith, for creating an atmos-
phere of legal ambiguity that allowed mistreatment of prisoners.
These were eight JAG officers that went and spoke with Scott Hor-
ton. One deputy counsel at the Pentagon, a staunch Republican, re-
cently resigned, as he explained, not for attribution, that right-
wing ideologues are putting at risk the reputation of the U.S. mili-
tary. JAG officers who spoke to Horton said civilian officials, di-
rected by Feith, removed safeguards that were designed to prevent
the abuses that the world has now witnessed. At Abu Ghraib, these
safeguards should have included observations of interrogations be-
hind two-way mirrors by JAG officers—would then be authorized
to stop any misconduct on the spot.’’

[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator KENNEDY. Now, do you know anything, General Romig,
about any of your officers in the DOD being concerned about these
issues?

General ROMIG. Sir, first, I received both of these articles from
one of your staffers immediately——

Senator KENNEDY. I wanted you to know it before I asked you
the question.

General ROMIG. Yes, sir. I appreciate that.
I also contacted my office immediately and said, ‘‘Let’s get to the

bottom of this and find out’’—for one thing, I can’t tell, really—and
I skimmed through the articles—if these are Army JAGs, Air Force
JAGs, Navy JAGs, or Marine JAGs. It’s troubling, regardless of
who said it, but we’re trying to get to the bottom of it.

Senator KENNEDY. Do you know whether they—any of these safe-
guards had been removed with regard to these prisons, such as the
two-way mirror? Have there been changes? Have there been alter-
natives for what—a process where JAG had been monitoring,
watching, or observing these kinds of interrogations?

General ROMIG. Sir, I’m not aware of the use of the two-way mir-
ror as a regular standard method of monitoring interrogations. The
fact that there are so many interrogations going on at different lo-
cations, we wouldn’t have enough JAG officers to sit through all of
these.

Senator KENNEDY. Do you know if there’s been a change? Here
is—‘‘Mr. Horton and the bar colleagues wrote to Haynes and the
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CIA’s general counsel in an effort to clarify U.S. policy on the treat-
ment and interrogation of detainees. ‘These inquiries,’ he recalls,
‘were met with a firm brush-off. We then turned to Senators who
have raised the issue previously, and assisted their staff in pursu-
ing it. These inquiries were met with a similar brush-off.’ ’’

What do you know about any of the changes that have taken
place with regards to the JAG position, in terms of observing the
interrogation of detainees, POW, combat——

General ROMIG. Sir, I’m not aware of any change in that regard.
Senator KENNEDY. That has not been brought at all to your at-

tention in the——
General ROMIG. Not the issue of the role of the JAG in the——
Senator KENNEDY. No one in your department has come to you

and expressed any kind of concern that they had heard that there
were these kinds of activities, inappropriate kinds of activities tak-
ing place in any of the prisons? I have to move along. Either yes
or no.

General ROMIG. Sir, I’m not aware of anybody specifically talking
about any issues in a prison who have looked into those.

Senator KENNEDY. With regard to the contractors, as I under-
stand, the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) doesn’t apply
to the contractors, does it?

General ROMIG. Sir, technically it would in a congressionally-de-
clared war. Article 2 of the UCMJ——

Senator KENNEDY. In the kind of situation we have now, it does
not.

General ROMIG. It does not, that is correct.
Senator KENNEDY. All right. What about the Status of Forces

Agreement (SOFA)? I understand we have a SOFA that excludes
prosecution for the military, also civilian personnel.

General ROMIG. It depends on which SOFA we’re talking about,
sir.

Senator KENNEDY. I’m talking about those that are applicable.
We’re talking about Iraq, and we’re talking about Afghanistan. If
there are other places you want to distinguish you can do that.

General ROMIG. Yes, sir. Basically, my understanding right now
is that we do not have a SOFA in Iraq because we are in a mode
where we are really operating the sovereignty there. But once it’s
turned over, that’ll be one of the issues that we must have, is a
SOFA.

Now, there is another piece of legislation that I think you’re
aware of——

Senator KENNEDY. That’s going to happen pretty quickly.
General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator KENNEDY. Give me, quickly, the answer in Afghanistan,

so I know that. Can they be prosecuted? Will civilians be protected
under the SOFA?

General ROMIG. Again, it depends on the kind of offense, but my
understanding is that we would have jurisdiction over those.

Senator KENNEDY. Homicide.
General ROMIG. Homicide——
Senator KENNEDY. There are two individuals——
General ROMIG.—U.S. on U.S., we’d have jurisdiction.
Senator KENNEDY. You’d have jurisdiction.
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Let me just, finally, ask General Alexander, what’s going to be
the status of these camps on June—at the time of the transfer of
sovereignty? Who’s taking them over? Is the United States still
going to be running these camps? Is it going to be the Iraqis? Tell
us what exactly is going to be the status in these prison camps in
Iraq.

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’m not sure of what the status is going
to be of those camps. I believe that we will still run some of those
camps. I know that when General Ryder went over, one of his
issues was to figure out when the Iraqis would be capable of run-
ning the camps, the prison system, themselves. I’m not sure what
the status is, sir. I’d have to take that for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
At the time of the transfer of sovereignty, all detainee facilities will remain under

the operational control of U.S. military forces.

Senator KENNEDY. My time is up.
Senator INHOFE [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Kennedy.
Senator Roberts has an Intelligence Committee commitment, so

I’m going to defer to him and then take his turn, without objection.
Senator ROBERTS. I thank the Senator, and I will try to be very

brief. I think many of the questions, while important, are a little
repetitive.

This is a question for General Romig. There has been a great
deal of discussion about the fact that the MI brigade at the prison
was given TACON of the MP unit there. Now, given the fact that
the abuse at issue is a violation of the UCMJ, what impact does
the issue of TACON have on the culpability of those who have com-
mitted these acts?

General ROMIG. Virtually none, sir. If you commit an offense
under the code, regardless of what the chain of command is,
charges can be preferred, and they would go up to the general
court-martial convening authority—or the special court-martial
convening authority, but if it’s serious offenses, it would go up to
the general court-martial convening authority, which would prob-
ably be either III Corps or CJTF–7.

Senator ROBERTS. The same question I asked this morning, and
a related question—an order to ‘‘soften up’’ a detainee would not
be a lawful order, is that correct?

General ROMIG. That’s exactly right, sir, depending on how it
was conveyed. But on its face, it does not sound like a lawful order.

Senator ROBERTS. So what legal basis, then, would a soldier have
for following that order?

General ROMIG. Sir, there would be none. Our soldiers are
taught, ‘‘Illegal orders are orders that you first must, or should, ap-
prise the person giving the order that it’s an illegal order, and, if
they don’t cease and desist, then you must disobey.’’

Senator ROBERTS. General Alexander, I know you went over, in
some detail, who had the accountability and the responsibility on
the lack of training and the lack of leadership and the lack of dis-
cipline. Who had the responsibility to ensure the MPs were prop-
erly trained and were actually fulfilling the unit’s mission? Are we
talking about Colonel Pappas or Lieutenant Colonel Jordan or Gen-
eral Karpinski? Who is it?
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General ALEXANDER. General Karpinski and Colonel Phillabaum,
sir.

Senator ROBERTS. And Colonel Phillabaum.
General ALEXANDER. The battalion commander.
Senator ROBERTS. Okay. Let me just say that—for the record,

and I hesitate doing this, but I think it’s pertinent to what has
been discussed by Senator McCain—there’s just been a video post-
ed on an Islamic militant Web site showing a group affiliated with
al Qaeda that beheaded an American civilian in Iraq, saying the
death was revenge for the abuse of the prisoners by American sol-
diers. I will not get into the individual’s name. After reading the
statement, the men were seen pulling the man to his side, and put-
ting a large knife to his neck, a scream sounded as the men lit-
erally cut off his head, shouting, ‘‘Allah akbar,’’ God is great, and
then held the head out before the camera.

It seems to me that this underscores, in part at least, the tre-
mendous value of interrogation and better intelligence to prevent
atrocities like this. I don’t think this was a one-for-one cause. In
other words, I think this happens anyway, under the cir-
cumstances. But there’s a different value system going on here. I
know we have to reach—for the very highest levels of conduct, and
I know we will. I know as soon as we get through with the in-
quiry—or the investigation, pardon me—the Fay Report—that
you’ll report back to the Intelligence Committee and this committee
on what happened.

I mention that only to show that this is a very difficult situation,
and, under the circumstances, I think that the American public cer-
tainly understands that.

I thank the Senator for yielding me the time.
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The ICRC has reported that it warned about prison abuses

throughout 2003, but it was only when a young soldier came for-
ward, on January 13, 2004, that an investigation was launched.
The question must be asked, why did the military only get serious
about this problem when one of its own broke silence?

General Alexander and General Burgess, you’re both senior mili-
tary officers with responsibilities for intelligence collection. The
ICRC made a litany of complaints about interrogations at Iraqi
prisons for more than a year. Why wasn’t an investigation
launched into those complaints? Why were our civilian and military
leaders sitting on their hands waiting for a whistleblower to come
forward, when ICRC reports were being stacked from floor to ceil-
ing?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’ll answer that first. I believe you’re
correct, that when that report went forward—and, as I understand,
it went forward to General Karpinski, and she responded to it.
What I would do in that situation is just as you said, I think an
investigation should be done to look into the incidents that the
ICRC had done at that time. I do not know if General Karpinski
did such an investigation. I do not know the answer to that. But
I do agree with you that if those allegations that were made in
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there were known to them, they should have investigated it right
then.

General BURGESS. Sir, and I would agree with what General Al-
exander said. I would also highlight that on the Joint Staff, as the
J–2, I never saw the ICRC report, until here in the last week.

Senator BYRD. Why were not the ICRC reports taken seriously?
Didn’t anyone stop to think that there was a problem here? Was
everyone just passing the buck, right up until the moment that this
young soldier stepped forward? Why did it take until last week for
the ICRC reports to make it to your desk? Shouldn’t you have been
seeking out these reports rather than waiting for them to come to
you?

General Alexander?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, that is a great question. As I under-

stand it, those reports go to the JAG at the CJTF–7 and were given
to the MP brigade commander at the time who was in charge of
the facility to answer. They were not widely disseminated at that
time. Why they were not widely disseminated, I do not know.
Going out and finding them, it’s hard to understand. I would like
to do that. I mean, exactly what you said. Had I known that there
was a report out there, exactly, I would go after it. It’s difficult to
know to go after one that you don’t know is there, to be honest.

Senator BYRD. General Burgess?
General BURGESS. Sir, I understand the system, as he has laid

out, and I would highlight that is also the system that I am famil-
iar with, based on Guantanamo. When the ICRC does their looks
down there also, they are provided to the commander down there,
which is the situation I’m more familiar with, because I was in-
volved in that process. So it should have been dealt with, but that
is the process that we currently have in place.

Senator BYRD. The ICRC reports that 70 percent to 90 percent
of the Iraqis in detentions were wrongfully arrested. If the military
and the administration seek to win the hearts and minds of the
Iraqi people, it will not be done by rounding up the usual suspects
and throwing them in dysfunctional prisons for no reason. General
Alexander, how can you justify a wrongful arrest rate of up to 90
percent? Who ordered the policies that resulted in the arrest of
nine innocent Iraqis for every one criminal or terrorist taken to
prison? Has anyone ordered an end to arbitrary arrest of the Iraqi
people, or is this just another issue that will be subject to another
investigation?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I don’t know how to answer that ques-
tion, but let me try this way. As I understand it, no one is going
out and just arresting people. In each case, the reasons for arrest
are based on shootings, an incident, or intelligence that they have.
I saw the report that you saw, that 70 to 90 percent. I do not know
that that’s true. I do know that there are a number of people that
have been arrested that, after further screening, it was determined
should not be arrested, but I don’t know the percentage to that, sir.

I do know that the commanders on the ground who are trying
to protect their troops and the Iraqi civilians, when you have peo-
ple armed with weapons who are in an area that is shooting at ei-
ther our people or the Iraqi people, that’s wrong, and that is one
of the reasons that many of these people are apprehended. How
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you go about that, that is a very difficult thing. The essence of your
question, though, and how to, as you put it, win the hearts and
minds of the people, is one of the things that we really have to
work at. That is the key to solving not only that problem, but the
rest of the problems in the Middle East.

Senator BYRD. Has anyone ordered an end to these arbitrary ar-
rests?

General ALEXANDER. You see, sir, I don’t know that anybody is
doing arbitrary arrests, as you say. I don’t know that. So, therefore,
I don’t know that they’ve ordered an end to it. I don’t know that
they’re setting up—as far as I know, they are not doing that.

General BURGESS. I have not seen any indication of arbitrary ar-
rests, sir. The only thing that I am familiar with, in terms of—as
individuals that have intelligence value are picked up by the units,
whether it be battalion or brigade, the general standing operating
procedure is, the brigade will hold onto them for up to 14 days and
conduct interrogations for actionable intelligence, and then, follow-
ing that time frame, they will be evacuated to Abu Ghraib or to an-
other holding area.

Senator BYRD. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator INHOFE. I thank the Senator.
In case our panel is wondering, there is a vote taking place right

now, and so I’m going to stay here and keep it open until someone
returns. So I may have 15 or 20 minutes here.

First of all, let me share a thought with you. You describe, Gen-
eral Alexander, the acts perpetrated by the seven as being rep-
rehensible, and I certainly agree with you. I have spent a lot of
time looking, since this first became public—and I think it’s gotten
way too much publicity, quite frankly, and I think a lot of it, as
I said this morning, is politically charged. But those reprehensible
acts, as near as I can determine, were confined to about seven peo-
ple. I understand those seven people are, right now, being pros-
ecuted within the system, and that’s taking place as we’re talking.

Now, first of all, is that your understanding, too?
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. I would add that others who wit-

nessed it, and did not report it, are also responsible, and those peo-
ple will be held accountable, too.

Senator INHOFE. Do you know about how many of those there
are?

General ALEXANDER. Right now, I know of two or three more who
will come forward in that category, so that those that you see in
the pictures, that they were in the pictures, even if they say, ‘‘All
I did was see this,’’ they should have reported it, and they were
wrong.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. My concern has been what effect this is
having on our ability to get actionable intelligence. This has been
a great concern of mine. First, if this hadn’t become public, if this
hadn’t come into the public arena as it has, is it your belief, each
one of you, that this would have been handled internally anyway?

General ALEXANDER. Absolutely, sir.
General BURGESS. Yes, sir.
General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator INHOFE. In fact, wasn’t it being handled long before that

happened?
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General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator INHOFE. As I look at the timeline and I see that starting

on January 3, 2004, the different things that happened, they
jumped right in, and I commended them this morning—General
Taguba—the fact that he did that all in just a little over 1 month,
that’s beyond the call of duty. So I would say that, and I think it’s
important that we tell the people of America that this would have
happened anyway.

I had—45 years ago, I was in the Army, and I was in the court
system. I was a court clerk. I think I saw one general the entire
time I was in the Army. But, nonetheless, I recall some of the
things that were going on at that time, and there are always court-
martial going on. This is not unusual. It’s taking place. They’re not
highly publicized. It’s probably good that they aren’t highly pub-
licized, and sometimes these are being abused.

Now, would you say that because of this, things are going on, in
terms of securing actionable intelligence as if this hadn’t hap-
pened?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I will tell you that General Miller is
now in charge of Abu Ghraib. He is a great officer. He understands
the process, and he understands the law. He has gone around and
talked to all of the MPs and all the interrogators and the rest of
the support troops there at Abu Ghraib and the other facilities and
told them how important their work is. Don’t let the actions of a
few stop the important work that they’re doing, because it is impor-
tant. Sir, I think that is exactly right. He is a great leader. He’s
not an MP officer, he’s not an MI officer. He’s a combat leader
who’s taken charge of that facility based on experience and lessons
that he learned at Guantanamo.

Senator INHOFE. I was down at Guantanamo, and I saw that,
and I think it’s very important for you folks, or us, to keep reinforc-
ing this, that these are things that are confined to just a small
handful of people. If you had, such as we know there were, about
700, I understand, guards at just this one prison, but there’s some
25 other prisons, too—that it’s something that we need to keep re-
minding people.

Chairman WARNER [presiding]. You can go vote.
Senator INHOFE. Let me finish when I get back.
Chairman WARNER. A vote is on, and we’re trying to keep the

hearing going.
Senator Dayton, have you voted?
Senator DAYTON. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Fine. Would you like to take your turn now?
Senator DAYTON. Thank you.
General Alexander, if I understand your remarks correctly, are

you asserting that the Taguba Report, the ICRC Report, and the
pictures of the prisoner abuses that we saw last week all refer to
the same limited number of events that were carried out by a few
MPs, with a couple of unidentified low-level MI officials perhaps
interacting with them to lead them to those actions?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’d note that in the ICRC Report it says
that one of the detainees had women’s underwear on their head.
I, you, the American public saw that photo on TV. That led me to
make that statement that those same things that they noted in
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their report we see in a photograph. So, yes, sir, that is why I made
that. Now, I’m not asserting that it is only isolated to seven people
at one facility, everybody else is pure. I would not make that state-
ment. I’m saying that the incidences I looked at, the ICRC allega-
tions, and as I look at these allegations I see a very close parallel,
and that that committee report was done on two visits in October.

Senator DAYTON. I’m sorry, what committee, sir?
General ALEXANDER. The ICRC Report was done based on their

visits in October to Abu Ghraib. That’s why I made that statement,
and I believe that is accurate. Now, the ICRC could say—you see,
I don’t know who was photographing, and they didn’t know either;
they just said it was being photographed, and they made that
statement. Does that make sense?

Senator DAYTON. It does make sense. It may well be the same
individuals, although the report, as I read it, refers to other abuses
that occurred in that prison to other prisoners that didn’t fit the
descriptions in those pictures. But I guess I just wanted to clarify,
for my own understanding, what you’re implying here, because, as
I read the ICRC Report, it refers to 14 other—or a total of 14 de-
tention centers or prisons, and I don’t know how to quantify the ex-
tent of the violations that they are alleging, but it certainly ap-
pears to be far broader and more systemic than one set of incidents
photographed at one prison. Would you concur with that sir, or do
you——

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir, I think—in the ICRC Report, there
was one portion on Abu Ghraib——

Senator DAYTON. Right.
General ALEXANDER.—which is what I was referencing.
Senator DAYTON. Okay.
General ALEXANDER. There are allegations, and there are inves-

tigations ongoing at other prisons. Anytime someone does some-
thing that violates the law, we ought to ensure that we begin an
investigation. Normally, a criminal investigation, the Army Crimi-
nal Investigation Division (CID) does that.

Senator DAYTON. The references—and, again, it’s hard to know
exactly who—it’s impossible to know who they’re referring to, but
there are a number of references in the ICRC Report to MI person-
nel, and how that they—to characterize these—what they say are
various abuses. Some officers told the ICRC that the widespread
ill-treatment of persons deprived of their liberty during arrest, ini-
tial internment, and tactical questioning was due to a lack of MPs
on the ground to supervise and control behavior, the lack of experi-
ence of intelligence officers in charge of ‘‘tactical questioning.’’
What is tactical questioning?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, that’s at the maneuver-battalion/ma-
neuver-brigade level. When you first get a prisoner, what are the
questions that you ask him? We actually did send a tactical ques-
tioning training team over to all the divisions to train them on the
standards for that.

Senator DAYTON. All right, thank you.
Another part of the report says, ‘‘Several military intelligence of-

ficers confirmed to the International Red Cross that it was part of
the military intelligence process to hold a person deprived of his
liberty naked in a completely dark and empty cell for a prolonged
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period, to use inhumane and degrading treatment, including phys-
ical and psychological coercion against persons deprived of their
liberty to secure their cooperation.’’ This is not referring to the Abu
Ghraib facility. I take it that certainly would appear to violate the
edicts that you have described.

General ALEXANDER. Absolutely, sir.
Senator DAYTON. It also refers to other MI. Referring to Abu

Ghraib, the MI officer in charge of the interrogation that they wit-
nessed in early October explained that this practice of denying
them of their—keeping them completely naked in empty concrete
cells, in total darkness, allegedly for several days. The ICRC inves-
tigators interrupted his visit and requested an explanation from
the authorities. The MI officer-in-charge of the interrogation ex-
plained that this practice was ‘‘part of the process.’’ The process ap-
peared to be a give-and-take policy, whereby persons deprived of
their liberty were ‘‘drip-fed’’ with new items—clothing, bedding, hy-
giene articles—in exchange for their ‘‘cooperation.’’ Again, this
would violate the practices of the——

General ALEXANDER. Absolutely wrong.
Senator DAYTON.—instructions?
General ALEXANDER. Absolutely wrong.
Senator DAYTON. How, then, were these—if these are MI officers,

how are they getting—how are they deviating, then, from—and to
what extent were they—to what extent were there MI officers who
were deviating from what you said were the clear instructions they
had received?

General ALEXANDER. Right. Sir, here’s what we have to clarify on
that point, which we do not know. Who is the person they referred
to as a ‘‘military intelligence officer’’? Was it one of the contractors
or was it one of the interrogators? Both did not wear rank, as is
normal practice, because you don’t want an interrogator who is a
Spec-4 interrogating a major. In some cultures, that would never—
they would never get anything. So they go in without rank, and so
it may be that an interrogator, civilian or military, indeed, said
that. If that happened, that is one of the individuals that we need
to find and hold accountable.

Senator DAYTON. I’d just—my time is expired, but how are—
what steps have been taken to assure that this is not happening
now, and will not happen in the future there?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, clearly, with General Miller there, not
only do we have the supervision, but he is going back and ensuring
everybody understands those requirements and, I think, forcing the
leadership from both the units to be at the facility 24 hours a day.
That’s what needs to happen.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Dayton.
I’m going to ask the indulgence of my colleagues. I just left the

floor, as all of us did, in connection with voting, and the Senators
on the floor are in a virtual state of shock about this report about
this alleged beheading, and it brings to mind a concern. It’s all
right in here, very clearly. We’re waiting for the Fay Report. We
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don’t know how long that’s going to be. How many weeks or
months might that Fay Report take?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, he’s trying to get it done within a
month.

Chairman WARNER. Within a month. Then I suppose, it has to
be chopped on by General Abizaid in the chain—in CENTCOM.
Would that be correct? In other words, how soon can—whether it’s
Congress or internally within the executive branch, Department of
the Army, DOD—we begin to address where the problem might lie
so that it can’t be repeated? Because it is clear in this report that
our service men and women serving in Iraq, Afghanistan, and
around the world are now—could well be subjected to this type of
threat.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. As a matter of fact, the first question I asked

on the last—to the hearing with Secretary Rumsfeld and the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs was to General Myers. I asked if these sto-
ries are generating a greater risk to your men and women in uni-
form worldwide? The answer was yes.

You have to balance the UCMJ, comparing all these reports with
the need to really, and on almost a real-time basis, begin to deal
with this problem so it can’t happen again or proliferate further.

Can you comment on the enhanced risk to our forces in your in-
telligence channels? What evaluation have you made?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, first, we are taking actions right away.
We are not waiting on the Fay Report to fix anything. We’re wait-
ing on the Fay Report to find more information on others who
should be held accountable. We are taking actions, and that’s what
you’re seeing. Those people who we can hold accountable now, who
should be charged, are being charged. As General Taguba ex-
plained, he did not go into the depths on the MI part of this, and
we need to do that and find out, just as Senator Dayton brought
out, if there were MI officers or personnel involved, and hold them
accountable. So we’re doing that in parallel. We’re not waiting.

Chairman WARNER. All right.
General ALEXANDER. Currently, sir, we’re fixing——
Chairman WARNER. I don’t want to take up too much time.
Did you have any further comments, General Burgess, on this

situation, the enhanced risk to our forces worldwide, particularly in
Iraq and Afghanistan?

General BURGESS. Sir, as you highlighted, from what Chairman
Myers and Secretary Rumsfeld said, Chairman Myers has given me
direction to pay attention since this incident, and we have been fol-
lowing the intelligence. There has been an up-tick, a little bit——

Chairman WARNER. Don’t use the word up-tick.
General BURGESS. I’m sorry, sir. There has been an increase, if

you will, in some of the threat reportings. We have followed that.
We have also been following the foreign press as we have followed
that. This incident this last weekend that you’re reading about,
which occurred on Saturday, is one that we are taking a look at
to see if we can make a direct correlation to, but at this time have
not been able to.

Chairman WARNER. The committee would like to have copies.
You have a report that goes out, which is—it’s in the open—about
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intelligence repercussions. I used it once upon a time. We’ll see
that we get it from you.

Senator Allard.
Senator ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Roberts brought up the beheading article in his ques-

tions and I just want to compliment you on the great response that
I think you gave. We still need to comply with the Geneva Conven-
tions and that we still need to welcome oversight, like from the
ICRC, and that you do welcome oversight, like from the committee.
But there is an inherent risk when we make this public, and I
think we all need to recognize that. But I also think it highlights
the difference between our system and our way of doing things, as
opposed to our opposition so many times, who refuse to comply
with that. I understand the need to do that. Because if we can
make these work, and we get our adversaries to comply with it, it
means our people, our men and women who are serving in the
Armed Forces, if they happen to be prisoners, have a better chance
of survival.

So I compliment you on your foresight. This is unfortunate that
this happened, and it’s just—when you make things public like
this, this is what happens. You’re going to increase antagonism on
the other side, and we need to think about those things.

I was struck by the fact that there were people within the prison,
an individual, at least one, who knew the rules well enough to re-
port an infraction, and knew that he could do that. In fact, he was
encouraged to do that. So the message got down to some of those
people who were working in the prison. Apparently, it didn’t get to
some of the others. Can you explain the discrepancy in why some
of them got the message and some of them didn’t? Or is it your
view that some of them decided just to ignore the law?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I believe that it was a group that
lacked discipline and leadership. I think that—your latter state-
ment is the more accurate. I think that’s really what happened. I
know that, as I stated earlier, cases that were brought up, people
were disciplined, and corrective action taken. So there were people
who knew the rules and brought them forward consistently. It was
not just that one. There were a couple of instances that I—for the
record, those incidences. But you will see, in those incidents, that,
in fact, they were—when they were brought up, the leadership im-
mediately took action, brought the JAG in, said, ‘‘Okay, what hap-
pened?’’ So I think that—I think that needs to come out. Because
I think the perception is that we’re not all—but when those things
were going on—I don’t know, as I said earlier, what was done
about the ICRC Report, whether an investigation was started on
that.

Senator ALLARD. My perception is that actually there was a prob-
lem being recognized before this incident actually happened, in Oc-
tober and December, and there were already——

General ALEXANDER. Right.
Senator ALLARD.—people beginning to become made aware of

this, and there was beginning to be some review. But, obviously,
you can’t jump ahead of the review. You have to establish the facts
before you can take action. Am I correct in assuming that there al-
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ready was some review beginning to take place, before the 1st of
October, of the prison system and how we were handling prisoners?

General ALEXANDER. There clearly are reviews that went on, in
terms of when General Ryder went over to look at the prisons for
General Sanchez.

Senator ALLARD. That was part of routine review, I guess.
General ALEXANDER. That was part of a routine—yes, sir.
Senator ALLARD. Okay, very good.
General ALEXANDER. When General Miller went over to look at

how they set up and how they get that—how they set the flow of
information, that also was important.

Senator ALLARD. General Alexander, at any time after September
11, 2001, did the Army staff develop or issue to field commanders
a revised doctrine for collecting intelligence specifically through the
strategic exploitation of battlefield detainees or enemy prisoners of
war?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, we didn’t put out a revised doctrine,
per se. But I will tell you that we did look at how we do data-min-
ing, as the Department of the Army and as the Intelligence Com-
munity, and how we used that data-mining to support analysis.
Our intelligence system has an awful lot of information, and that
some of that information may apply to the guy who is being inter-
rogated. In the past, we were never able to use that. Some of the
tools and things that we do use and that we have pushed forward,
allow us to take advantage of all parts of our Government for the
interrogators, so when they set that interrogation package up—
that’s one of the things that is evolving, and I think it’s excep-
tional.

Senator ALLARD. General Burgess, did the Joint Staff develop—
same question—or issue to field commanders revised doctrine for
collecting intelligence specifically through the strategic exploitation
of battlefield detainees or enemy prisoners of war?

General BURGESS. Sir, there wasn’t any doctrine, if you will, that
was promulgated. But what I will tell you, since you picked on Sep-
tember 2001, is that as we stood up Guantanamo Bay, in December
2002, we pulled together across the community, across the Intel-
ligence Community and the military, those folks who had some in-
sights into how we would do that. I had to go back to the Vietnam
War and the Korean War to find the last time we had held detain-
ees and conducted strategic debriefing, if you will, in the numbers
we were talking about, because even when we conducted Oper-
ations Desert Shield/Desert Storm, in the early 1990s, we gathered
a lot of people, but we didn’t do much, in terms of interrogation,
before the war was over and we released. So we hadn’t set up a
process. So it was a re-learning experience in some cases.

Senator ALLARD. General Romig, would you characterize for us
the number, just a rough estimate, of the UCMJ hearings the
Army conducted during Operations Enduring Freedom or Iraqi
Freedom regarding the mistreatment of enemy prisoners of war or
battlefield detainees or other such prisoners? Then, the final ques-
tion, where is the threshold? At what point does this trend reach
such a level that the Chairman or the Secretary of Defense
(SECDEF) needs to intervene?
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General ROMIG. Sir, we’ve been tracking these since probably end
of November, first part of December, all detainee abuse cases, both
in Iraq and Afghanistan. We currently have about 83 cases. Twen-
ty-two of those cases were cases that were initiated at the unit
level. Somebody came forward and reported misconduct. A lot of it
was low-level misconduct. Often, at the unit level, it was at road-
blocks and things like that, where somebody mistreated a civilian.
But we’re tracking all of those. The units are handling those with
a wide variety of disciplinary actions, from court-martial down
through article 15 non-judicial punishment and administrative ac-
tions, reliefs, administrative eliminations from the service, and all
those kinds of things. So 83 is the number we have right now, sir.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Lieberman.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I’ve been thinking—and I gave voice to this the other day in this

hearing—that in our pursuit of justice for those who have commit-
ted what you, General Alexander, quite appropriately described as
reprehensible acts in the prison in Iraq, which have angered, em-
barrassed you in the military, we in Congress, the American peo-
ple, that there was a danger that people might misunderstand who
has the moral high ground generally, and Iraq specifically. In my
opinion, the zeal with which we pursue this wrongdoing, punish
those responsible, make sure nothing like it exists anywhere else
in our American military prison system, assures us and the world
that we do have the moral high ground. I’ve worried, as I’ve
watched the public opinion polls, with support seeming to drop in
the last week for our mission in Iraq and the focus on these inves-
tigations, that there was beginning to be a blurring of that distinc-
tion.

Then we hear this story, which I assume, for the moment, is
true, of al Qaeda beheading an American. There we see what is ex-
actly the truth. We have the moral high ground in Iraq. Our en-
emies are the exact opposite. They are inhumane and immoral.
There’s not going to be any investigation by any al Qaeda legisla-
tive body of how that happened. Osama bin Laden and Zarqawi are
not going to apologize to that man’s family or to the American peo-
ple.

I hope that this awful inhumane act brings us to clarity that
what happened in that prison was wrong, that we will search it out
and eliminate it, and that it does not diminish the support for our
cause in Iraq, which I consider to be not only moral, but fundamen-
tal to the future security of the American people.

What’s going to happen if these people, who beheaded this man,
our enemies who are fighting us, force us to retreat from Iraq?
Think about how they will be emboldened and how our future and
the future of our children will be compromised.

In that regard, I greatly appreciated your answer to Senator
McCain’s question about the Geneva Conventions, we embrace it
because it’s the law of the land, and we believe in the rule of law,
and we want our prisoners to be treated humanely.

In that regard, I want to ask you a few questions. I remain un-
certain about the application of the Geneva Conventions to detain-
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ees in the prisons in Iraq. Secretary Rumsfeld testified the other
day that he felt they weren’t entitled to the rights under the Gene-
va Conventions, but they were generally going to be given them.
Maybe General Romig, on behalf of JAG, if you participate in any
meetings and you understand this—we understand that the people
at Abu Ghraib didn’t follow the Geneva Conventions, that’s obvi-
ously and painfully clear. But what was the state of the under-
standing of the rights of those who were taken as detainees if they
were not formally under the Geneva Conventions? If they were not,
why weren’t they?

General ROMIG. Sir, there’s really two bases to say that we apply
the Geneva Conventions to these folks. First is, DOD policy and
Joint Chiefs of Staff instructions say, for all conflicts that we’re
going to be involved in, we’re going to apply the Geneva Conven-
tions, but, additionally, Geneva Conventions number four applies to
the situation of an occupation or where we’re running the govern-
ment, and these individuals—number four is for civilians.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right.
General ROMIG. Number four is the one that we are applying in

Iraq. One of the things that we’re doing, and I don’t know if this
is the time to do it, but I wanted to dispel the——

Senator LIEBERMAN. Forgive me——
General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator LIEBERMAN.—I just wanted to make clear that you would

say that all of these security detainees are entitled to rights under
the Geneva Conventions—not as great as POWs, but rights, none-
theless.

General ROMIG. A sliding scale of rights, depending on what
they’re being detained for and—but, certainly, yes. What I was
going to illustrate is, we have a procedure for detainees being
brought in, in Abu Ghraib and all of the other detention facilities,
where there is—first off, they have to have an apprehension form,
Coalition Provisional Authority apprehension form, two sworn
statements. They go through a screening process, and, within 72
hours, our magistrate cell of three to five JAGs at Abu Ghraib, do
a review of the evidence to see if they’re being properly detained,
if there’s evidence to support probable cause to believe that they’ve
committed the offense. On top of that, we also afford them Article
78 of the Geneva Conventions number four, which requires that
you apprise them of why they’re being held, and an opportunity to
either appeal or provide a statement. We do that for every de-
tainee.

Senator LIEBERMAN. As far as you know, that was done, the de-
tainees who we see humiliated and otherwise abused in those pic-
tures?

General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me ask you another kind of question,

which goes to the credibility of the investigation. I know there are
a lot of investigations going on. General Fay, the Inspector Gen-
eral, seems to be doing something, and we’ve asked questions here
at our hearings about up the chain of command. Is there any group
now investigating that question of whether there was culpability
up the chain of command of the behavior that we have all been so
offended by in the Abu Ghraib prison?
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General ROMIG. Sir, there are two ongoing investigations. Gen-
eral Alexander mentioned the Procedure 15, which is looking at the
MI side, but that’s up the MI side of the chain, and there is an on-
going CID investigation that is looking at taking all the leads from
all the interviews they do and running it wherever it might go.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Again, none of those is limited to the people
seen in the pictures or in cell block 1A or even at Abu Ghraib.
They’re going to go as high as the investigation takes them.

General ROMIG. It depends on the evidence they develop, yes, sir.
Senator LIEBERMAN. A final question—I apologize, my time’s

up—what about this group Secretary Rumsfeld announced Friday,
which seemed to get lost in all the news about his testimony, the
commission that is headed by Secretary Schlesinger and Secretary
Brown and a couple of others. Do you know what their authority
is here?

General ROMIG. Sir, I do not know the authority. I’ve not seen
their charter, but I think it is a good idea.

Senator LIEBERMAN. What do you think they’re going to do?
General ROMIG. Sir, I think they’re probably going to make rec-

ommendations on both detention procedures and interrogation pro-
cedures, and look at just an outside look at what we’re doing.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Okay, thank you.
Thanks, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. I thank you, Senator Lieberman, for bring-

ing out those points.
We’re almost in a lock-down for getting information, subject to

the completion of all these investigations, which are necessary. But
I’m just concerned.

Senator Inhofe, you had some time.
Senator INHOFE. Yes, my questions were interrupted by a vote,

so let me just go back and pick up where we left off.
First off, I think we concluded that in the absence of all the pub-

licity and all of this, that the seven people who are responsible for
the acts we’ve been talking about would have been and were being
prosecuted anyway to the same degree, and then also that I believe
you said my concerns should not be all that great, that because of
all of this that you are inhibited in what you’re able to do, in terms
of your gathering intelligence information now. In other words,
you’re still ongoing in getting this information. Do you all agree to
that?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator INHOFE. Okay. Now, you were here, I think, when Gen-

eral Taguba was testifying this morning, and I asked him a series
of questions, in terms of did he really feel that the offenses, that
the reprehensible acts, were confined to cell block 1A and 1B of one
prison, and then, in addition to that, that we don’t have any evi-
dence that this is going on at any of the other 25 prisons. He
agreed to that. Do the three of you agree with that?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator INHOFE. As far as you know.
General ALEXANDER. Of this sort.
General BURGESS. As far as I know.
Senator INHOFE. I think that’s very important, because there’s an

article this morning in the Washington Post that alleged abuses
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like those in the prison are widespread, and not isolated, and I just
think it’s a bad message to send out since the message is wrong,
and I wanted to hear all of you express yourselves.

Now, as far as the cell blocks 1A and B are concerned—more
hard-core guys, aren’t they?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator INHOFE. I understand that you have three categories.

One was enemy POWs, one was Iraqi crimes against Iraqis, and
one was Iraqi crimes against the coalition. So it is that last cat-
egory where the most serious ones are, is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. Those who have great intel value, yes, sir.
Senator INHOFE. Intel value, that’s good. Now, something was

brought up by Senator Byrd, and he was quoting from this report,
and I want to clarify this, because I think it’s very, very important.
In fact, I was criticized. These people didn’t understand what was
said in the report that came from the ICRC. They talked about 70
to 90 percent of the persons were deprived of their liberty in Iraq
and had been arrested by mistake. I have been told that as you ar-
rest people, and we find out that, number one, they didn’t do any-
thing that was all that bad, and, number two, they had no value,
in terms of intelligence, that there’s a revolving door, they go right
back out. I would suggest that this 70 to 90 percent would include
all those people who were brought in, and then they found out they
didn’t have anything of any value to us, in terms of intelligence.
Do you want to comment on that?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, the 70 to 90 percent, I don’t know
where we get that number, and I don’t know that that is an accu-
rate number. I do know that, just as you said, when they find they
have a person who was wrongfully arrested, the intent is to get
that person back out as quickly as possible.

Senator INHOFE. I think that’s exactly the answer I was looking
for. A lot of people out there are thinking that 90 percent of the
people arrested didn’t do anything, and that just flat isn’t true.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Inhofe.
Senator Reed?
Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
General Alexander, when was General Fay appointed to conduct

his investigation?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, the 7th of April is my understanding of

the date that he was appointed, and I think that was the day after
the 15–6 investigation was signed off.

Senator REED. Now, General Sanchez received a report from the
ICRC in February, is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, General Sanchez’s headquarters re-
ceived it. I don’t know when General Sanchez got it.

Senator REED. But his headquarters received it in February.
Within this report, there are allegations or actually statements by
the inspectors. In particular, they witnessed the practice of keeping
persons deprived of their liberty, completely naked in totally empty
concrete cells, in total darkness, allegedly for several consecutive
days. First, that’s a violation of the commander’s guidance.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. That’s a violation of the Geneva Conventions.
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General ALEXANDER. Exactly, sir.
Senator REED. So this report is received in February.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. In this particular incident, the explanation for

this behavior was because the MI officer said it was part of the
process.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. From February to April——
General ALEXANDER. No, sir. Let me, if I might——
Senator REED. Go ahead, General.
General ALEXANDER. We touched on this briefly before. In the

identification of who’s a MI officer——
Senator REED. General, if you’ll excuse me, the sequence is that

the report’s received by headquarters in February——
General ALEXANDER. That’s correct.
Senator REED.—containing this information, which would raise,

I think, serious concerns about policy, about practice, about compli-
ance with the Geneva Conventions in the intelligence operation, re-
gardless of who the individual is. It takes until April 4 to appoint
an investigating officer.

General ALEXANDER. Sir, there’s an ongoing investigation at that
time, which is the Taguba investigation on that facility.

Senator REED. General Taguba testified earlier today because of
his mission he was not required to, nor was he encouraged to, in-
vestigate the MI aspects. Is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. That’s correct. When that was brought
out—as soon as that was brought out and made public, to the best
of my knowledge—you see, I did not receive a copy of the ICRC Re-
port until this week.

Senator REED. Now, I understand from your testimony that Gen-
eral Karpinski received a report even before General Sanchez.

General ALEXANDER. That is correct, sir. My understanding is,
she did an out-brief in November of that report, and she responded
on the 24th of December with actions.

Senator REED. She did not inform General Sanchez or his head-
quarters of these allegations which violated his policy and which
violated the Geneva Conventions?

General ALEXANDER. I do not know who—I understand, but I do
not know who, other than the JAG—is my understanding is the
only person who had information at the CJTF–7. But, sir, I will
have to take that for the record to give you the exact answer. I do
not know.

[The information referred to follows:]
Lieutenant General Sanchez can provide the most authoritative answer on when

he became knowledgeable on the findings of the International Committee of the Red
Cross on Abu Ghraib.

General ALEXANDER. The other part that we answered on that
was, we do not know if General Karpinski started an investigation
based on the incidents that were in those reports, because, as you
point out, they’re illegal.

Senator REED. General Burgess, the JIDC, that’s a joint asset,
not an Army asset, is that correct?

General BURGESS. Sir, it is joint.
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Senator REED. Colonel Norton is an Army officer, former JDIC
commander, Colonel Steve Norton?

General BURGESS. I’m not sure if he is an Army officer or not.
Senator REED. Do you know anything about his background,

where he’s served before?
General BURGESS. No, sir, I do not.
Senator REED. Were you involved with General Miller’s trip, in

terms of being briefed about it or being involved in his trip in Au-
gust in which he talked about a different regime, if you will, in
that prison?

General BURGESS. Yes, sir, I was.
Senator REED. Are you aware of the recommendations he made,

including that the MP should be preparing prisoners for interroga-
tion?

General BURGESS. Sir, when he did his report, that was provided
to the theater, and it was not provided to the Joint Staff; however,
I did talk to General Miller, and subsequently received a copy of
that report.

Senator REED. So you were aware of the fact that he was rec-
ommending something which General Taguba had recognized as
being—at least if carried out, would be violating Army regulations
and maybe even implicated in the Geneva Conventions?

General BURGESS. Sir, I was aware, as I looked at what General
Miller said, and I have read his report, and I have looked at slides
that accompany that. I interpreted what General Miller had said
in a different manner, I think, than maybe General Taguba may
have, and that probably came from my working with him down at
Guantanamo.

Senator REED. Did Secretary Cambone’s office receive the same
briefing, to your knowledge?

General BURGESS. Sir, I do not know if Secretary Cambone re-
ceived it or not.

Senator REED. Who else, to your knowledge, received the briefing
from General Miller about his recommendations or saw the report
or slides?

General BURGESS. Sir, as far as I know, I can only confirm that
General Miller’s report was provided to Lieutenant General
Sanchez. If it was provided higher, I’m not certain. I have slides
that were prepared for the DOD, but I have not been able to con-
firm that they were ever presented.

Senator REED. The ROE that you have handed out, General Al-
exander, were they changed in any respect with respect to the Mil-
ler——

General ALEXANDER. No, sir. Those rules, as I stated, stem from
our FM on interrogation operations, and so when you look at that,
that manual was written in 1984, and it’s consistent. So it’s one
that we have——

Senator REED. General Miller recommended the establishment of
the theater JIDC in his report. Is that correct?

General BURGESS. Yes, sir, he did comment on that.
Senator REED. General Sanchez approved that?
General BURGESS. Sir, I would assume General Sanchez ap-

proved that, because they, in fact, formed a JIDC.
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Senator REED. Can you also assume that General Sanchez ap-
proved his recommendation with respect to using MP to prepare
the prisoners for interrogation?

General BURGESS. No, sir, I cannot assume that, because I have
not seen any authorities or promulgation put from General Sanchez
following the release of the Miller Report to him.

General ALEXANDER. Sir, may I comment on that? Because I
think it’s taken out of context. I know what it says, but I honestly
believe that that is taken out of context. I have talked to General
Miller on what he meant. I have read our doctrine from both the
MP and the MI side. The part about where MP and MI have to
work together for screening and for understanding the mindset of
the prisoner before he’s interrogated is something that we do have
to closely work on, and it is something that was broken.

Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, might I ask one follow-up ques-
tion?

Chairman WARNER. Yes. If I may say, you have a very important
line of questioning, and you may take another minute.

Senator REED. General Alexander or General Romig, is, any-
where within the Miller report or the slides, clearly stated that the
situation in Iraq is different than Guantanamo, that the Geneva
Conventions applies in Guantanamo? I ask this because the inter-
pretation of what is meant by preparing prisoners in the Guanta-
namo environment has a much different legal and practical con-
notation. In the Iraq environment, it has a much, much different
connotation. It appears that the Guantanamo connotation found
itself in Iraq, as prisoners were being, in this report, subject to the
violations of the commander’s guidance. Also the Geneva Conven-
tions, did you see anything where it was emphasized the fact that
this would be two separate situations? General Romig, I think you
concur with my analysis.

General ROMIG. Yes, sir, they are two separate situations, but I
did not see the slides on that, so I don’t know.

Senator REED. General Alexander? General Burgess?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’ve seen the slides, and, again, I’ve

been to Guantanamo, and I talked to General Miller after his visit
to Iraq. Clearly, before going to Iraq, his concern was they had
enough people. Iraq was getting all the interrogators. They don’t
need the help. He went over there, and he saw some of the condi-
tions in the camp—that was prior to Abu Ghraib—and he helped
fix that. That was the old Camp Cropper. So one of the things that
he did in his time there was, for General Sanchez, looked at what
needed to be fixed in other camps, the humane treatment, and the
facilities that we have at Guantanamo are an order or magnitude
better than the facilities we have in Iraq. He understood that right
away. Sir, he also understood that the ability to integrate intel-
ligence into interrogations and what he called the flow of informa-
tion that he had at Guantanamo does not exist in Iraq, because the
system was not there to support it. All of those needed to be fixed,
and those were the key things he was talking about. Nowhere—and
he added a line in his report to have the legal review or rec-
ommendations to make sure what we’re saying is correct. But, sir,
I believe that what he said was honestly correct, and I believe that
there was no intent to, as it is taken, to, quote, ‘‘soften up’’ pris-
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oners for interrogation. I know it says it, and people are quoting
those, but I’ve talked to General Miller, and I will tell you, I hon-
estly believe that he did not say it in those manners.

Senator REED. Just a final question.
Chairman WARNER. We need to move on, Senator. I thank the

Senator.
General ROMIG. Sir, if I could, there’s one final point, if I could,

on General Miller’s—if you read his report, his primary focus was
in three areas—integration, synchronization, and fusion. That’s
where his report went and how that comes together and works. The
line on ‘‘softening up,’’ as I read the report, that does not come out,
to me, in terms of doing that.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you. We will hopefully have General
Miller before the committee at some point.

Senator Collins.
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Alexander and General Burgess, the February 2004 re-

port of the ICRC states that there was a particular category of pris-
oners that was particularly at risk for abuse, and I want to quote
to you from the report. It says that ‘‘persons deprived of their lib-
erty under the supervision of the MI were at high risk of being sub-
jected to a variety of harsh treatments, ranging from insults,
threats, and humiliations to both physical and psychological coer-
cion, which, in some cases, was tantamount to torture, in order to
force cooperation.’’ That’s pretty strong language, talking about
prisoners who were under the control of MI being of particularly
high risk.

General Alexander, you’ve said that this report only came to your
attention, I believe you said, last week, or relatively recently. Gen-
eral Burgess, when did you learn of the ICRC Report? I’m talking
about the February report?

General BURGESS. Yes, ma’am. Just last week.
Senator COLLINS. Shouldn’t this report, with its indictment of

certain MI, have been brought to your attention sooner than that?
Who should have brought this to your attention, General Alexan-
der?

General ALEXANDER. Ma’am, clearly it should be brought to the
attention of the commander responsible for that theater so he can
take action on it. My understanding is that the initial report did
go to General Karpinski, and that she was asked to respond to that
report, and did so on the 24th of December. I do not know if she,
in fact, started an investigation into those, because they are seri-
ous, and I agree with you that as soon as we hear about one of
those allegations an investigation should begin right away, and we
shouldn’t wait for it.

Senator COLLINS. I want to bring up a second issue and have all
three of you comment. If a small group of guards, on their own ini-
tiative, decided to abuse their prisoners, I am very skeptical that
they would have chosen bizarre sexual humiliations that were spe-
cifically designed to be particularly offensive to Muslim men. It
seems to me that it is far more likely that a group of out-of-control,
undisciplined guards would beat up prisoners, not strip them
naked and put them in a human pyramid. That really troubles me,
because it just doesn’t—it implies too much knowledge of what
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would be particularly humiliating to these Muslim prisoners. That
is why, even though I do not yet have the evidence, I cannot help
but suspect that others were involved, that MI were involved, or
people further up the chain of command, in suggesting to these
guards specific types of abuse that were designed to break these
prisoners.

I would like to ask each of you to comment on that, starting with
General Alexander.

General ALEXANDER. Ma’am, your logic is correct. I think that
the difficulty is to find out who told whom what to do. As you state,
the soldiers that are charged are saying that, ‘‘Military intelligence
told me to do this.’’ Now, the question is, ‘‘Who?’’ A defense can’t
be, ‘‘I was told to do it by that group or that group.’’ ‘‘Who told
you?’’ That’s really where we need to get to. Who told them to do
this? Who was that individual? That is the key to all of this.

Now, in the General Taguba Report, there were three soldiers,
not interrogators, who are MI analysts that were listed, and there
were two contractors listed. It appears that at least one of the con-
tractors did tell some of them some of this, but it’s not clear what
they said. What complicates that, as I understand it, is, some of
these soldiers now that are charged have pleaded the Fifth and are
not talking to the investigators to give out the rest of what they
know. So we want to get exactly the facts that you’re stating, be-
cause that is important to us. To fix the system, we have to know
who, we have to know what they did and why they did it, and then
we have to take action, hold them accountable and fix it so that
it doesn’t happen again. So I agree with the way that you put that
out.

Senator COLLINS. General Burgess?
General BURGESS. Ma’am, what you’ve laid out is logical. What

I would say is, I’ve learned, doing intelligence work, that you close
no doors, you see where the threads, as I call them, will take you.
But the last point I would leave you with, in my short 30 years in
the military, I’m not surprised much anymore what one person will
do to another person. Just dealing with things that I’ve had to deal
with through my career, just dealing with the situations that come
up. So anything is possible. I’m not condoning, not saying it’s right.
It’s just human nature in some cases.

Senator COLLINS. General?
General ROMIG. Senator, since we have an ongoing CID inves-

tigation and pending cases, it would be inappropriate for me to
comment.

Senator COLLINS. I thought you would answer that way.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Senator, it’s an excellent line of questioning.

We keep coming up against the following: ‘‘CENTCOM knew it, but
we didn’t know it,’’ or, ‘‘investigation is going to learn the facts.’’
We’re creeping along here trying to get at these questions. At the
same time, I guess we have to observe the integrity of these inves-
tigations. But I agree with you, these youngsters didn’t understand
the nuances of Muslim culture, who some people say staged those
photographs, which I understand were going to be shown to the
prisoners’ families, by way of threat, unless he came forward with
some valuable information. The plot is thickening.
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But I’m just curious, General Alexander, you wear three stars,
you’re the Chief of Army Intelligence, you train all your people, you
send them to the combatant commanders. It would seem to me if
they are represented to have done wrong—I don’t care whether it’s
CENTCOM, Southern Command (SOUTHCOM), European Com-
mand (EUCOM)—they should inform you promptly of what your
people are doing wrong. That’s my view.

Now, we turn over here to our good friend, Senator Akaka.
Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I’ve been asking questions about contracted personnel. General

Burgess, how many U.S. contracted personnel do we have working
with our MI units? The big question is, do all of these individuals
have the proper security clearance?

General BURGESS. Sir, I would like to take the response to your
question for the record so I can give you an exact response.

[The information referred to follows:]
[Deleted.]
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General BURGESS. We’ve broken the number out in terms of in-
terrogators, linguists, and others that are providing some analyt-
ical assistance, so it actually breaks out in different ways and in
three different locations. That’s not—I’m talking Afghanistan, Iraq,
and Guantanamo. So to give you a specific answer, I’d like to pro-
vide that to the committee.

Sir, in those cases where security clearance is required, that is
written into the contract, and that is worked. There are some of the
skills that we’re talking about, though, depending on the category
of the linguists, where different security clearances are required or
may not be.
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Senator AKAKA. General Burgess, it is reported that one of the
two civilian contractors named in Major General Taguba’s report
did not have a security clearance. What are the rules regarding se-
curity clearances for contracted personnel who will be interrogating
detainees?

General BURGESS. Sir, as a general rule—and I highlight ‘‘gen-
eral rule’’—we require at least a collateral clearance, depending on
the access that the individual’s going to have. However, I have
asked for the specific statements of work for those contract, and
have not read them yet.

Senator AKAKA. I’ve also read some articles on this, and would
ask the question, whose responsibility is it to ensure that all of the
U.S. contracted personnel have the appropriate clearances?

General BURGESS. Sir, as a general rule, that resides with the or-
ganization that ‘‘lets the contract,’’ and you have a contracting offi-
cer who is responsible for seeing that the contract is executed in
accordance with the standards. That is normally done at the Uni-
fied Command and lower, depending upon where you’re executing
the contract.

Senator AKAKA. I’ve read some reports where the hired contrac-
tor firms claim that it is not their responsibility to do any back-
ground research or checks or investigations on any of the people
they hire. Do you know that to be true?

General BURGESS. Sir, I do not know that to be true.
Senator AKAKA. Also, General Taguba’s report stated that con-

tracted personnel from third-world nations were involved in this.
Do you have any comment about that?

General BURGESS. Sir, depending on your definition of third-
world country, it is a true statement to say that we use foreign na-
tionals with security clearances to do interrogations or translations.

Senator AKAKA. Can you name some of the countries that these
foreign nationals are from?

General BURGESS. Sir, for example, we are using some Iraqis to
do some linguist work for us, if you will, not only translation work,
but also just providing those skills for the soldiers on the ground.

Senator AKAKA. What kind of training did the U.S. civilian con-
tractors have prior to going to Iraq? I’ve been informed that the
training for interrogators included training tactics and techniques
used by other countries. Did such training occur? If so, are these
tactics and techniques approved by DOD intelligence officials?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, as far as I know, they did not. The con-
tract that I’m familiar with, the personnel who were brought on
from the CACI contract were former soldiers or former U.S. who
had an interrogation MOS and had been trained on the rules. Sir,
as we stated earlier, they were also supposed to sign and under-
stand the interrogation ROE.

General BURGESS. I would highlight the approaches or the inter-
rogation techniques would still be those that are laid out in the Ap-
pendix H of the Army FM that we discussed earlier.

Senator AKAKA. Another concern I have is about records. General
Burgess, who is responsible for keeping a record of all of these ci-
vilian contractors that the U.S. has in Iraq? Is this responsibility
of the individual contracted firms or the DOD?
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General BURGESS. Sir, I do not know the answer to that ques-
tion.

Senator AKAKA. General Romig, was there any consultation be-
tween commanders—that’s commanders from company, battalion,
or brigade—between commanders and the command JAG regarding
the treatment of detainees at Abu Ghraib?

General ROMIG. Sir, we had a JAG officer assigned to the bri-
gade, the MI brigade. I can’t tell you the day-to-day discussions,
but there was a JAG officer assigned to the brigade. In addition,
the MP brigade had a couple of JAG officers. As I said, there was
a magistrate cell in Abu Ghraib of three to five JAG officers. So
there was ample—we believe—now, having said that, we’re taking
a look at the resourcing and the training for our JAG and MI units
to make sure we’re doing it right, so we’re looking at that also.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you for your responses.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Lindsey Graham.
Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Hat’s off to the panel. You all have done an excellent job answer-

ing a lot of questions. I think the truth is, we won’t know yet.
When somebody offers as a defense in a court-martial, ‘‘Someone
else made me do it,’’ it’s going to take awhile to find out who that
someone else is. I share Senator Collins’ concern that this is prob-
ably not just six or seven people having an out-of-bounds perverted
experience, it probably goes deeper. But in terms of what Senator
Kennedy was asking, General Romig—is that right? Am I pro-
nouncing your name right?

General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. I’m informed the Extraterritorial Jurisdiction

Act exists that would allow the Department of Justice to prosecute
contractors serving overseas. Are you familiar with that?

General ROMIG. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Senator GRAHAM. I would make this invitation to you. Could you

and your JAGs look at that, and maybe get the other JAGs to look
at it and see if we need to improve that? Because I’m not so sure
it gives us all the tools that we need, but I would appreciate it if
you would do that.

General ROMIG. Yes, sir, we would look at it.
[The information referred to follows:]
Section 3266 of title 18, United States Code, enacted by the Military Extra-

territorial Jurisdiction Act of 2000 (MEJA), directs the Secretary of Defense, after
consultation with the Secretary of State and Attorney General, to prescribe regula-
tions governing the apprehension, detention, delivery, and removal of persons under
MEJA. The Department of Defense is currently engaged in that process. The De-
partment is also reviewing legislation to amend MEJA. H.R. 4390 was introduced
on May 19, 2004, to amend MEJA to apply to employees of contractors of other Fed-
eral agencies when their ‘‘employment relates to supporting the mission of the De-
partment of Defense.’’ Currently with respect to contractor employees, MEJA applies
only to an employee of a Department of Defense contractor.

General ROMIG. One additional point about that. There are im-
plementing instructions that are on the Federal Register right now
that DOD has put out. Prior to that, though, the Air Force has
prosecuted two cases under that act.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, and if we need to improve it and
make it tighter, I would appreciate that.
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General Alexander, you’ve been very candid. One of the things
that jumps out at me about this report is that the prison is being
shelled every day, it seems like. These people are in a war zone,
so you could have the best-trained, highly-motivated people in the
world, and this was just a tough job. But if you have poorly-trained
people who were told they were going to go home, and had that
yanked out from under them, and poor command, it’s a cocktail for
disaster. Do you agree with that?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Okay. Part of this hearing—and I appreciate so

much what the Chairman and Senator Levin have done by having
these hearings—is to try to make sure that we get it right next
time. Seven-hundred people guarding 7,000 at one time is not a
good ratio, I don’t believe. Do you have the men and women under
your command necessary to, in a valid way, get MI gathered? Is it
your opinion we have enough people in uniform in the Reserve
component to act as MPs to prevent this problem in the future?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, that’s a great question. Army trans-
formation is at the heart of what you’re getting to right now. I
know that the Army leadership has been over here to brief that,
but let me give it to you from my perspective, because it is impor-
tant.

Today we have about 240 active duty interrogators. We will more
than triple that under Army transformation and that key change
and some of the other changes we make for our analysis and other
areas to fight this new emerging threat is where our Army is going
under that transformation, and that’s very important to our coun-
try in the future.

So I would say that continue please, sir, supporting as you have
that transformation process. It’s vital to resolving this issue and
others.

Senator GRAHAM. Chairman Warner asked a very good question
in just simple terms, and give us an educated guess, because I
know you don’t know everything, what do you think happened in
that prison between the MI community and the MPs?

General ALEXANDER. Speculation——
Senator GRAHAM. Just your gut feeling as a three-star general.
General ALEXANDER. I believe you had not only poor leadership,

you had a group that were essentially leadership and controlled
their environment on the midnight shift. Nobody came to check on
them for periods of time and their leaders may have been absent
at those times, and that other people came up and heard that some
of this was going on, and they did things that were incorrect, rep-
rehensible, and should be punished. If any leaders participated in
that, they should receive the same punishment, and if anyone told
them to do that, in my mind, they should receive the same punish-
ment.

What we have to do, sir, is find out exactly who told them and
what they did do, and I think that will come out.

Senator GRAHAM. One final thought. I think everyone here, Re-
publican or Democrat, will make sure you have the resources nec-
essary to gather intelligence in a lawful way to protect our troops
to do your job, and we will look at retooling the military. We can
learn from this experience.
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But I would like to end on this thought. Senator Lieberman I
think spoke to a lot of us here a few minutes ago. The beheading
video is not only shocking, but it should be a wake-up call as to
exactly who we’re dealing with here. We’re dealing with an enemy
who has absolutely no boundaries, who’s despicable in every way,
and really behaves like animals in the name of God.

Our challenge as a nation, General Alexander, is to keep the
fight going, vanquish this enemy, because losing is unacceptable to
the international community. We learned one thing if nothing else
from Hitler, one more country wasn’t enough. You could never ap-
pease him, and we’ll never be able to appease the folks we’re fight-
ing today. So for the international community, it is now time to
join this fight. We have made mistakes, and I’ll be the first to
admit it, but the war itself is not a mistake. These people need to
be controlled and vanquished, and in the process we need not be-
come animals ourselves. That’s what this is all about.

Mr. Chairman, I know we can do both of these things. We can
vanquish this enemy and we can do it with honor, because we’ve
done it before as a nation, just as we defeated Hitler working to-
gether, we can defeat these people. I believe that these hearings,
no matter how bad it makes us look for the moment, is an oppor-
tunity for us to show the world that there is a better way, and I
hope the people of Iraq will be watching and listening, because
they need to have higher expectations about their future.

I appreciate you all serving our country and we will stay in
touch.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Graham, for
those observations.

Senator Ben Nelson.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We haven’t

ceded the moral high ground in this situation, no matter how bad
the abuses are, no matter how many there were. We haven’t ceded
the moral high ground, no matter what we find out, as to who was
involved, and as to what level. We will correct it, we’ll prosecute
those who have engaged in criminal acts, and we will hold every-
one accountable no matter what their level of authority.

It will help remove the stain, but in the process of doing that,
it’s important that we don’t create the opportunity for scapegoats
or duck responsibility as it might be our responsibility to deal with,
simply because it’s painful, or it puts us all in a very difficult situa-
tion to deal with it.

So I have to ask this, General Alexander. As you look at your fu-
ture investigations and current investigations, would you expect to
find anything that would bear on the court-martial that are under-
way or about to get underway? Would there be any factual evidence
that you might determine that would have any impact on those
trials?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I think the one key thing that will im-
pact that is if someone in authority told them to do what they did,
that has great impact. It does not condone it, but it clearly in my
opinion is a mitigating factor. We have not found that.

Senator BEN NELSON. Will you find it, or do you know whether
you’ll find it?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I don’t know that it exists.
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Senator BEN NELSON. That’s what I mean. But if you don’t know
whether it exists, you don’t know that it doesn’t. I guess I certainly
don’t want to sweep anything aside, I don’t want to put anything
in limbo, but I am concerned that we’re moving forward before all
the investigations are complete and no one would want us to rush
to judgment. It would also, I think, be inappropriate if we look like
we’re rushing to judgment.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. I think the allegations, and I think
this perhaps may be something that——

Senator BEN NELSON. I think you might want to pass it off to
General Romig.

General ROMIG. I would say that it looks like that the cases are
being moved very quickly, but you have to realize that the inves-
tigation started in mid-January, and so the chain of command has
had the information as the investigation was developed.

Senator BEN NELSON. I agree. I shouldn’t have used the word
quickly as opposed to prematurely. That’s, I think, what my con-
cern is, and then as it relates to General Karpinski, it’s my under-
standing that the MI may have taken over November 2003. Is that
after the abuses that are in question here? I guess, General Alex-
ander, you gave the time frame.

General ALEXANDER. Sir, she was given a report by the ICRC on
November 6.

Senator BEN NELSON. About these particular abuses or the fact
that there were abuses?

General ALEXANDER. About the fact that there were abuses and
some of the abuses listed in there sounded the same as some of the
abuses we’re seeing. Now, what we have to do is get the exact
dates of those. I do not have those.

Senator BEN NELSON. Would this have been by the midnight
shift?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator BEN NELSON. These abuses?
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. My understanding, because when

you read in the ICRC, that one statement, you immediately think
of that one picture, at least I do. Now, that report was given to her
on 6 November, and as I said, the Fragmentary Order (FRAGO)
took place on 19 November.

Senator BEN NELSON. Do we have any explanation from General
Sanchez about why he interrupted the command by putting Colonel
Pappas in place to deal with both the intelligence, and force protec-
tion side?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, it was just as you say. That General
Sanchez wanted Colonel Pappas to move his headquarters to Abu
Ghraib and take charge of the force protection. As was pointed out
earlier, they were receiving artillery or mortar fire. People were
getting shot. The facility is not being policed, and going along with
the initiatives as quickly as he wants to. The MP battalion com-
mander on the ground was not making that headway. He felt that
by putting one of his senior commanders there, moving Pappas up
to do that and putting him in charge of that, it was the correct
thing to do for the soldiers and the detainees. So that is why I be-
lieve he made that decision.
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Senator BEN NELSON. General Burgess, I’m sure you’re familiar
with the term, rendering detainees or prisoners in terms of shifting
them off to other locations, other governments for intelligence-gath-
ering purposes?

General BURGESS. Yes, sir, I am aware of the term rendering.
Senator BEN NELSON. Do you know of any instances where we’ve

participated in that by sending any detainees or anyone within our
custody to another country for any other purpose or any purpose?

General BURGESS. Sir, I am aware that we have currently kept
individuals under U.S. Government control in terms of conducting
interrogations. I am familiar, but it would not be appropriate to go
into in this session and could discuss with the leadership another
particular case, but it would not be appropriate here.

Senator BEN NELSON. I wouldn’t want you to go into it, but you
are aware it might be something we could take up in a secure envi-
ronment?

General BURGESS. Yes, sir, but—yes, sir. That’s all I’ll say about
it here.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Talent.
Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I had one question

for General Romig. Before that, I’ll comment on something Senator
Collins said. I understand her saying that it’s hard to believe how
these enlisted soldiers would have known that this was the way to
humiliate these particular prisoners. That actually is less of a
question mark in my mind. Anybody who’s worked in the civilian
prison system or is relying on anybody who has, knows something
about Islam, that’s not uncommon, and I would think know some-
thing about how to humiliate people too, because unfortunately,
that’s not uncommon in the civilian prison system.

What is inexplicable to me, and I’d appreciate your comment
even if you’re going over old ground, is where the officers of this
brigade were. If I ask myself what is unusual, truly incomprehen-
sible about the conduct of these enlisted people is that they would
have done this to this scale and with this documentation without
having asked the officers in their direct line of command whether
they should do it.

Now, maybe you know this and are not commenting on it be-
cause it’s part of the cases, I don’t know, but that to me is the true
question mark here, because I’m not used to an Army operation
where there seems to be such an abdication of the first rule of a
chain of command, which is to know what is going on with those
immediately beneath you. General, if you want to comment, go
ahead.

General ROMIG. Senator, as you point out, it would be inappro-
priate with an ongoing investigation and criminal cases moving for-
ward for me to comment on that.

Senator TALENT. This is the crux of what, at the appropriate
time, I want to know about this, because I agree with you, General
Burgess, that people can be pretty inventive even on their own in
figuring out ways to do the wrong thing. But for them to take this
on their own responsibility just seems to me to be extremely un-
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likely, and the natural place they would have gone to check this
out is their own chain of command, not somebody in MI.

General Romig, let me ask you a question that I raised with the
panel this morning, and you can just maybe enlighten me because
another side of this is, why, once General Taguba issued his report,
it took so long to work its way up the upper level of the chain of
command, and of course, everybody is talking about command in-
fluence, which I know is an issue. Now, could we maybe deal with
this in the future by having a separate line apart from the chain
of command for the purposes of court-martial and the UCMJ where
you can report a special interest case? In other words, get it to the
top through a separate line? I’m told the Air Force has this kind
of an office. Are you aware of that? I have an all-green panel here
so maybe you’re not, but I mean, are you aware of that? Is this
something the Army could look into?

General ROMIG. Sir, I’m not sure what you’re exactly referring to.
Senator TALENT. It’s called the Reporting Office on Special Inter-

est Cases, and what I’m told is that you can go to this office if you
think the case has some interest beyond the particular case for the
policy of the Air Force, and you don’t have to worry about com-
mand influence, because this office is not in the chain of command
for those purposes.

General ROMIG. There’s a difference, I guess, between reporting,
which this was reported up, we knew about it in January, versus
having the entire report up with all, as I’ve heard, 6,000 pages if
you count the annexes. It’s not necessary, I don’t think, to have a
full report if you’re apprised of what’s in the report, and that oc-
curred much earlier. But this is something we ought to look at,
you’re right.

Senator TALENT. Yes, because if the higher level officers are
caught between their responsibilities from a command influence
standpoint and their desire to expedite this up the chain because
of the effect on the mission and the strategy, then maybe we can
do something to free them from that conflict.

General ROMIG. That’s something that should be looked at, you’re
right, sir.

Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. I thank you. We have to look at that. If you

could take that on yourself to look at that situation——
Senator TALENT. We’re looking at it in my office, Mr. Chairman.

I’ll talk to the staff of the committee about it too.
Chairman WARNER. When you sit here and say you knew about

it in January, did you blow some whistles and alert people that we
have a problem?

General ROMIG. Sir, I did not see the videos or the photos, but
I knew of the case and that it was going to be a nasty case, had
meetings with the Vice Chief of Staff and other leadership in the
Army, so we were working the issue. But this was also——

Chairman WARNER. As early as January?
General ROMIG. Mid- to late-January, yes, sir. This was also in

the context of tracking all the detainee abuses, which we started
well before this.

Senator TALENT. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, I asked Secretary
Cambone this morning, and I think that what I can sense that

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00534 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



529

those at the top level saw this as a UCMJ-type situation and their
command influence protocols cut in in their own minds, and they
said, okay, we have to go by the book on this because we don’t
want to prejudice the prosecution, which is understandable, be-
cause you know how that’s drilled into them. So maybe some sepa-
rate reporting-type situation where we’d have people who would be
more free to really rattle everybody’s cage about it is the way we
need to—we will look into it, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Yes, some assessment as to how it affects
American, overall foreign policy, everything. We now have Senator
Pryor.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Romig, I
want to follow up if I may on Senator Graham’s and also Senator
Akaka’s questions about contractors, and specifically, just for clari-
fication, in your view, what rule of law applies to these civilian con-
tractors?

General ROMIG. It depends on what they do. If they have com-
mitted an offense that, for example, a homicide or a serious as-
sault, maiming of somebody, these would be prosecuted under Fed-
eral law, under the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act,
brought back to the United States and prosecuted in Federal
courts.

Senator PRYOR. By the Department of Justice?
General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator PRYOR. Do you happen to know how many contractors

were involved in this prison? Do you know how many——
General ROMIG. Sir, I have no idea.
Senator PRYOR. Do you?
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. There were 29 as I understand it,

8 interrogators, 10 screeners, 9 analysts, and 2 reports writers, so
29.

Senator PRYOR. So 29 civilian contractors?
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator PRYOR. Were they all with the same company or is that

different companies?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, they were all with the same company.

Now, those were the interrogators. There was also a linguist con-
tract under another contractor type.

Senator PRYOR. Who had the bigger—the 29, who had that con-
tract?

General ALEXANDER. That was CACI, sir.
Senator PRYOR. Okay. Who was the commanding officer there at

the prison?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, right now today——
Senator PRYOR. No, who was it at the time?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, that was the report, so I want to make

sure I answer this exactly correct. After 19 November, Colonel
Pappas was the FOB commander. Prior to that, it was Lieutenant
Colonel Phillabaum, who ran Abu Ghraib for the 800th MPs, and
that was under General Karpinski.

Senator PRYOR. Great. General Alexander, you have mentioned,
I think almost all witnesses have mentioned, discipline and leader-
ship. Is it your conclusion that part of the problem there with the
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discipline and the leadership is the failure to train or is it the fail-
ure to screen? Where does this start to break down?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I can tell you from my experience when
I was a lieutenant, one of the first things my platoon sergeants
taught me to do was to visit the billets at all times day and night,
so that’s one of the first things you learn as a lieutenant is to go
and see what your troops are doing day and night. We did that in
Germany because of drug problems back then.

I think right there the question is, where was the leadership on
the night shift? When did they come by and visit? That is, when
people refer to a breakdown in the leadership, that’s what forms
in my mind.

Senator PRYOR. Does that go for training as well?
General ALEXANDER. Absolutely, sir. In training, it is laid out

both in the CJTF orders about make sure your soldiers are trained
on the humane treatment. That’s specific in the orders. Sir, I think
it was pointed out earlier that this was an internment, this is the
duty of this unit. This was something that you are trained to do.
That is the first basic thing that all noncommissioned officers and
junior leaders know to do, and I can’t answer why it was not done.

Senator PRYOR. Let me ask one last question or one last line of
questions, and that is, understandably, in the last few days we’ve
been very focused on the conditions in the prison itself. There have
been some question today and previously about the qualifications
for getting yourself into this prison, and we’ve talked about that a
little bit. There’s this ICRC Report that 70 to 90 percent were
wrongly arrested and detained. We can—we don’t know all the
background on that, so I’m not going to ask about that. But my
question is, once they’re in the prison, from that point, where do
they go? If you’re going to prosecute these people or whatever deci-
sion you make, where do they go from here?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, the facility that is there at Abu
Ghraib—and I’ll let General Burgess add in here if I state anything
incorrectly—has three areas, a general detainee population area,
an Iraqi criminal area, and then this JIDC. The general population
is where most everyone is brought in who is captured by our troops
who are doing something against our soldiers or we believe, or
against Iraqi civilians. The criminals are the ones who are brought
in for criminal acts, and that is now under Iraqi control.

The JIDC is where personnel who are of intelligence value are
placed because they either participated in an act against our forces
or know something that is important for the priority information
requirements that the commanders have.

Senator PRYOR. There’s a report, and forgive me, but I can’t re-
member if it’s in The Washington Post or exactly where I saw it,
that talks about, it says the Americans have established a secret
court. I was curious about this central criminal court of Iraq and
what exactly is that and how does that work. I assume some of
these prisoners there would be tried in that court. Could you elabo-
rate on that?

General ALEXANDER. I guess it’s a secret court because I’m not
aware of it, sir, I really, truly am not.

General ROMIG. Sir, that’s—I wouldn’t really characterize it as a
secret court. It’s a court that functions within Iraq for criminal
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cases, serious criminal cases. One of the things, sir, I wanted to
point out was that these individuals undergo a 6-month review. If
the feeling is we need to continue to detain them, at the 6-month
mark, a review and appeals panel reviews and makes recommenda-
tions for their release if they feel they should be released. That
goes up to Baghdad to an appeals board that is chaired by some
very senior officers.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, that’s all I have.
Senator SESSIONS [presiding]. I’m proud to be a representative of

the people in a country that takes these things seriously, that be-
lieves in truth and facts, honor and duty, and responsibility, and
we’re all humans and we frequently all of us fail. There have been
some failures here. We’re going to get to the bottom of it, and I ap-
preciate your candor, all three of you, as we go forward, and I most
of all appreciate the great service of our soldiers under very stress-
ful conditions at this very moment, because this Senate and this
Congress voted to send them there by a three-fourths majority
vote. If anybody thought that everything was going to go smoothly,
they’re not worthy of the office of United States Senator, because
anybody that knows history knows that there will be problems.

But we don’t believe in them, we believe in eliminating them,
and I’m just proud of the way you’ve responded to date. The be-
heading that we hear about, I pray it’s not true. If it is true, it
would not be untypical of what we’re seeing in the enemy that
we’re facing. They are not going to have their own internal inquir-
ies and they’re not going to condemn these actions because they
justify these actions and they believe in them.

One of the things I think it’s important for us to remember and
I just want to get straight, maybe General Alexander, of this MP
unit, is even last year four members were submitted to court-mar-
tial for abusive procedures, were they not?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’m not aware of that.
General ROMIG. That may be correct, sir. I’d have to double

check.
Senator SESSIONS. I think it’s in the report, referred for court-

martial. I’m not sure how that came out, but they were disciplined
for abusing prisoners last year, which means, number one, I’m glad
somebody in the unit took charge of it, number two, the military’s
not tolerating this. I have not forgotten a very fine brigade com-
mander who, in a combat situation, lost his discipline and fired a
gun by an Iraqi’s head, thinking he had to have information. He
was removed from the service, basically, and a spotless record oth-
erwise, because the military did not tolerate this kind of activity.

I’m also aware that within 1 day of this specialist, not an officer,
a specialist coming forward, an investigation was opened under the
CID. General Romig, that’s what you do to prosecute people, take
them to court-martial and put them in jail with, is it not?

General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. So that was commenced the next day. Can you

tell me, any of you, about the suspensions? I know we’ve talked
about the Brigadier General in charge of the brigade, but there’s
been some actions within a few days of this report to actually re-
move people from their official position, not privates, not people out
there at the lowest level who were in the photographs, but officers
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of substantial rank. What can you tell me about that, General
Romig?

General ROMIG. Yes, sir. The battalion commander received a
general officer memorandum of reprimand and was relieved for
cause.

Senator SESSIONS. Within a week perhaps?
General ROMIG. Sir, I could get the time frame. I just don’t have

it in front of me.
Senator SESSIONS. It was a short period of time, as I recall.
General ROMIG. Yes, sir. After a chance for the command to re-

view the evidence and the facts. There are a number of folks that
they’re waiting for their rebuttal on their general officer memoran-
dum of reprimand. An operations sergeant major was relieved with
a general officer memorandum of reprimand, so there were a num-
ber of actions taken, and all of these are very significant actions
to a person’s career obviously.

Senator SESSIONS. That was long before any news media, any
Congress got involved in this. Sometimes I think this Congress re-
minds me, in this instance particularly, of the little dog that chases
an automobile down the road barking and thinks it ran the auto-
mobile off. Like we were demanding you do something, you’ve al-
ready done it.

Let me ask about this MP situation, General Alexander, and I
think it was somewhat confusing about the chain of command and
the orders. As I understand, Senator Levin indicated there was
some evidence. I think as the good lawyer he is, he was correct.
There was some evidence that perhaps MI personnel had done
wrong. Is it your opinion that there was not persuasive evidence,
and if not, why?

Let me just ask you, are you saying to us that you were not per-
suaded by the evidence that you’ve seen to date that any of these
MI people authorized anything like this?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, that is a good statement and I appre-
ciate the opportunity to clear it up, because I have not seen any
indications that a person in the intelligence chain of command told
them to take these activities on. There are numerous statements,
as you point out, that allege MI officers, which could be any of the
people there, told them to do this. We need to find out the specifics
and the facts of that, wherever that may lead this.

Senator SESSIONS. I agree with that. We need to follow that up
where it leads. I will say, as a person who’s been involved in pros-
ecutions for over 15 years, in fact, they didn’t get any names and
specific allegations, and I believe the phrase was insinuated, that
these officers insinuated this or that does cause me some concern.
If somebody had told me to do something and you were complain-
ing to me about it, I’d say this person told me to do it and I’d give
the name.

But I think we do need to follow that up. I don’t believe that the
MI deserves any pass on this in terms of an investigation, I don’t
think you do. I do think it’s quite possible that an MP working in
that prison, if they had been, if it had been suggested they do these
kind of things, may have felt they had some authority or ability to
do so.

Senator BILL NELSON. Senator Sessions?
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Senator SESSIONS. Can you share any more with us on that?
Senator BILL NELSON. Did you know we’re in a vote and we have

3 minutes left?
Senator SESSIONS. I did not, and my time just ended 1 minute

ago.
Senator BILL NELSON. I need to go and vote.
Senator SESSIONS. I do too.
Senator BILL NELSON. So if you’re chairing the meeting, would

you recess it until we can get back?
Senator SESSIONS. Senator Nelson, that is a brilliant suggestion.
Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman?
Senator SESSIONS. Oh, Senator Levin, you want to chair it for us?
Senator LEVIN. There’s someone else coming back here as well,

so we’ll keep it going if that’s all right with you.
Senator SESSIONS. I would just try to follow up on that. I think

we need to know that. I think we need to know if there were any
suggestions that, going beyond these interrogation ROE, which I
think makes sense, occurred. Also, I’m aware, General Alexander,
that this was a dangerous place to be, and our soldiers were at
great risk, and this Congress, we’re on the top defense officials and
military people to get more intelligence, because we said repeatedly
good intelligence saves lives, and so I know there’s a great pressure
on.

Are you satisfied now that since January and since these things
have arisen that we’ve gotten our people back on the right side of
that line if they ever got across of it? Are they clearly informed now
where the line is, what is legitimate for them to do in interroga-
tion, and are they on the right side of it?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. I am convinced we have taken
those actions.

Senator SESSIONS. It seems to me we have at least five investiga-
tions ongoing on policies. Our policies are being reemphasized and
I think we’re on the right track, and I believe that is what a good
nation does that has high ideals. If they mess up, they get them-
selves straight, but we don’t give up on the mission that we’re un-
dertaking, which is noble and honorable and going to be a great
improvement for the lives of the people of Iraq. Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. I was going to have some additional
questions in the second round.

Senator SESSIONS. You’re available to commence the questioning
if you would like.

Senator LEVIN. We might as well start a second round before the
first round is over and save some time later on, if that’s all right
with you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SESSIONS. I think it makes sense.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you. First of all, let me ask you, General

Romig, about this interrogation ROE that require the commanding
general’s approval. In your opinion, are those actions and activities,
including stress positions, sensory deprivation, and so forth, con-
sistent—not consistent with—would the Geneva Conventions say
that those are okay?

General ROMIG. Sir, this is the first that I’ve seen of these. They
were—the legal review, as I understand, was done down at CJTF–
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7, but if I’m not mistaken, these are taken out of your FM, is that
correct?

Senator LEVIN. Could you tell us which FM that is? We’re having
trouble finding that FM. What’s the date of it, that field manual?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, it’s FM 34–52.
Senator LEVIN. What’s the date of that?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, it’s 1984, I believe. No, 1992, I’m sorry.
Senator LEVIN. What page are you on?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’m on the date where these are, they’re

on 3–16 roughly.
Senator LEVIN. So those specific items are listed in that FM?
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
General ROMIG. Sir, the point I was going to make is those get

an exhaustive legal review to ensure that they’re appropriate and
consistent with the conventions, international conventions, the field
manuals do.

Senator LEVIN. That protected persons under the Geneva Con-
ventions can be subjected to these, is that what you’re saying, Gen-
eral?

General ROMIG. Again, sir, I have to fall back on the prior legal
review that was much more exhaustive than my taking a look at
right now, and saying that if that’s the case, yes, I would concur
with that.

Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, can you tell us who the law-
yer was who said that these items are consistent for protected per-
sons, that these are allowed to be applied to protected persons
under the Geneva Conventions?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I don’t know the lawyer’s name on that.
I do know that that was done, as General Romig said, at CJTF–
7. It is consistent with our FMs, so I don’t know who, which lawyer
at CJTF–7, but we can take that for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
The Interrogation Rules of Engagement Chart was prepared by the officer-in-

charge of interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib prison. It was intended as a graph-
ic aid to assist interrogators in determining what interrogation approaches they
could or could not use without higher approval. It was informally review by the
205th Brigade Judge Advocate and attorneys assigned to the Office of the Staff
Judge Advocate, CJTF–7.

Senator LEVIN. That would be within the last year or so?
General ALEXANDER. Yes. That part there where these are laid

out are also laid out in the guidance from CTJF–7 on their interro-
gation operations.

Senator LEVIN. So this would be within the last how many
months?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, those came out when the CJTF was
stood up in July, and we have copies of those and their standing
orders that came out.

Senator LEVIN. Just so I can be real clear again, that FM specifi-
cally lists these items with the same words?

General ALEXANDER. No, sir. In fact, I’ll give you the manual, a
copy of the manual to leave here with the committee.

Senator LEVIN. That would be very helpful, but my question is,
does the FM say specifically that you can apply stress for up to 45
minutes?
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General ALEXANDER. No, sir, it does not say you can apply stress
up to 45 minutes. It says on here, and this is where the lawyers
have to get involved, just as you say, sir, and I understand you’re
a lawyer, so I feel I’m on the short end of the stick.

Senator LEVIN. No, no, I won’t either use that or misuse that. I’m
not sure it’s even a plus.

General ALEXANDER. What it says here in the manual is that you
can’t use stress positions for a prolonged period of time is exactly
what it says.

Senator LEVIN. So that’s been interpreted by a lawyer to mean
up to 45 minutes?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Unless you get something approved in writing

and then it says sleep management, and what are the words in the
manual, about 72 hours without sleep?

General ALEXANDER. It says abnormal sleep deprivation, exam-
ples of mental torture include abnormal sleep deprivation. I under-
stand that at the general counsel’s, as they convene to look at what
sleep deprivation, and again, that would go on, but they looked at
exactly, okay, so what is sleep deprivation, is that 16 hours in a
day, and so they went through that and those are the periods, and
you can see that because those have caveats in the FM, those are
the ones that General Sanchez personally had to get involved with.

Senator LEVIN. No, I understand that, that’s if it’s more than 72
hours, but I’m talking about the——

General ALEXANDER. Sir, it says 72 hours——
Senator LEVIN. You’re correct. What are the words in the manual

about sleep management or sleep——
General ALEXANDER. Abnormal sleep deprivation.
Senator LEVIN. So have you seen the legal opinion that interprets

that to mean you can do sleep management up to 3 days with the
commanding general’s approval?

General ALEXANDER. No, sir, I have not seen the legal opin-
ion——

Senator LEVIN. That supports that.
General ALEXANDER. That supports it exactly like that, but I do

know that both they and a larger one was done for the DOD.
Senator LEVIN. All right. If you could get that for us, I’d appre-

ciate it. Have you seen that, General Romig?
General ROMIG. No, I have not, sir.
[The information referred to follows:]
‘‘Sleep deprivation’’ is not an approved interrogation technique in U.S. Army Field

Manual 34–52. In January 2003, the Secretary of Defense directed the DOD General
Counsel to establish a working group to review various interrogation techniques for
use in operations at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. The concept of ‘‘sleep deprivation’’ as
an interrogation technique was addressed in the Working Group. Their analysis,
however, was limited to possible techniques for use on unlawful combatants in
Guantanamo. It did not address operations in Iraq. After considering the Working
Group Report, the Secretary of Defense approved interrogation procedures in April
2003 that did not include ‘‘sleep deprivation.’’ As previously noted, the chart pre-
pared at Abu Ghraib prison was informally reviewed by the 205th Brigade Judge
Advocate. I have been informed that sleep deprivation, or ‘‘sleep management’’ as
it is delineated on the chart, was never requested nor approved for use by the Com-
manding General, CJTF–7.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. Now, on the ROE, this document
here, it’s been declassified, in effect, I guess, since the charts have
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been used already. Apparently CENTCOM did not approve the ini-
tial draft of these ROE. Do you know anything about that?

General ALEXANDER. No, sir.
Senator LEVIN. The ICRC report, page 3.2, called MI section, and

paragraph 27 under that section says the following, that: ‘‘the
ICRC visited people at the Abu Ghraib correctional facility. They
witnessed the practice of keeping persons deprived of their liberty,
completely naked in totally empty concrete cells and in total dark-
ness allegedly for several consecutive days. Upon witnessing such
cases, the ICRC interrupted its visits and requested an explanation
from the authorities. The military intelligence officer in charge of
the interrogation explained that this practice was ‘part of the proc-
ess.’ ’’

Did you see this before I just read it to you?
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Does that trouble you?
General ALEXANDER. Absolutely, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Would that be evidence that the MI officer in

charge of interrogation had something to do with this process?
General ALEXANDER. Clearly, that’s one of the individuals we

would like to know who that was, specifically what is his name or
her name so that we can take action. Sir, you point out a good
question, a good point. As soon as we know that, we should begin
an investigation.

Senator LEVIN. No, you should begin an investigation to find that
out.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. That’s a lot different. You said as soon as you

know that you should begin an investigation. I would hope you’re
investigating to find out who these folks are. There’s all kinds of
evidence that MI is involved here. We have the statements in Gen-
eral Taguba’s report over and over again referring to MI people.
Sergeant Davis stated he’d heard MI insinuate to the guards to
abuse them. When he said, what did MI say, he said, loosen this
guy up, make sure he had a bad night. The rest of the wings, ac-
cording to this witness, are regular prisoners and 1A, 1B, are MI
holds. Was that your understanding that 1A and 1B are MI holds?

General ALEXANDER. That’s my understanding, yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Does anybody here on this panel know what Sec-

retary Rumsfeld meant when he said the Geneva Conventions did
not apply precisely to Iraq? That’s clearly the context that he was
referring to on that date, back on May 5.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator LEVIN. Do any of you know what he meant? General
Romig?

General ROMIG. No, sir. I did not hear that quote, but I do not
know what he meant either. I do know that I had a discussion with
some folks at DOD a day ago, and their view was, DOD general
counsel, that it did apply.

Senator LEVIN. But in your judgment, does the Geneva Conven-
tions apply precisely to Iraq?

General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, do you know what the

SECDEF possibly is referring to in the month of May of this year?
He says the Geneva Conventions do not apply precisely. Do you
have any idea what he could be referring to?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I did not hear the context of what he
said, so, sir, I can’t comment on that.

Senator LEVIN. Can I ask one more question?
Chairman WARNER [presiding]. Sure.
Senator LEVIN. I will ask you, General Burgess, do you know

what the SECDEF meant?
General BURGESS. No, sir, I do not.
Senator LEVIN. Secretary Cambone could not tell us either this

morning. He said he would try to find that out, but it’s pretty sig-
nificant when the SECDEF does not even—or put it this way,
states with great ambiguity and confusion what the rule of law is
relative to the treatment of prisoners in Iraq. You can understand,
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it seems to me, how that confusion could filter down to the lowest
levels.

Now, there was on order on November 19, 2003, effective imme-
diately, commander of the 205th MI brigade assumes responsibility
for the Baghdad confinement facility and is appointed FOB com-
mander. So the commander on November 19 of that facility is the
commander of the MI brigade. So those MPs are taking orders, at
least on one chain of command, from the head of the MI brigade.
Is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir, for the security, as I understand it,
for the security of the facility and for the initiatives that General
Sanchez had to fix it up.

Senator LEVIN. But that’s their mission, is it not?
General ALEXANDER. But it was not for the detainee operations.

As I understood, that stayed with the MPs, but that’s something
that has to be clarified, and we need to get you that.

Senator LEVIN. You’re saying that the what of the——
General ALEXANDER. The security of the detainees, which is in-

herently an MP mission, stayed with the MPs, as I understand it.
There’s two parts, sir, if I could just add to this. I think the timing
of the date is also important, and the reason I bring up the timing
is the 19th, the first ICRC report that went to General Karpinski
happened on the 6th, so I believe that what General Sanchez was
doing was to try to fix the force protection issues at that FOB.

Senator LEVIN. Let me read you the last line. It says, ‘‘units cur-
rently at Abu Ghraib are TACON to the 205th Military Intelligence
Brigade for security of detainees.’’ That’s what it says. So they’re
taking orders, those MPs are taking orders relative to the security
of detainees from the commander of the 205th Military Intelligence
Brigade, are they not?

General ALEXANDER. On the 19th——
Senator LEVIN. And after the 19th.
General ALEXANDER. After November 19, yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. So that’s who they’re getting orders from. So why

is there any doubt in your mind that we ought to go to the—up
that chain of command to find out how it is that these MPs were
performing these actions without the knowledge, control, of the
people in their chain of command, which is the MI brigade com-
mander. That’s the right person to look to, isn’t it?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir, if they occurred after the 19th.
Senator LEVIN. Of course.
General ALEXANDER. If they occurred before, and we have indica-

tions that at least the ICRC report was given to General Karpinski
on the 6th, and those took place in October, so that’s where the dif-
ference is.

Senator LEVIN. After the 19th——
General ALEXANDER. Absolutely.
Senator LEVIN.—that’s where you look.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. To the MI brigade commander before the 19th

otherwise. Got you.
Chairman WARNER. You’re next, Senator, but let me just finish

up the colloquy that the Senator and I were having here before you
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arrived. That FRAGO of the 19th was the subject of a lot of discus-
sion. It was issued by General Abizaid, is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. No, General Sanchez.
Chairman WARNER. Which he had perfect right to do it. What

concerns me is were you asked to chop on it, because you’re looking
at the worldwide picture, you’re looking at all of the combatant
commanders. You’re looking at SOUTHCOM, which is running the
Guantanamo operation and if this departed from what you’re doing
in other commands, it seems to me that’s troublesome.

General ALEXANDER. Sir, it actually was consistent as a matter
of fact with what was done during Panama—or excuse me, during
Haiti.

Chairman WARNER. During Haiti?
General ALEXANDER. Yes. In Haiti, the battalion commander had

responsibility over that prison facility and the MPs there.
Now, you asked the question of why did General Sanchez not

chop that through me. But, sir, it would not normally come back
to the Department, because we aren’t in that chain per se.

Chairman WARNER. I know people are ducking and running from
that chain, but you’re the chief of intelligence, you’re the Lieuten-
ant General, you’re looking after all your people all over the world,
you train them. It seems to me the combatant commanders should
have an affirmative responsibility to keep you informed about your
sphere of responsibility in the Department of the Army. The ICRC
Report went into details about allegations of your people perform-
ing acts inconsistent with law and regulation, am I not correct?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. That should have been brought immediately

to your attention in my judgment, whether it’s CENTCOM,
SOUTHCOM, PACOM, or whatever command it is. But it’s not the
case, that is not the procedure?

General ALEXANDER. That’s correct, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Then this committee’s going to look into

that, because we cannot have these—I call them symptoms—out
here, which I understand we put them together in Goldwater-Nick-
les operating in such a manner that headquarters here in Washing-
ton with individuals of your rank in important positions having
overall examination throughout the whole of the globe not knowing
about it. For example, General Fast. This committee was asked to
expedite her promotion from one star to two stars, and literally we
agreed to have her jump over ahead of others who were in the nor-
mal order of promotion to two stars. I met her over there on my
trip this summer and I was impressed. Now, she was the J–2 offi-
cer for General Abizaid, is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. General Sanchez, sir.
Chairman WARNER. I mean General Sanchez, I understand that.

Does she keep you informed as a part of her responsibility of
what’s going on in that command?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, clearly we talk a lot, we do.
Chairman WARNER. But is there any formality by which she has

an obligation to keep you advised?
General ALEXANDER. No obligation, sir, other than in terms of re-

sources, outfitting, and training, we clearly have that responsibil-
ity, and for policies where they fall short. So for fixing the capabili-

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00547 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



542

ties in Iraq, that is a responsibility that we have for all our sol-
diers, and so in that we looked at what were all the problems, and
sir, we came up with 127 different areas that we needed to fix,
some of which fell into that human intelligence area. That was
briefed back by me to both General Fast and General Sanchez and
then that is something that we here at the headquarters and
throughout the Army are working quickly to fix those, and we fixed
about 123 of them.

Chairman WARNER. But the training fell down in these allega-
tions. Your intelligence people were trained according to your man-
ual presumably, but it collapsed, and it seems to me that should
have been reported back to you ASAP that somehow all of the in-
doctrination and training, which presumably these MI people had,
didn’t function.

General ALEXANDER. You bring out another good point, sir. We
did the training and doctrine command for the Army, did send
teams over to Iraq on intelligence support to counterterrorism in-
terrogation training, and that went on from early October 2003 for
about a month and a half, along with another set of courses we
talked about earlier called tactical questioning. So those mobile
training teams were both established to go overseas to hit our divi-
sions and then have hit units here.

Chairman WARNER. So you’re saying they were training at the
very time that these wrongful acts were taking place?

General ALEXANDER. Throughout Iraq, not necessarily at Abu
Ghraib, but through the units——

Chairman WARNER. Throughout Iraq.
General ALEXANDER. Throughout Iraq, yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Bill Nelson.
Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I want you to recognize

Senator Clinton, because she was before me, but I think you’re on
to something. I want to develop it when it comes my turn. I think
Senator Levin is on to something and that needs to be further de-
veloped.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Clinton.
Senator CLINTON. I thank my friend and colleague. I don’t think

that’s the right order, but I won’t argue about it. Mr. Chairman,
I first want to thank you for your leadership of this committee. The
last 2 days have been extremely challenging, and in every way you
have given tremendous leadership. Of course I thank our ranking
member who’s been by your side the whole time. This is not any-
thing any of us would wish on our Army or on our Senate or on
anyone in any administration, but it comes to us to try to deal with
this and to understand it as best we can, and I thank each of you
for the time you’ve spent with us this afternoon.

Chairman WARNER. I thank you, Senator. To the extent that
Senator Levin and I have given this particular series of hearings,
leadership has been highly dependent on the total cooperation of
every single member. We’ve had 100 percent attendance of our
committee for 2 days.

Senator CLINTON. Gentlemen, I am still trying to understand ex-
actly what some of the testimony we’ve already heard actually
means. When General Sanchez on November 19, 2003, issued what
has been referred to as a FRAGO effectively placing Abu Ghraib
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under TACON of the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade, is that
the only instance in which General Sanchez placed any other mili-
tary—any other facility under MI command?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, ma’am, because I think that’s the only
place where there is a MI unit of that capability under him, so
that’s the only place, there is only one. It is the 205th.

Senator CLINTON. So that intel—when you say MI unit, you’re
talking about the 205th, right?

General ALEXANDER. MI Brigade, yes, ma’am.
Senator CLINTON. MI Brigade. They were solely assigned to Abu

Ghraib?
General ALEXANDER. No, they were not solely assigned. They

were subordinate to General Sanchez as the theater, the core level
brigade that they have for the theater of Iraq. Their headquarters
was about 20 miles south of Abu Ghraib, and he was the closest
senior tactical leader that General Sanchez had to go in and fix
what he saw as severe force protection issues at Abu Ghraib.

Ma’am, I would have done the same. I think the force protection
issues that he had, the fixing of the facility for both our soldiers
and the detainees were things that he saw were languishing.

Senator CLINTON. General Alexander, may I just clarify that for
my own understanding? When Secretary Cambone testified this
morning, he said that the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade
under Colonel Pappas, as I recall, was given control of the facility,
but not of the MPs. That struck me as a distinction without any
meaning. Was Colonel Pappas put in charge of the facility under
General Sanchez’s order?

General ALEXANDER. As I understand it, and this is one that I
said early on we need to take for the record to get General
Sanchez’s language on here exact, as I understand it in my discus-
sions with General Sanchez, is that what Colonel Pappas was put
in charge of was this facility of Abu Ghraib, which had the prison,
it had the living area for the soldiers, it had the feeding area, it
had the perimeter security, it had the MP detention area, it had
an Iraqi criminal area, and it had a JIDC.

So this whole base, very much like Fort Drum, but smaller, this
base, the garrison commander, and that’s the distinguish that I
think Dr. Cambone tried to make, the one responsible for fixing the
garrison of Abu Ghraib was removed from the MP to the MI battal-
ion commander. I do not believe that it was General Sanchez’s in-
tent to take the security detainee of those other detainees and say
to Colonel Pappas, you also tell the MPs how to do detainee oper-
ations. I believe that was not—and his comments to me said that,
but we need to get his statement for you on that, because I think
he was the commander on the ground who made that decision.

Senator CLINTON. That would be very helpful. Also, as I’m piec-
ing together the chronology, the order by General Sanchez appar-
ently flowed from a set of recommendations from General Miller,
is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. No, ma’am, it did not. Although your chro-
nology is correct in terms of General Miller was there from August
31 to roughly September 9, there were a series of incidents of force
protection, and I think it’s important to note that Abu Ghraib was
totally almost demolished in many areas before the first of August
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so that the engineers had to go in and build it. That part of build-
ing it up is some of the stuff General Miller got to there, the actual
compound for detaining these folks was at what was called Old
Camp Cropper, the Old Camp Cropper area, and then that was
moved, those folks were moved as they opened this up from the
mid-August to mid-September time period up to Abu Ghraib, which
became the theater holding and became the JIDC.

When General Miller went there, the concerns that he had, as
General Burgess has brought out, was intel fusion, synchroni-
zation, the flow of information, and how you work together as a
team to accomplish the mission. Nowhere in my military experi-
ence have I ever seen it where a MI person goes down and tells
an MP that we soften the units up and that’s good behavior. That
is totally wrong. We ought to find out if anyone did say that, hold
them accountable.

Now, in October, there was a series of ICRC visits throughout
Iraq and two times they visited Abu Ghraib. It was those state-
ments that came out in that document that you’ve seen that was
given to General Karpinski in a draft form for her to respond on
December 24, so that was November 6. So, as you look at the se-
quence of events, there was a series of mortar attacks and persons
injured that went on through early November that I think led Gen-
eral Sanchez to say, I have a responsibility to protect my forces,
you’re not moving out fast enough, Pappas, I want, Colonel Pappas,
I want you to move your unit up there and take charge for that
force protection mission and for getting these initiatives, the qual-
ity of living for those soldiers fixed, and ma’am, you’re familiar
with that quality of living because it’s the same thing we would say
for our soldiers at Ft. Drum. If we put them in—they didn’t have
heat up there—being familiar with in New York State—if you don’t
give them heat and they are living in barracks without heat and
the garrison commander went 2 months without having heat, he’d
be out of there and you’d put a new one in charge.

I think that’s what General Sanchez did, and I think that was
clearly—I think it is being read into the events that General Miller
said these nefarious things that caused this to happen. Ma’am, I
do not see that, and I do not believe that is correct.

Senator CLINTON. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Clinton, for

those helpful comments. Senator Nelson, you’ve been patient.
Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, if I could get Senator Lev-

in’s attention.
Senator LEVIN. You have it.
Senator BILL NELSON. It seems to me that we have a revelation

here that the two of you as our leaders have discovered that there
was a military intelligence unit after November 19. When you jux-
tapose that then upon the testimony this morning, where there was
a difference of opinion between General Taguba and Secretary
Cambone. General Taguba said he was clearly under the impres-
sion that MI had direction over the MPs there. Secretary Cambone
said no, that they didn’t.

So with the information that you’ve gotten here, I think it’s start-
ing to clarify, and the question I would have, and I wish Secretary
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Cambone was here, is why does he have a different impression? Let
me ask you this.

Chairman WARNER. I think it would be proper if you were to
pose that question to these three witnesses and see what their
views are.

Senator BILL NELSON. Go ahead, gentlemen.
General Alexander?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, I——
Chairman WARNER. The MPs, what was their chain of command

up and who had UCMJ authority over them?
Senator LEVIN. After November 19.
Chairman WARNER. After the 19th.
General ALEXANDER. Thank you. I’ve not studied the FRAGO,

I’ve not seen it. I know of it, but that would specify in there who
has UCMJ authority.

Chairman WARNER. Have we got it here? We’re going to send it
right down to you for a good judicial interpretation.

General ALEXANDER. All right, sir.
Senator LEVIN. You don’t have the FRAGO, General?
Senator BILL NELSON. While we’re waiting for that, I’ll just ask

General Alexander, when did you become aware of the abuses?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, I heard of the abuses when the initial

reports came out in January that there were abuses going on. I did
not understand at the time that there were MI personnel in charge
because the way it was characterized was of an MP. So when I look
at the abuses, I do not get normally the abuses of those outside MI.

As soon as we found out that there were MI involved, that’s
when they came to us and they said we need somebody, a senior
officer that we could appoint who is senior to these level——

Senator BILL NELSON. When was that?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, that was on November 7 when they

asked me for General Fay.
Senator BILL NELSON. November 7?
General ALEXANDER. No, sir, April 7, I’m sorry, sir.
Senator BILL NELSON. April 7.
General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator BILL NELSON. When did you see the photographic evi-

dence?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, on television.
Senator BILL NELSON. All right. When did you read the Taguba

report?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, last week.
Senator BILL NELSON. What was the Army’s plan for dealing

with the strategic and operational consequences of the release of
this evidence of prisoner abuse?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’m not sure I understand your ques-
tion.

Senator BILL NELSON. If there was, it has been testified in front
of this committee last Friday by the SECDEF, that he knew of
abuses as far back as the middle of January, we’ve had other testi-
mony to that effect. Now, what I want to know is, what was the
Army’s plan, knowing of abuses, that—what was your plan for
dealing with the consequences of those abuses?
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General ALEXANDER. Sir, there was a series of investigations,
and when those came out, those series of problems—one of the
things that the acting Secretary of the Army took upon him was,
we have to look throughout the Army to see how our detainees are
being operated, and he gave the—and I’ll read you exactly, sir,
here—he gave, for starting on February 11, the Department of the
Army Inspector General, the mission to conduct a functional analy-
sis of the Army’s internment, enemy POW detention, interrogation
policies, practices and procedures based on current DOD and Army
policies and doctrine.

Senator BILL NELSON. Okay, I don’t understand, I don’t under-
stand all that language.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir.
Senator BILL NELSON. The Army had to have a plan once they

found out about abuses that if those abuses became public, there
were going to be consequences in Iraq that were going to be inimi-
cal to our goal in Iraq, which is to stabilize Iraq.

So my question is, what were, are, the Army’s plans for dealing
with the consequences of abuses such as this being made public?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, the Army has not developed a plan as
you say on going against—we are looking at all the things that we
ought to do that as an Army in terms of what measures can we
take with our allies, what are the things that we have to show as
we are here today, what other venues should we do, what are the
actions, is examples that folks like General Abizaid and others take
in the leadership to show the Iraqi people that we are sorry and
that we apologize for these, how do we police up our own ranks to
ensure this will never happen.

All of that are things that the Army leadership and, I think it’s
important, the CJTF and the CENTCOM leadership are concur-
rently doing, because it’s a combined——

Senator BILL NELSON. Okay, let me just wrap up here and then
we can go back into this matter that you were talking about, Mr.
Chairman. So you know of no plan, I call it a plan, but brainstorm-
ing session, if for that reason, of first finding out about these
abuses and then saying, what in the world is this going to do to
us out there in the Muslim world, specifically in Iraq, that is going
to hinder the ultimate objective that we have, which is to stabilize
Iraq? You know of no discussions or plan?

General ALEXANDER. No, absolutely, sir, in terms of brainstorm-
ing. At all levels we are brainstorming, we are looking at what are
the things that we ought to do, what are—and I’ve been asked this,
sir, last week by—in another committee, what could Congress do.

Senator BILL NELSON. Did anybody specifically discuss the kind
of physical and torture violence and perhaps even beheading that
would occur as a result of these abuses?

General ALEXANDER. No, sir. Nobody could come out and say, we
think a civilian is going to be beheaded. I think we all are con-
cerned that these events will increase the number of incidents, at-
tacks against our soldiers and civilians throughout the region. We
are clearly concerned about that, and that’s one of the things that
we as an Army, we as a military, and we as a Nation need to get
out front, because those terrorist organizations that oppose us are
going to use this as a rallying flag to go against that.
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We all understand. We are all working on that, sir. From both
the Joint Staff side, our side, we’ve had a working group amongst
us with the Joint Staff to talk about, what are the things that we
could or should do. So those are going on, sir.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I would just submit for our
future discussion, and obviously General Alexander is not respon-
sible here. But the question is that were we prepared about Mus-
lim sensitivities in trying during an occupation to prepare that
country for something they’ve never experienced in recent history
called democracy, and so that had we been better prepared, that
we would have immediately jumped on prison abuses and found
out more about what they were.

Why don’t you pursue the line on the difference on MI and MP?
Chairman WARNER. Yes, I will do that, but I think this hearing

has really raised a lot of very important questions which the com-
mittee has to work to resolve, and I’m told by my staff that I may
have inadvertently used the word ducking and bobbing, but that
did not refer to this panel before us today, because I think you
have been direct in your responses and pointed out, it’s almost like
a bowling alley. Everybody’s been in his lane doing his job but
somehow we need more cross action between these individuals.

So we come back to this order, FRAGO, and we now have the
distinguished JAG interpreting. Judge?

General ROMIG. Yes, sir. The FRAGO, it would appear that since
they are under TACON of the 205th, I’m talking about the 800th
people, the MPs, that they have, the 205th has control for missions
and tasking and things like that, but UCMJ remains with the
800th MP brigade.

Chairman WARNER. Remains with that. But now TACON then
did go to the MI side?

General ROMIG. It did.
Chairman WARNER. It did.
General ROMIG. That’s for control of movements and detailed di-

rection of the operation of, it appears the facility.
Chairman WARNER. Then——
Senator BILL NELSON. Including the interpretation, I mean, the

interrogation, if I might?
Chairman WARNER. That’s my understanding, and that Taguba

report, he took that position this morning.
General ROMIG. Sir, absent anything else, that’s what it would

appear to be.
Chairman WARNER. That’s the way it reads to you. General Alex-

ander, do you want to take a look at it?
General ALEXANDER. No, sir, I’ve looked at it, and that’s why I

said, I know that this is a key issue——
Chairman WARNER. But why don’t you take a few moments and

look at it?
General ALEXANDER. Sir, I’ve read it.
Chairman WARNER. Oh, you’ve read it.
General ALEXANDER. I have read it. It’s my book that I passed

over to him, and the key issue though is, what did General Sanchez
convey to the two commanders and what did he expect of them,
and my understanding from him is what we need to clarify to you,
and that’s one of the things that, as I started out, I said we’ll take
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that for the record so that we get it to you exactly correct, go
through the Joint Staff to CENTCOM so that you know that we’ve
done that, because I think that is one of the key issues of when
he said that, who was expected to have responsibility for the MP
part of security detainee operations?

It was pointed out, I think by General Taguba, if I’m not mis-
taken, that in fact General Karpinski thought that she still had
that and it was 2 days after her initial investigation that she said,
well, this order came out. So there is clearly disagreement, so this
is one of the issues that has to be ironed out, and we owe that back
to you accurately from——

Chairman WARNER. What does the plain English say?
General ALEXANDER. Just as General Romig read it, sir. TACON.
Chairman WARNER. The plain English language according to

your interpretation is that TACON went from the MP commander
to the MI commander.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. It says under the first paragraph,
effective immediately, the 205th Military Intelligence brigade com-
mander assumes responsibility for the Baghdad central confine-
ment facility and is appointed the FOB commander. Units directly
at Abu Ghraib are under the TACON for security of detainees and
FOB protection. Now——

Chairman WARNER. Embraced in there is the responsibility for
the interrogation procedures?

General ALEXANDER. I think all of that is what needs to be laid
out by General Sanchez so that we answer it exactly correct. But
as I understand it, the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade re-
mained responsible for the interrogation and the overall security of
the facility itself, protecting all the persons there, both the detain-
ees and the soldiers. That’s what I think General Sanchez in-
tended. I know how it reads, and we have to clarify that point.

Chairman WARNER. I come back again. So you feel that you need
to do further research to determine whether or not this FRAGO in
fact reposed in the MI the responsibility for the conduct of the in-
terrogations?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, they always had——
Chairman WARNER. They always had that?
General ALEXANDER. They always had the conduct of the interro-

gations. I think the question, the key point, is did the MI brigade
commander tell the MPs out in the general detention facility how
to do their job? That was the key point.

Chairman WARNER. Which is a—to use a phrase—a preparatory
step for the MI to come in, so in a sense——

General ALEXANDER. That’s correct.
Chairman WARNER.—they were telling—I’m not suggesting what

they did because we don’t know, we’re waiting for the reports. But
someone is likely to have told the MPs, here are certain steps you
can take, and I use the word soften up these prisoners, so when
we come to the cell block, they’re mentally and physically in such
a condition that our interrogation can be more fruitful. Is that
about right?

General ALEXANDER. That’s how it’s reported, sir, but it is my
understanding—and that’s why the November 19 and when these
acts took place is such a key time, because if the ICRC report is
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correct, as we believe it is, then it took place in October, or at least
some of them.

Chairman WARNER. What took place?
General ALEXANDER. Some of these allegations by the ICRC of

detainee abuse took place in October.
Chairman WARNER. Correct.
General ALEXANDER. Before the MI brigade was in charge.
Chairman WARNER. Correct. But they continued after the

FRAGO is my understanding.
General ALEXANDER. Sir, that’s what has to be clarified, because

I don’t know that we accurately know when they started, when
they stopped, and what happened. Those dates, I don’t have the
dates of all the pictures. But I understand that they were late Oc-
tober, they were from early October, late October, early November,
but I don’t know how far that went on.

Chairman WARNER. To the extent that I have any knowledge, it’s
because of testimony perhaps the day before yesterday that this
didn’t stop until this very courageous enlisted man took the disk
with photos on it and gave it to his superior, and at that point in
time, then everybody turned to and realized we have a problem and
it stopped. Has that scenario been related to any of you gentlemen?

General ALEXANDER. Not in those words, no, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Anything approximating?
General ALEXANDER. As I understand it, that at least we know

it was going on through the October-November time period, so the
detainee abuse cases or events, clearly October, November, and
now the question is when did they stop. I think the key point of
this November 19, so they’re going on before the MI brigade takes
command, did they change it and make it retroactive? No, they
couldn’t. So that could not have happened. We all agree on that.

So my concern is that we are trying to say that when we put the
MI brigade commander in charge, what we did was already make
the conditions to soften them up. Sir, look at what was going on
in October and early November. It is clear that they had already
had these infractions, and I don’t know how long that went on. But
clearly we have to find that out.

Chairman WARNER. I would go back, again we’re trying to sur-
mise in the October time frame, prior to the November 19 FRAGO,
these actions of abuse were going on, but they were going on in the
context of interrogations being conducted by MI people. Am I not
correct in that?

General ALEXANDER. Those are the statements, and in each
statement——

Chairman WARNER. There were MI people assigned to do those
duties at that prison.

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir. That’s exactly right.
Chairman WARNER. Presumably they were trying to elicit intel-

ligence from the prisoners.
General ALEXANDER. Those are named in General Taguba’s re-

port. There are three soldiers and two contractors named in his re-
port. But as you state, there are indications that there are more
and there are indications in places that say MI officers, and so
what General Taguba recommended was that a Procedure 15 look
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into that because he did not have the specific data to say it was
that person who did it.

What they got was, they told me to do it, and that’s where we
really need to make sure we get the facts, wherever they may lead,
sir, and bring them out and hold those who did wrong accountable.

Chairman WARNER. Good. Let me read you from the Taguba re-
port, it’s page 45, that Colonel Thomas Pappas, Commander of the
205th Military Intelligence Brigade be given a general officer
memorandum of reprimand and investigated UP Procedure 15 AR
activities for the following acts, which have been previously re-
ferred to in the aforementioned findings. So he was punished for
the following: failure to ensure that soldiers under his direct com-
mand were properly trained in and followed the interrogation ROE.
So he failed to ascertain that all of his soldiers had the proper
training to adhere to the interrogation ROE, is that correct?

General ALEXANDER. That’s correct, sir.
Chairman WARNER. That implies to me that MI people were not

performing their duties, perhaps because they’d never been trained.
Do you infer that from that language?

General ALEXANDER. Well, sir——
Chairman WARNER. Or improperly trained.
General ALEXANDER. I think, and as he listed out, and he lists

out the four people, he, Colonel Jordan, and two others, who acted
improperly, and any soldier, it says here, any soldier who does not
report that is not following the interrogation ROE. We know that
there were soldiers who were in some of those photographs who ob-
served it and didn’t report it.

Chairman WARNER. But if they—what this says, as I read it, en-
sure that soldiers in his command were properly trained, he didn’t
ensure that, so that training would have come under your jurisdic-
tion, wouldn’t it, for those soldiers?

General ALEXANDER. Sir, all the training for our soldiers under
the interrogation ROE for the unit there would fall under the joint
command that he’s operating under. The doctrinal training that we
have falls under the Army, and that’s what we give them at Fort
Huachuca. We also provide a mobile training team to bring them
up.

Chairman WARNER. Okay. Much work has to be done, and I
thank you all three of you—I have one or two questions left—for
your cooperation and your direct response today, and I assure you
that I have the highest respect for each of you and what you’ve
tried to do.

But let me press on into this area. This goes to General Burgess.
According to the CJTF–7 policies on interrogation ROE, there are
certain interrogation techniques whose employment would require
the explicit approval of the commanding general. The attachment
to the Taguba Report included at least one memorandum request-
ing such approval from the commanding general, General Sanchez.

How frequently were requests made for approval to employ inter-
rogation techniques requiring explicit approval?

General BURGESS. Sir, based on the knowledge that I have, there
were no requests to General Sanchez.
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Chairman WARNER. Therefore, the next question you’ve an-
swered, how often were such requests approved by Sanchez? There
were none.

Now, accountability. That’s a subject that’s very much on the
minds of us here in Congress. I’ll ask this to the JAG. Court-mar-
tial action against certain individuals has been, that’s past tense,
recommended, but only administrative action against leaders in the
chain of command such as Brigadier General Karpinski and Colo-
nel Pappas, Lieutenant Colonel Jordan, Lieutenant Colonel
Phillabaum, and others. The apparent failures of leadership of
these individuals as documented in the Taguba Report could sug-
gest more stringent responses than ‘‘a memorandum of reprimand’’
essentially letters of admonishment.

In your view, are the disciplinary actions recommended for mem-
bers of the chain of command appropriate for the offenses in this
situation?

General ROMIG. Mr. Chairman, first I would point out that it was
the commander on the scene who assessed the evidence before
them in the context of what was going on there and made those
decisions. It’s certainly within the realm of the reasonable and
that’s why in our system you have the ability of a commander to
choose a couple different options or more.

I would say that some of these, you mentioned Colonel Pappas,
that is still pending the Procedure 15, and there may be some other
things that could come out of this as the cases move forward and
more investigation is done. So I’m not sure it’s over as it stands
right now.

Chairman WARNER. That’s the next question. Do the administra-
tive and non-judicial actions taken to date preclude reexamination
of any of these cases and potential judicial action under the UCMJ?

General ROMIG. No, sir.
Chairman WARNER. So that avenue is still open?
General ROMIG. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Gentlemen, I think we had a marathon,

close to 7 hours of hearing, but we thank you very much first for
your distinguished careers of service, for your continuing effort to
assist the SECDEF and the Acting Secretary of the Army and all
others to get to the bottom of it, including the United States Senate
and the Congress of the United States. So thank you very much.

I will be in consultation with the ranking member, Mr. Levin,
with regard to future hearings of this committee. It’s apparent to
me that we need to do a good deal more work and there are a lot
more witnesses to work with. But we’re faced with the fact that our
bill is on the floor beginning Monday, and it’s at the moment not
clear to me that we can next week continue with a hearing in view
of the heavy commitment of all members of this committee to floor
action. Then following that’s a recess period, so we could be 2
weeks away, although I’ll examine Thursday of this week with the
staff and Senator Levin and see whether or not the availability of
some of the witnesses we have in mind can be arranged for that
hearing.

So for the moment, subject to further announcement, we’ll let
you know of our schedule. But thank you again for today. The
hearing is adjourned.
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[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN

GITMO-IZING ABU GHRAIB

1. Senator MCCAIN. General Alexander, General Burgess, and General Romig, it
has been reported that General Miller wanted to GITMO-ize the confinement oper-
ations at Abu Ghraib prison because of your concern in that facility that military
intelligence was not getting the information from detainees like he thought they
should be. What did he mean by GITMO-izing Abu Ghraib prison?

General ALEXANDER. I am unaware of any such statement being made by Major
General Miller.

General BURGESS. I am unaware of any such statement being made by Major
General Miller. During General Miller’s testimony in the Senate hearing on Iraq
prison abuse on 19 May 2004, Senator Daniel Akaka (D) Hawaii asked him: ‘‘Did
you tell General Karpinski that you were going to GITMO-ize Abu Ghraib? My ques-
tion is, what did you mean by this statement?

General Miller responded: ‘‘Senator, I did not tell General Karpinski I would
GITMO-ize Abu Ghraib. I don’t believe I’ve ever used that term. Ever.’’

General ROMIG. I am unaware of any such statement being made by Major Gen-
eral Miller.

GENERAL OFFICER APPROVAL OF INTERROGATION TACTICS

2. Senator MCCAIN. General Alexander, General Burgess, and General Romig,
General Miller announced that certain practices would be discontinued, including
hooding, stress positioning, and sleep deprivation, but that they would be permitted
with approval by a general officer. Under what authority can a general officer per-
mit these techniques?

General ALEXANDER. Concur with Major General Romig and Major General Bur-
gess.

General BURGESS. A general officer can only approve techniques that are ap-
proved by doctrine and in accordance with applicable international law. In addition,
the Secretary of Defense may further limit authority by requiring that he receive
specific notification and/or provide approval of certain lawful techniques.

General ROMIG. If a practice or technique is lawful, a commander may restrict the
use of that practice or technique in many ways, including that a general officer ap-
prove its use. To the extent that any practice involving detainees violates U.S. or
international law, no general officer would have authority to permit the practice or
technique.

CAUSE OF DEATH OF FORMER HEAD OF IRAQ’S AIR FORCE

3. Senator MCCAIN. General Alexander, General Burgess, and General Romig, the
Denver Post reports an allegation that the former head of the Iraqi Air Force died
during interrogation when he was rolled up inside a sleeping bag so only his feet
stuck out, and then sat on and rolled back and forth until he died of suffocation.
Apparently the investigation concluded that this was a death from ‘‘natural causes.’’
What can you tell me about this?

General ALEXANDER. I have been informed that the case is presently being inves-
tigated by the Army’s Criminal Investigation Command as a suspected homicide.

General BURGESS. Army Criminal Investigation Division (CID) initiated an inves-
tigation immediately after the death of Major General Mowhosh, the former Iraqi
Air Defense Minister, on November 26, 2003. A preliminary investigation deter-
mined that General Mowhosh died during interrogation by two U.S. Army interroga-
tors. The CID investigation is ongoing and being treated as a suspected homicide.

General ROMIG. I have been informed that the case is presently being investigated
by the Army’s CID as a suspected homicide.

PRISON GUARDS

4. Senator MCCAIN. General Alexander, General Burgess, and General Romig, is
it now, or has it been, administration policy that prison guards should ‘‘facilitate’’
detainee interrogations? If so, how were they instructed to do this?

General ALEXANDER. I don’t know of any administration policy that prison guards
should facilitate detainee interrogations. However, it is clear that in screening pris-
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oners and understanding the state-of-mind of detainees to be interrogated, MI and
MP should work together. Specifically, FM 34–52 says on page 3–9, ‘‘Interrogators
should question guards about the sources, time permitting, as part of preparation.
Since the guards are in constant contact with the sources, they may be able to pro-
vide information on:

• Their physical condition.
• Demonstrated attitude and behavior.
• Contact made with other guards or sources.
• How the source has been handled since capture.
• Hearsay (H/S) information from others who have handled the source.
• Confirmation of capture data, especially the circumstances under which
the sources was captured.’’

General BURGESS. I am not aware of any policy that prison guards should facili-
tate detainee interrogations.

General ROMIG. I don’t know of any administration policy that prison guards
should facilitate detainee interrogations. I am aware that this issue was reviewed
by both Major General Miller, Commander of JTF–GITMO, and Major General
Ryder, Army Provost Marshal General, last fall, and more recently by Major Gen-
eral Taguba, CFLCC Deputy Commanding General, in his investigation of the 800th
Military Police Brigade. Neither Army doctrine on detention operations (Army Regu-
lation 190–8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and
Other Detainees) nor the Army’s Field Manual 34–52, Intelligence Interrogation, ad-
dresses the issue other than to specifically prohibit physical or moral coercion and
inhumane treatment to compel information. In my opinion, we need to revise our
doctrine to better define the relationship between interrogators and those respon-
sible for operating detention facilities.

PERMISSIVE CLIMATE OF PRISONER ABUSE

5. Senator MCCAIN. General Alexander, General Burgess, and General Romig, in
Secretary Rumsfeld’s May 7, 2004 testimony, he testified that the Abu Ghraib pris-
on personnel followed the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and that the Gene-
va Conventions were posted for all prison personnel to see. General Taguba has
stated that neither the camp rules nor the provisions of the Geneva Conventions
were posted in English or in the language of the detainees at any of the detention
facilities in the 800th Military Police (MP) Brigade’s area of responsibility. Would
this supervisory error not contribute to a permissive climate of prisoner abuse?

General ALEXANDER. Posting of camp rules and the applicable Geneva Conven-
tions is required by the conventions and service regulations. However, the absence
of these postings cannot be directly related to a permissive climate of prisoner
abuse.

General BURGESS. At this time ongoing investigations will determine where and
how the camp rules and Geneva Conventions provisions were posted in the 800th
MP Brigade’s area during the time the alleged offenses took place.

General ROMIG. Posting of camp rules and the applicable Geneva Conventions is
required by the conventions and service regulations. Failure to adhere to this re-
quirement could be one of a number of indicators that regulations were not strictly
followed. Without more facts, however, I cannot conclude that a failure to post the
documents would necessarily contribute to a permissive climate of prisoner abuse.

PROSECUTION OF CIVILIAN OPERATORS IN ABU GHRAIB

6. Senator MCCAIN. General Alexander, General Burgess, and General Romig, in-
terrogation specialists from private defense contractors were operating inside Abu
Ghraib and may have taken part in these atrocities. Given the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ) has been amended by the Military and Extraterritorial Ju-
risdiction Act of 1999, do you intend to prosecute the contractors who allegedly
abused prisoners and committed other atrocities under the UCMJ?

General ALEXANDER. Concur with Major General Romig.
General BURGESS. As standard practice, military commanders order investigations

when personnel under their command are suspected of committing UCMJ offenses,
including atrocities of this nature. The Department of Justice has the authority to
prosecute contractor employees of the Department of Defense under the Military
Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act (MEJA). Contractors are only subject to the UCMJ
during a declared state of war. I would respectfully defer all legal opinions to Gen-
eral Romig.
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General ROMIG. The MEJA of 2000 is a separate and distinct Federal criminal
statute. It does not amend the UCMJ, nor does it enforce the punitive articles of
the UCMJ. Under MEJA, the decision to prosecute is made by the Department of
Justice (DOJ). It is my understanding that DOJ is currently reviewing the conduct
of certain private defense contractors in Iraq.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

CHAIN OF COMMAND AT ABU GHRAIB

7. Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, we have heard that Abu Ghraib Prison was
placed under the command of the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade commander
on November 19, 2003. According to General Taguba, this effectively made an MI
Officer, rather than a Military Police (MP) Officer, responsible for the MP units con-
ducting detainee operations at that facility, which is not doctrinally sound due to
the different missions and agendas assigned to each of these respective specialties.
Who made the decision to put the MI commander in charge of the Abu Ghraib facil-
ity and why?

General ALEXANDER. According to Lieutenant General Sanchez’s testimony before
Congress, he put the 205th as TACON authority on November 19 to enhance the
force protection posture of Abu Ghraib, i.e., to act as the garrison commander of
FOB Abu Ghraib, not to assume the responsibilities for detention operations

8. Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, does the Department agree with General
Taguba’s conclusion that this decision was ‘‘not doctrinally sound’’?

General ALEXANDER. It normally would not be ‘‘doctrinally sound’’ to place a Mili-
tary Intelligence (MI) commander in charge of the Military Police in order to run
a prison as MI personnel are not trained in the running of a prison; however, as
stated before, Lieutenant General Sanchez testified it was never his intent for MI
to run the prison, but to assume responsibility for the force protection of the base.

9. Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, General Taguba specifically recommended
that General Karpinski, brigade commander, be relieved from command and issued
a General Officer Memorandum of Reprimand. General Karpinski was issued a Gen-
eral Officer Memorandum of Admonishment on January 17, 2003 but as of early
March was still in command of the 800th Military Police Brigade. On what basis
was General Karpinski issued a General Officer Memorandum of Admonishment on
January 17?

General ALEXANDER. General Karpinksi was issued a General Officer Memoran-
dum of Admonishment on January 17 by Lieutenant General Sanchez because inci-
dents that had occurred ‘‘reflect a lack of clear standards, proficiency and leadership
within the brigade.’’

10. Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, why was General Karpinski not relieved
of command at that time?

General ALEXANDER. As this is a command decision, refer to CJTF–7, Lieutenant
General Sanchez.

11. Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, it has been reported that General Miller’s
review team recommended that military police set the conditions for the successful
interrogation and exploitation of internees/detainees and that the guard force be ac-
tively engaged in setting the conditions for successful exploitation of the internees.
General Taguba has stated that these recommendations would appear to be in con-
flict with the recommendations of General Ryder’s Team and AR 190–8 that mili-
tary police do not participate in military intelligence supervised interrogation ses-
sions. Do you agree with General Taguba’s conclusion that military police should not
be asked to ‘‘set the conditions’’ for interrogations?

General ALEXANDER. Military Police are part of the interrogation mission. Their
role is not only to secure the detainees as well as escort them to and from interroga-
tion booths but also to provide passive intelligence to interrogators. Per Field Man-
ual 34–52, ‘‘interrogators should question guards about the sources, time permitting,
as part of preparation. Since the guards are in constant contact with the sources,
they may be able to provide information on: their physical condition; demonstrated
attitude and behavior; contact made with other guards or sources. . .’’ MPs are in
a unique position to provide information on detainees because of their daily inter-
action with them. Army G2 believes Military Police should not play an active role
during actual interrogations, meaning except for security presence, they should not
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interact with detainees during interrogations nor conduct their own ‘‘interrogations’’
of detainees. Military doctrine and policy has to be updated to reflect the roles and
responsibilities of both MPs and MI for future detention operations.

12. Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, doesn’t the subsequent decision to appoint
General Miller to take over Abu Ghraib prison appear to ratify his recommendation
for using military police to support interrogations? Doesn’t this send the wrong mes-
sage after the abuses at Abu Ghraib?

General ALEXANDER. See answer to question #11.

13. Senator LEVIN. General Alexander, who made the decision to appoint General
Miller?

General ALEXANDER. Refer to CJTF–7, Lieutenant General Sanchez, for answer.

ROLE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERALS

14. Senator LEVIN. General Romig, the Army Judge Advocate General (JAG)
Corps has consistently served as one of our strongest lines of defense against unlaw-
ful or indefensible conduct by members of the military. That line of defense appears
to have broken down at Abu Ghraib prison. To your knowledge, was there a JAG
assigned to Abu Ghraib prison—with either the military police battalion or the mili-
tary intelligence brigade responsible for the prison? If so, was the JAG consulted
on the detention and interrogation techniques used by military police and military
intelligence at the prison?

General ROMIG. The 800th Military Police Brigade had a Lieutenant Colonel Staff
Judge Advocate with an organic legal element that provided area coverage to the
Abu Ghraib detention facility. The 205th Military Intelligence Brigade had two Bri-
gade Judge Advocates, one of whom was assigned to the Abu Ghraib detention facil-
ity with his brigade in late November. A magistrate’s cell, typically consisting of
three Judge Advocates, was placed at Abu Ghraib in late September 2003 in order
to conduct legal reviews of detention. The 205th Military Intelligence Brigade Judge
Advocate was consulted on interrogation approaches as necessary. Additional legal
support was provided by the CJTF–7 SJA section.

15. Senator LEVIN. General Romig, did the JAG review interrogation plans on a
case-by-case basis to ensure their compliance with Army regulations and the Geneva
Conventions?

General ROMIG. The Brigade Judge Advocate would review interrogation plans
and observe interrogations on a periodic basis. He did not review all plans or attend
all interrogations. The Judge Advocate reviewed all requests for exception to CJTF–
7s 12 October 2003 Interrogation Policy. The CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advocate reviewed
requests for exception that were submitted to the CJTF–7 Commander.

16. Senator LEVIN. General Romig, who has responsibility for ensuring that the
Interrogation Rules of Engagement (IROE) in Iraq, provided to this committee at
today’s hearing, are properly applied and adhere to the Geneva Accords?

General ROMIG. This is a command responsibility. Under Army doctrine as re-
flected in FM 34–52, Intelligence Interrogation, the command’s J2, G2, or S2 has
primary staff responsibility to ensure interrogation activities are performed in ac-
cordance with the Geneva Conventions and U.S. policies. The manual further states
that if there is any doubt as to the legality of a proposed form of interrogation, the
advice of the Command Judge Advocate should be sought before using the method
in question. The IROE document provided to the committee was locally-produced by
the officer in charge of interrogations at the Abu Ghraib Prison and informally re-
viewed by the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade Judge Advocate along with mem-
bers of the Office of the Staff Judge Advocate, CJTF–7. [I would also like to point
out that the term ‘‘IROE’’ is an improper use of the concept of ROE. In military op-
erations, the term ‘‘rules of engagement (ROE)’’ refers to limitations on the use of
force.]

17. Senator LEVIN. General Romig, what role does your office play in vetting and
approving rules for the conduct of interrogations?

General ROMIG. We provide legal advice to the Army Chief of Staff and the Army
Staff on a wide range of matters, including the DOD Law of War Program and the
DOD Program for Enemy Prisoners of War and Other Detainees. This includes re-
viewing Army interrogation doctrine for legal sufficiency. In the case of interroga-
tions at Guantanamo, we participated in a review of interrogation procedures as
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part of a DOD Working Group (please see my answer to question 28). In Iraq, my
office does not have a direct role in vetting and approving rules for the conduct of
interrogations. The collection of intelligence is tasked to components assigned to the
Subordinate Joint Force Command (CJTF–7) in accordance with collection plans
prepared by the Command’s J2. The chain of command runs from CJTF–7 through
the Combatant Command (USCENTCOM) to the Joint Staff. Legal officers are as-
signed to each of these headquarters. Although my office is not technically in the
chain of command, we are a ‘‘reach-back’’ source from which judge advocates in the
field can request advice or opinions regarding any legal issue affecting current oper-
ations. I am not aware of this happening for this particular issue.

18. Senator LEVIN. General Romig, did your office review these IROEs?
General ROMIG. No.

ACCOUNTABILITY OF CIVILIAN CONTRACTORS

19. Senator LEVIN. General Romig, there is evidence that civilian contractors may
have been involved in some of the potentially criminal actions documented in the
Taguba Report. It has been reported that a contractor serving as an interrogator
at Abu Ghraib allowed and/or instructed MPs, who were not trained in interrogation
techniques, to facilitate interrogations by ‘‘setting conditions’’ which were neither
authorized and in accordance with applicable regulations/policy and he clearly knew
his instructions equated to physical abuse. If you conclude that civilian contractors
overseas have committed criminal acts, what systems are in place to hold them ac-
countable and is there a court with jurisdiction to try them for criminal conduct?

General ROMIG. U.S. contractors accompanying a force are not subject to the
UCMJ except in time of a congressionally declared war. However, they are still sub-
ject to U.S. Federal jurisdiction under the War Crimes Act (which provides for juris-
diction over any U.S. national who commits a ‘‘war crime’’), 18 USC §§ 2340–2340A
(implementing the Torture Convention), and potentially to the Military
Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act.

20. Senator LEVIN. General Romig, has anybody in the Department reviewed the
use of civilian contractors as interrogators to determine whether this is an appro-
priate use of contractors or is an inherently governmental function?

General ROMIG. I believe the Army is reviewing the issue.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY

PROCESS IN FORMULATION OF DETENTION AND INTERROGATION RULES OF ENGAGEMENT

21. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, I provided you with two media reports (the
UPI article by Arnaud de Borchgrave and the Salon.com article by Joe Conason,
both dated May 11, 2004). Were you previously aware that senior Judge Advocate
General (JAG) officers went outside the Department to the New York City Bar Asso-
ciation to raise their concerns on the formulation of military interrogation and de-
tention rules?

General ROMIG. No.

22. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, the JAG officers reportedly said that civil-
ian appointees, and particularly Mr. Feith and Mr. Haynes, have ignored or by-
passed the military lawyers with respect to the formulation, drafting, vetting, and
implementation of interrogation rules of engagement and other legal issues related
to the subjects of our hearings. Please describe the process for establishing policies
on interrogation rules of engagement and detention and the role of JAG officers in
the process.

General ROMIG. Army doctrine and policies for intelligence interrogation are con-
tained in Field Manual 34–52, Intelligence Interrogation. The most current version
is dated 28 September 1992. The FM implements general principles contained in
Field Manual 34–1, Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Operations, and several
standardization agreements (STANAGs) that the U.S. has entered into with our
NATO allies (i.e., STANAG 2033, Interrogation of Prisoners of War; STANAG 2044,
Procedures for Dealing with Prisoners of War; and STANAG 2084, Handling and
Reporting of Captured Enemy Equipment and Documents). The principles and tech-
niques of interrogation set out in the FM specifically incorporate the constraints es-
tablished by the UCMJ and the 1949 Geneva Conventions. The FM recognizes that
intelligence interrogation execution will vary depending on unit mission, task orga-
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nization, and collection priorities. The current manual was reviewed for legal suffi-
ciency and comment by Judge Advocates assigned to U.S. Army Intelligence Center
(the agency proponent) and in the Office of The Judge Advocate General (OTJAG).
All changes recommended by OTJAG were incorporated in the final FM. Regarding
the role of Judge Advocates assigned to commands in the field, please see my an-
swer to questions 16 and 17.

23. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, have the processes changed since Septem-
ber 11, 2001? If so, please describe the previous process, highlighting the differences
between then and now.

General ROMIG. Please see my answer to question 28.

24. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, since the assumption by Mr. Feith and Mr.
Haynes of their current positions, what has been their role in the matters and proc-
esses described in the previous question?

General ROMIG. Aside from the formulation of a working group noted in question
28, I am not aware of any role Mr. Haynes may have played in the processes de-
scribed in the previous question. With regard to Mr. Feith, on January 17, 2002,
he issued a memorandum, subject: Responsibility for detainees in association with
the global war on terrorism, in which he advised that the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict) would assume responsibility
for ‘‘overall development, coordination, approval, and promulgation of major DOD
policies and plans related to persons detainees in association with the global war
on terrorism. This include[d] development, coordination, approval, and promulgation
of major DOD policies, and new courses of action with DOD components and other
Federal agencies as necessary.’’ This memorandum also advised that DOD Directive
2310.1 would be adjusted to reflect this decision. I have no knowledge of what other
role, if any, Mr. Feith has had in these matters.

25. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, after assuming their positions, did either
Mr. Feith or Mr. Haynes alter the role of civilian appointees in the process? If so,
was this done by formal order, by oral directions, or some other means? Please pro-
vide any documentation that would indicate when this change was made and the
substance of those changes.

General ROMIG. Please see my answer to question 24.

26. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, if the decisions on IROE and other legal
issues were not made and implemented through the regular pre-existing assign-
ments, channels, and command chain, including JAG, how were they made and com-
municated to the action commands and officers? Please provide details on the rules
and other orders most relevant to these hearings and list the others affected.

General ROMIG. Please see my answer to question 16. I am not aware of any other
decisions involving legal matters that were made outside regular pre-existing as-
signments, channels, and command chain.

27. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, if such decisions were communicated by
Mr. Feith and/or Mr. Haynes horizontally or upwards to other civilian officials, and
then downward to military officials, please describe those channels in as much de-
tail as you can, providing documentation where available.

General ROMIG. I have no personal information on how Mr. Feith or Mr. Haynes
communicates decisions aside from established channels and modes, such as infor-
mation papers, directives, instructions, and policy guidance.

MR. HAYNES’ ‘‘WORKING GROUP’’

28. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, are you familiar with the ‘‘working group’’
under the direction or other leadership of Mr. Haynes, described to us by another
witness, in connection with the matters under review by the committee? Please de-
scribe the membership and functions of that working group. If you or any member
of your office were a member, please provide all documentation with respect to that
group. If no one in your office was a member, please explain why, when, and how
that occurred.

General ROMIG. In early January 2003, a working group of various attorneys and
operators was formed within the Department of Defense regarding detainee interro-
gation. The group was generally directed to review interrogation procedures at
Guantanamo, and make recommendations regarding appropriate techniques and ap-
proaches. The specific function, membership, reports, and comments of the working
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group are contained in classified documents maintained by the Department of De-
fense. The group was headed up by Mary Walker, Air Force General Counsel, who
reported the findings of the group to Mr. Haynes. Members of my staff served on
the working group. In March, I submitted a memorandum to Ms. Walker expressing
a number of reservations and concerns with the final draft of the working group re-
port. In addition, we briefed the Army Chief of Staff and Deputy Chief of Staff, G–
3, of our concerns in preparation for Joint Staff meetings on this issue.

NEWS ARTICLES AND THE TAGUBA REPORT

29. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, do you believe that the concerns reportedly
raised by JAG officers in the above mentioned articles may have been a contributing
cause of any of the gaps, faults, and misbehavior described in the Taguba Report?
Please explain in detail.

General ROMIG. Please see my answer to question 30.

INTERROGATION SAFEGUARDS AND JAG’S INVOLVEMENT

30. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, the civilian officials reportedly removed
safeguards designed to prevent the abuse of prisoners. One of those safeguards was
the routine observation from behind a two-way mirror by a JAG officer who was em-
powered to stop any misconduct. The instructions originated by these officials also
reportedly granted private contractors unprecedented participation in the interroga-
tion process—precisely because such civilian contractors are not covered by the
UCMJ and therefore are ‘‘free to do whatever they want to do.’’ An April 26, 2002,
report in the Wall Street Journal stated that the JAG Corps ‘‘keeps a lawyer on
hand during interrogations, for quick decisions on the degree of physical or mental
pressure allowed.’’ Was this military policy? If so, under what circumstances? Is this
no longer policy? If so, when was this change in policy made, who made it, how was
it transmitted to the field, and did the JAG Corps have any role in making this pol-
icy change?

General ROMIG. I believe the individuals who reported that officials removed safe-
guards designed to prevent abuse of prisoners, specifically that these officials pre-
vented judge advocates from being present during all interrogations, are incorrect
in their understanding of the facts. To the best of my knowledge, judge advocates
have never routinely observed all intelligence interrogations. During Operations
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, judge advocates at the division, corps, and theater level
were available to advise commanders on a wide-range of operational law issues, in-
cluding the application of the law of war and the UCMJ as to interrogations and
treatment of detainees. Judge advocates were neither required to nor precluded
from observing interrogations. As a practical matter, it would have been physically
impossible for judge advocates to routinely observe all of the large number of inter-
rogations that occurred during those operations. After discussing the issue with
command legal advisors, it is my understanding that the current practices at Guan-
tanamo and in Iraq are the same: judge advocates are neither required to nor pre-
cluded from observing interrogations.

31. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, have JAG lawyers been present during all
interrogations conducted by military or intelligence personnel in Iraq, Afghanistan,
and Guantanamo Bay? If not, do you believe that the absence of JAG lawyers may
have contributed to any of the reported abuses in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Guanta-
namo Bay?

General ROMIG. Please see my answer to question 30.

32. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, according to the Taguba Report, a new pol-
icy authorizing the use of ‘‘stress and duress’’ practices was initiated by the Penta-
gon in late 2002 or early 2003. Are you aware of this change in policy? Who made
it and when, how was it transmitted to the field, and did the JAG Corps have a
role in making this policy change?

General ROMIG. I am not aware of any change of policy other than noted in my
answer to question 28.

33. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, do you believe that this change in policy
contributed to any of the reported abuses in Iraq or Afghanistan?

General ROMIG. Please see my answer to question 32.
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34. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, was the JAG Corps involved in the decision
to give private contractors much broader authority to interrogate military detainees?

General ROMIG. My office was not involved in the decision to employ private con-
tractor interrogators or how much authority private contractors should have when
interrogating military detainees.

35. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, who made this decision and when and how
was it transmitted to the field?

General ROMIG. I don’t know.

36. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, in making this policy change, did policy-
makers discuss the lack of accountability under the UCMJ for civilian contractors?

General ROMIG. I don’t know.

37. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, was there any discussion of the limits of
jurisdiction for prosecuting military contractors?

General ROMIG. There has been considerable discussion within all the Services re-
garding the increasing reliance of contractors on the battlefield, the lack of UCMJ
jurisdiction except during periods of a congressionally declared war, and the other
possible forums for exercising criminal jurisdiction (the War Crimes Act, 18 USC
§§ 2340–2340A, and potentially the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act). How-
ever, I am not aware of discussions focused on contractors hired to perform interro-
gations.

38. Senator KENNEDY. General Romig, do you share the concerns reportedly ex-
pressed by the JAG articles as summarized in the three articles I have referenced?

General ROMIG. As set out in my answer to question 30, I believe the concerns
reportedly raised by Judge Advocates in the articles were based upon an incorrect
understanding of JAG roles in observing interrogations, both during Operation
Desert Storm and in our present conflicts. To that extent, I do not share their con-
cerns. As to any concerns I may have had regarding the formulation of interrogation
policies at Guantanamo, please see my answer to question 28.

[Whereupon, at 5:57 p.m., the committee adjourned.]
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ant to Senator Bayh; Andrew Shapiro, assistant to Senator Clinton;
and Terri Glaze, assistant to Senator Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. Good morning, everyone. The committee
meets today for the third in a series of hearings regarding the mis-
treatment of Iraqi prisoners by a small—hopefully, a very small—
number of personnel of the Armed Forces of the United States, in
violation of U.S. and international laws.

Testifying before us today are General John P. Abizaid, Com-
mander, U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM); Lieutenant General
Ricardo Sanchez, Commander, Multi-National Force-Iraq; Major
General Geoffrey Miller, Deputy Commander for Detainee Oper-
ations, Multi-National Force; and they are joined this morning by
their Judge Advocate General (JAG), which I think is a very wise
decision.

We welcome our witnesses and thank them again for their serv-
ice. Many times members of this committee and other Members of
Congress have gone abroad and visited each of you in CENTCOM,
and, most particularly, in Afghanistan and Iraq. We must all be
mindful of the role of our witnesses in the operational chain of com-
mand and of their related responsibilities in the administration of
military justice. Each witness this morning will use caution with
regard to their comments, such as not to inadvertently influence,
in any way, the ongoing criminal or administrative proceedings and
the investigations. Many investigations instituted by the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) are now ongoing. Indeed, this morning we
see the opening of the first trials, an opening in a manner in which
the entire world can see democracy in action.

As I have previously stated, this mistreatment of prisoners rep-
resents an appalling and totally unacceptable breach of military
regulations and conduct. Our committee, a part of the United
States Congress, a coequal branch of government, has a solemn re-
sponsibility to determine, as best we can, how this breakdown in
military leadership and discipline occurred, and, most importantly,
what steps are being taken, by the civilians in control and, indeed,
those in the uniform, to see that it never, ever happens gain.

I firmly believe this prisoner mistreatment represents an ex-
tremely rare chapter in the otherwise proud, magnificent history of
the United States military. It is counter to every human value that
we, as Americans, have learned beginning in our earliest stage
with our families, our schools, and our churches. It is counter to
what this Nation stands for, and it is counter to the principles that
the men and women of the Armed Forces, today and in years past,
have fought to protect wherever they are in the world. It is counter
to the cause of freedom.

There must be a full accountability for the abuse of Iraqi detain-
ees, and important questions must be asked of the chain of com-
mand to understand what happened, how it happened, when it
happened, and how those in positions of responsibility either or-
dered, encouraged, authorized, or maybe looked the other way at
such conduct.
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Our witnesses today are uniquely qualified to answer many of
these important questions, including:

What policies and procedures were established for the treatment
of prisoners and detainee interrogations?

What was the chain of command at the prison?
Were military police (MPs) or military intelligence (MI) person-

nel in charge, and at what times?
When did you—I say that collectively and individually—realize

the magnitude, seriousness, and uniqueness of these allegations?
What measures did you take to inform the civilian structure,

from the President to the DOD, Department of State, and others,
that civilian structure that has the ultimate responsibility for the
control of the United States military, which goes back to the very
origins of this country?

What steps were taken to respond to earlier reports of mistreat-
ment of prisoners received from the International Committee of the
Red Cross (ICRC) and possibly other sources?

Finally, how did the conduct of interrogations and detainee oper-
ations evolve from May 2003 until January 2004?

I am confident that you will, to the best of your ability, be re-
sponsive to these and other questions.

I am proud of the manner in which the Armed Forces of the
United States, represented by these extraordinarily accomplished
officers before us, have promptly reacted to the allegations, under-
taken the appropriate investigation, and begun disciplinary actions
under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ). The trials, in
some instances, begin today.

We are a nation of laws. We confront breaches of our laws openly
and directly, and we must find the evidence to hold those who
break the law accountable. We must not forget our overall purpose
in Iraq and, indeed, in Afghanistan. Success in both areas is essen-
tial not only to our Nation and the people of Iraq, but to the entire
world as we fight global terrorism.

We all have an important stake in learning the truth. We must
not allow these acts of a few to tarnish the honor of the many dedi-
cated men and women in uniform, 99.99 percent of whom are val-
iantly upholding the values they were taught in the cause of free-
dom, and doing so at great personal risk and with great sacrifice.

Lastly, how this hearing originated is spelled out in a letter that
I wrote to the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) last week on May
13, in which I thanked him for his participation and assistance in
facilitating the hearings that we had had. I indicated that our com-
mittee would pursue further hearings and involve a list of wit-
nesses, and I named them all, you three among them.

Then I will recite this paragraph: ‘‘To date, in scheduling, the
committee has tried to meet your requirements, and we hope to
continue such cooperation in arranging the earliest possible date
for appearances of these witnesses. Given that some witnesses may
need to remain in Iraq for operational reasons, we are open to ex-
ploring the option of video teleconferences for some hearings.’’

In the course of the last few days, in working with the Depart-
ment on having, I thought, several civilians come up today, some-
what unexpectedly my distinguished colleague, Senator Levin, and
I were informed that you were in town, General Abizaid, and had
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been for several days, and that the other witnesses were coming for
consultation to the DOD. Therefore, the Secretary made you avail-
able here this morning. That is, plain and simple, how it happened.

As to the conduct of this hearing, the buck stops right here on
this desk, and I am the chairman, and I consult with my members,
as my distinguished ranking member consults with his, and I am
very proud in the manner in which this committee has pursued its
responsibilities under the Constitution. We are trying to search for
the facts and put together a record so that we here in Congress,
and, indeed, the American public can better understand these prob-
lems.

This story has been unfolding in many ways. First, a very brave
enlisted man sought to bring to the attention of his superiors a
problem which, frankly, in his gut he knew was wrong. He is to be
commended for that. Thereafter, the military very quickly took ac-
tion, and the rest is history. The press has been diligent. The vic-
tims have actually gone on to tell their story. The lawyers are try-
ing to interpret it. Really, the distressing thing is watching the
families of the soldiers who are under the UCMJ now being exam-
ined, as well as the families of other soldiers. I felt it was impera-
tive that, at some point in time—and the Pentagon basically se-
lected when that time would be: this morning—you would face the
American public and then face the world and give your own per-
sonal accounts of how this situation happened and, most impor-
tantly, what we are going to do to see that it never happens again.
That is the executive and legislative branches working together.

We are proud of the democracy here in America. It is an open
process, and we are going to show the world how we fairly, firmly,
and calmly deal with this situation.

Thank you.
Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First I want to join you in welcoming our witnesses this morning.

I want to join you in thanking each one of them for their service
to our Nation. Most importantly of all, I join you, Mr. Chairman,
in asking our witnesses to pass along to the troops under their
command the gratitude of every member of this committee and of
our Nation for their service.

The allegations of abuses of Iraqi detainees have shocked our
country and shocked our justifiably proud Armed Forces and their
families. The committee’s hearing this morning is part of our con-
tinuing effort to investigate and find out the full extent of these
abuses and how they could have happened. Insisting on account-
ability will help prevent future abuses, and hopefully help restore
the credibility of our Nation within Iraq, the region, and through-
out the world.

The inquiry is not just about the behavior of a few soldiers at a
detention facility. We, of course, must do whatever we can to en-
sure that the perpetrators of the abuses are held accountable. But
those who were responsible for encouraging, condoning, or tolerat-
ing such behavior, or who established or created an atmosphere or
climate for such abusive behavior, must also be held accountable.
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The February 2004 report of the ICRC presents an overview of
documented abuses that extend beyond the conduct of interroga-
tions at one cell block in one detention facility. The report sets
forth an extensive list of methods of ill treatment used ‘‘in a sys-
tematic way’’ by MI at Abu Ghraib and a number of other facilities.
The abuses that are alleged apparently are not limited to detention
facilities. Many of the alleged violations are reported to have oc-
curred at the time of arrest. This is particularly disturbing, given
the statement in the ICRC report that ‘‘certain military intelligence
officers’’ told the ICRC that, in their estimate, between 70 and 90
percent of the persons deprived of their liberty in Iraq had been ar-
rested by mistake.

In addition, according to their report, the ICRC, in May 2003,
handed over to CENTCOM, in Doha, a memorandum based on
‘‘over 200 allegations of ill treatment of prisoners of war during
capture and interrogation.’’ I know that General Abizaid and Gen-
eral Sanchez will inform us today about when the ICRC report and
other reports of abuse were brought to their attention and what ac-
tions were ordered to address those concerns.

In addition to reports that were made in the field, ICRC Presi-
dent Kellenberger stated that he briefed administration officials,
including Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) Administrator
Paul Bremer, Secretary Powell, National Security Advisor Rice,
and Pentagon officials, concerning allegations of abuse on a number
of occasions, including in early- and mid-2003 and January 2004.
We would be interested in hearing from our witnesses about what
word, if any, was received from Washington or Ambassador Bremer
as a result of those allegations of abuse being brought to the atten-
tion of administration officials.

Finally, I want to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for your deter-
mination to carry out the oversight responsibility of this committee.
Committees of jurisdiction have an obligation to understand these
events, to deter future abuses, and to help assure proper account-
ability. Mr. Chairman, you are leading this committee in a respon-
sible way to do just that, and the Nation is in your debt for carry-
ing out your duty as you see it.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Levin, the committee is acting as a
whole. All members, and most especially yourself, have been re-
sponsible for conducting ourselves, I think, in strict accordance
with the institution of the Senate and in the best interest of the
Constitution.

Gentlemen, I ask you to rise. [Witnesses sworn.]
Chairman WARNER. General Abizaid.

STATEMENT OF GEN JOHN P. ABIZAID, USA, COMMANDER,
UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND

General ABIZAID. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Warner, Senator Levin, and members of the committee:
A few days ago I had the honor to talk to the class of 2004 at

West Point, a group of young men and women who have dedicated
themselves to service to the Nation, and who clearly understand
that within the first year of their duties they will likely find them-
selves in combat, probably in the CENTCOM theater of operations.
I could have just as easily been talking to young cadets at the Air
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Force or Naval Academies, or at countless other colleges or places
where our young people are about to be commissioned as officers
in our Armed Forces. One of the most important messages I had
for them is my deep belief in the principle that officers of the
United States military are responsible; that, when in charge, we
must be in charge. This is as true for the lowest second lieutenant
in the chain of command as it is for me. Every officer is responsible
for what his or her unit does or fails to do. I accept that respon-
sibility for CENTCOM.

I come before you as a senior regional commander to address the
Abu Ghraib prison case, and, at the same time, I hope you will
allow me to discuss the conduct of the war, not only in Iraq, but
throughout the region.

As all of you understand, both General Sanchez and I, as mem-
bers of the chain of command, have yet to examine all the facts
about the incidents at Abu Ghraib and have made no judgement
as to the guilt or innocence of any person associated with events
there, nor have we precluded further action against others that ad-
ditional testimony or evidence may indicate acted inappropriately
or failed in their duties.

From evidence already gathered, we believe that systemic prob-
lems existed at the prison that may have contributed to events
there. Other investigations are currently underway, and we will
consider their findings carefully once they become available. We
will follow the trail of evidence wherever it leads. We will continue
to correct systemic problems. We will hold people accountable. In
accordance with the UCMJ, we will take appropriate action.

On my way back to the States, I stopped and talked to many of
the region’s top military and political leaders to discuss Abu Ghraib
and the situation in Iraq to assess the damage that this incident
has done to our reputation. They, like us, and like the many Iraqis
who talked to me before I last left Iraq, were shocked, disgusted,
and disappointed at the images of abuse. Yet all of them expressed
confidence that our system could and would produce answers and
hold people accountable.

If we endanger our ability to see that justice is served, through
failure to thoroughly investigate allegations, by inadvertently ex-
erting inappropriate command influence, or through the inappro-
priate handling of evidence, we will do ourselves, the region, and
Iraqis, in particular, a great disservice.

As concerned as the good people of the region are about what
happened at Abu Ghraib, they are more concerned about our will-
ingness to stay the course in Iraq and Afghanistan. They are more
worried that we will lose our patience with the difficult task of sta-
bilizing those places, and we will walk away, come home, and bring
up the drawbridges and defend ‘‘Fortress America.’’ For some of the
nations in the region, our departure could be fatal. I reassured our
friends that we are tough, that we cannot be defeated militarily,
and that we will stay the course.

We know that we must move quickly from occupation to partner-
ship in Iraq. We know that we must help the Afghan Government
of President Karzai extend its influence throughout its own land.
We must find and destroy al Qaeda and its ideological partners
wherever we find them, and we must help the nations of the Mid-
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dle East help themselves in fighting this desperate war against ter-
ror and extremism. We have given much blood and treasure since
September 11, and we will give more.

Allowing moderation to succeed in a region where talented people
seek prosperity and hope for their children is as an important vic-
tory as were our struggles against totalitarian regimes in World
War II. Our enemies are in a unique position, and they are a
unique brand of ideological extremists, whose vision of the world is
best summed up by how the Taliban ran Afghanistan. If they can
outlast us in Afghanistan and undermine the legitimate govern-
ment there, they will once again fill up the seats at the soccer sta-
diums and force people to watch executions. If, in Iraq, the culture
of intimidation practiced by our enemies is allowed to win, the
mass graves will fill again.

Our enemies kill without remorse, they challenge our will
through the careful manipulation of propaganda and information,
and they seek safe havens in order to develop weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD) that they will use against us when they are
ready. Their targets are not Kabul and Baghdad, but places like
Madrid and London and New York. They are a patient and despica-
ble enemy who seek to break our will, to terrorize us in such a
manner as to cause us to leave the fight, to isolate us from our al-
lies, to destroy those who seek a better future, and to wreck the
patient work required to build reliable infrastructure and sophisti-
cated economic structures. Unlike us, they will not hold themselves
accountable for their outrages.

Our enemies believe they have scored a great victory in Madrid.
They believe they changed a government and forced a valued ally
off the battlefield. They see before them elections in Iraq, elections
in Afghanistan, and, indeed, elections here at home and elsewhere.
They see us mired in scandal and preoccupied with failure.

We should not kid ourselves about the violent times ahead. Yet
we should also understand that despite the images of Abu Ghraib
and burning High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles that
constantly play on our media screens, we are winning the battle
against extremism. Our troops are confident. They win tactical bat-
tle after tactical battle. They work with Iraqis and Afghanis to
build viable security forces. One day these viable security forces
will allow us to come home. They know that the enemy is elusive
and dangerous, and they know that they need to fight this war
with balanced ferocity and compassion.

As we fight this most unconventional war of this new century,
we must be patient and courageous. It will require a great amount
of intelligence work. We must focus all of our national power, and
recognize that this war requires as much political, economic, diplo-
matic, and national willpower to win as it does the courage to fight
and to sacrifice with our young people in harm’s way.

There are more people in the region who value peace over terror-
ism, who know that moderation brings prosperity and hope for
their children. They also know that if they cannot stand alone, they
certainly cannot expect that the United States of America will walk
away from them.

Our gift to them has to be to give them a chance to win. Our
great gift to ourselves will be to show a great and open demonstra-
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tion that the rule of law applies in time of war, that despite the
great demands of the day-to-day battles, we will fix what is broken,
and we will let justice be served.

No doubt, we have made mistakes in Abu Ghraib. We have suf-
fered a setback. I accept responsibility for that setback. But the
failures of a few will not keep the many courageous young men and
women of ours from accomplishing their dangerous and important
work to defend the Nation abroad.

I thank the committee.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, General, for a very good state-

ment.
General Sanchez.

STATEMENT OF LTG RICARDO S. SANCHEZ, USA, COMMANDER,
MULTI-NATIONAL FORCE—IRAQ

General SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee and
talk to you about events in Iraq, and specifically the events at Abu
Ghraib.

Before I talk about these events, I am proud to report that over
150,000 coalition military personnel are doing great work in Iraq
under very difficult circumstances. They are fighting an insur-
gency, rebuilding and protecting infrastructure, and setting the
conditions for the inevitable turnover to an interim government on
the June 30. Those soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of Amer-
ica, and the people who support them, are stunned, disappointed,
and embarrassed by the events that transpired at Abu Ghraib pris-
on. However, like me, these great service members also understand
that we must continue with our mission.

Regarding the events at Abu Ghraib, we must fully investigate
and fix responsibility as well as accountability. I am fully commit-
ted to thorough and impartial investigations that examine the role,
commissions, and omissions of the entire chain of command, and
that includes me. As a senior commander in Iraq, I accept respon-
sibility for what happened at Abu Ghraib, and I accept, as a sol-
emn obligation, the responsibility to ensure that it does not happen
again.

We have already initiated courts-martial in seven cases, and
there may very well be more prosecutions. The Army Criminal In-
vestigative Division’s (CID) investigation is not final, and the in-
vestigation of MI procedures by Major General Fay is also ongoing.
We may find that the evidence produced in these investigations not
only leads to more courts-martials, but cause us to revisit actions
previously taken to determine whether to initiate judicial or non-
judicial action in cases which may have been handled to date by
adverse administrative action.

In this regard, I must be very circumspect in what I say. We
must let our military justice process work. It is a process in which
the American people can and should have confidence, and one in
which I take great pride.

I cannot say anything that might compromise the fairness or in-
tegrity of the process, or in any way suggest the result in a particu-
lar case. I have taken an oath to support and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and that includes ensuring that all per-
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sons receive a fair trial and, if found guilty, appropriate punish-
ment.

This respect for the rule of law has been a guiding principle for
my command. There is no doubt that the laws of war, including the
Geneva Conventions, apply to our operations in Iraq. This includes
interrogations. I have reinforced this point by way of orders and
command policies. In September and October 2003, and in May
2004, I issued interrogation policies that reiterated the application
of the Geneva Conventions and required that all interrogations be
conducted in a lawful and humane manner with command over-
sight.

In October 2003, I issued a memorandum for all coalition forces
personnel that was titled ‘‘Proper Treatment of Iraqi People During
Combat Operations.’’ I reissued this memorandum on January 16
after learning about the events that had taken place at Abu
Ghraib.

On March 4, 2004, I issued my Policy Memorandum Number 18,
titled ‘‘Proper Conduct During Combat Operations.’’ This document,
which I also reissued in April, emphasized the need to treat all
Iraqis with dignity and respect. This policy memorandum also con-
tained a summary for distribution, down to the individual soldier
level, that provided clear guidance and mandated training on the
following points: Follow the law of war and the rules of engage-
ment (ROE); treat all persons with humanity, dignity, and respect;
use judgement and discretion in detaining civilians; respect private
property; and treat journalists with dignity and respect.

With regards to Abu Ghraib, as soon as I learned of the reported
abuses, I ensured that a criminal investigation had been initiated,
and requested my superior appoint an investigating officer to con-
duct a separate administrative investigation under Army Regula-
tion 15–6 into this matter. Within days of receiving the initial re-
port, I directed suspension of key members of the chain of com-
mand of the unit responsible for detainee security at Abu Ghraib.

The criminal investigation, while still underway, resulted, thus
far, in the decision to initiate court-martial proceedings against
seven individuals. The administrative investigation that was con-
ducted by Major General Taguba has caused me to change the way
we conduct detention, internment, and interrogation operations.

One significant change has been the addition to my staff of a
general officer with responsibility for detention operations. Major
General Geoffrey Miller was assigned this task, and has taken nu-
merous positive steps to eliminate the possibility that such abuse
could occur in the future.

Well before I received the January 14 report and viewed the
shocking photographs later on, I had directed steps be taken to im-
prove the overall condition of detainees at Abu Ghraib. Back in Au-
gust 2003, I requested that subject-matter experts conduct a com-
prehensive assessment of all detention operations in Iraq. This was
the genesis for the report completed by Major General Ryder, the
Provost Marshal General of the Army.

In September, a team headed by General Miller assessed our in-
telligence interrogation activities and humane detention operations.
We reviewed the recommendations with the express understanding,
reinforced in conversations between General Miller and me, that
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they might have to be modified for use in Iraq, where the Geneva
Conventions were fully applicable.

Plans for the new detainee camp at Abu Ghraib, which will now
be called Camp Redemption, were begun in November of 2003 in
order to relieve overcrowding at the facility. After a series of mor-
tar attacks against the facility in September which killed and in-
jured both Iraqi detainees and U.S. soldiers, I directed increased
force-protection measures be taken in order to protect coalition
forces and detainees. Plans to upgrade the facilities for soldiers and
detainees were also implemented.

Finally, the rate at which detainee case files were reviewed and
recommended for release or continued internment was increased,
both in November 2003 and again in February 2004, in order to en-
sure that only those detainees who posed a threat to security were
detained. Indeed, our February 2004 changes resulted in the re-
view of over 100 cases per day. The terrible events that occurred
in the fall of 2003 have obviously highlighted additional problems
that we have moved quickly to address.

While horrified at the abusive behavior that took place at Abu
Ghraib, I believe that I have taken the proper steps to ensure that
such behavior is not repeated. I further believe that my actions
have sent the correct message that such behavior is inconsistent
with our values, our standards, and our training. I have faith in
our military justice system to resolve the cases brought before it.

I would like to read the concluding paragraph from my memoran-
dum to the command on proper conduct during combat operations.
I believe it is an accurate summary of my standards and expecta-
tions. ‘‘Respect for others, humane treatment of all persons, and
adherence to the law of war and rules of engagement is a matter
of discipline and values. It is what separates us from our enemies.
I expect all leaders to reinforce this message.’’

In closing, the war in Iraq continues against a relentless enemy
that is focused on preventing the Iraqi people from achieving their
dream of freedom, prosperity, and security. This awful episode at
Abu Ghraib must not allow us to get distracted. America’s Armed
Forces are performing magnificently, sacrificing every single day to
defeat an enemy that is ruthless and elusive in its quest to terror-
ize Iraq and the world. The honor and value systems of our Armed
Forces are solid and the bedrock of what makes us the best in the
world. There has been no catastrophic failure, and America’s
Armed Forces will never compromise their honor. America must
not falter in this endeavor to defeat those who seek to destroy our
democratic value systems. In Iraq, the coalition military, including
our 130,000 Americans, remain focused, and I guarantee you they
will not fail.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, General. That is a very com-

prehensive statement, and I would ask, on behalf of the committee,
that the documents that you referred to in your testimony—could
copies be provided to the committee?

General SANCHEZ. We will comply, Mr. Chairman.
[The information referred to follows:]
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Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
General Miller.
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STATEMENT OF MG GEOFFREY D. MILLER, USA, DEPUTY COM-
MANDER FOR DETAINEE OPERATIONS, MULTI-NATIONAL
FORCE—IRAQ
General MILLER. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,

thank you for affording me this opportunity to appear this morn-
ing. While I have no opening statement, I do stand with the state-
ments of General Abizaid and General Sanchez.

Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Colonel Warren, do you wish to add anything?

STATEMENT OF COL MARC L. WARREN, STAFF JUDGE
ADVOCATE, CJTF–7

Colonel WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I have no opening statement,
but I would be happy to respond to any questions.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
We will have a 6-minute round and I advise the committee that,

in consultation with General Abizaid and the ranking member,
there will be a brief closed session following the open session, such
that we can receive some classified material.

General Abizaid, what policies has CENTCOM established for
the conduct of interrogations in detainee operations? When were
these policies established? What allegations of abuse are you aware
of that could have also occurred in Afghanistan? Are the policies
being uniformly applied and enforced throughout your area of re-
sponsibility (AOR)?

General ABIZAID. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
As I believe the Army has come over and discussed with the com-

mittee, the total number of detainee abuse cases that have been in-
vestigated since, I believe, the beginning of the conflict in Afghani-
stan is around 75. Of course, there are some death investigations,
as well. We have homicide investigations that go back as far as De-
cember 2002 in Afghanistan that we absolutely have to move on
and understand what happened there. We are working with the
Army CID to understand that. But I believe the committee has the
statistics on abuse.

Abuse has happened. Abuse has happened in Afghanistan, it has
happened in Iraq, it has happened at various places. The question
is, is there a systemic abuse problem with regard to interrogation
that exists in the CENTCOM AOR?

Yesterday—and I know the committee has not had a chance to
review it yet—I did see the preliminary findings of a Department
of the Army Inspector General (IG) investigation that talked about
problems in training, problems in organization, very specific
changes that will need to be made in doctrine, et cetera. I specifi-
cally asked the IG of the Army if he believed that there was a pat-
tern of abuse of prisoners in the CENTCOM AOR. He looked at
both Afghanistan and Iraq, and he said no. I sent my IG out in Au-
gust of last year, asking him the same question, Are we treating
people with dignity and respect?

Chairman WARNER. What findings did he report back when you
sent him out in August?

General ABIZAID. He came back and said that we were struggling
with the number of prisoners, we were struggling with the facili-
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ties, and we were struggling to, in particular, deal with criminal
detainees that needed to go into an Iraqi criminal detention system
that still did not exist.

Chairman WARNER. But he did not discover any of the evidence
that is now being revealed about these abuses?

General ABIZAID. No, sir, he did not.
Chairman WARNER. All right. That is a direct answer.
Can you provide the committee, without violating UCMJ proce-

dures, your own personal observations as to what you believe hap-
pened from the breakdown of the orders to General Sanchez, as
clearly documented here this morning, and where it happened?

General ABIZAID. Sir, I think you know that Major General Fay
is still conducting——

Chairman WARNER. Yes.
General ABIZAID.—an investigation, and so I am not quite ready

to say where I think all the breakdowns were. But it is clear that
there were some breakdowns in procedures, in access, in standards
of interrogation, in confusion between the roles of what the MI peo-
ple were doing, versus the MPs. There was also, clearly, criminal
misconduct that took place.

Chairman WARNER. All right.
General ABIZAID. The criminal misconduct is not the subject of

any order or policy that I believe exists anywhere.
Chairman WARNER. There has been, of course, concern that the

initial steps by the chain of command were directed at a group of
enlisted people who are now subject to various forms of UCMJ ac-
countability. Can you assure this committee that you will diligently
pursue all evidence and—no matter how high up the chain, or side-
ways or down the chain—all persons will be brought forward, sub-
ject to the UCMJ?

General ABIZAID. Sir, I assure the committee that we will do
that.

Chairman WARNER. Fine.
General ABIZAID. I can also assure the committee that I have

been in this business a long time, and when General Sanchez
called me up and told me, I think, probably within 24 hours of the
evidence being handed to his CID people in Baghdad, he followed
it up very shortly with a decision to suspend the entire chain of
command, which is a pretty strong action that does not just focus
at a low level. He initiated investigations and he moved ahead in
a way that I thought was commendable.

Chairman WARNER. Do you feel that the UCMJ procedures and
other regulations impeded, in any way, your responsibility to keep
the civilian control structure back in Washington advised?

General ABIZAID. No, sir, it did not impede us. As always, we be-
lieve that we have to do everything possible to protect the evidence
that is available to keep the investigatory information within inves-
tigatory channels, and that is what we tried to do.

Chairman WARNER. You tried to do that in a timely fashion.
General ABIZAID. That is what we tried to do, yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. General Sanchez, on November 19 you di-

rected that the commander of the 205th MI Brigade assume com-
mand of all units and operations in the Abu Ghraib prison. Why
did you put MI in charge of the prison? In your view, did this new
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command arrangement improve intelligence and detainee oper-
ations? What objections did General Karpinski, commander, have
concerning the change in command responsibilities?

General SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, on November 19, I issued a
Fragmentary Order that placed all elements at Abu Ghraib under
the tactical control of Colonel Pappas, the 205th MI commander.
The specific order stated that this was for forward-operating base
(FOB) protection and for security of detainees. The context of the
order was that we had been receiving significant amounts of direct
and indirect fire, and, during the conduct of one my visits, I had
found that force protection and the defensive planning of that FOB
was seriously lacking, and I needed to get a senior commander in
charge of the defense of that FOB, and that was the purpose of the
order.

The order did not intend to eliminate any of the responsibilities
of the 800th MP Commander, and that was a specific purpose for
the tactical control (TACON). TACON placed the 320th under the
205th MI Brigade Commander, and what that does—specifically, it
gives the MI brigade commander authority to conduct local direc-
tion and control of movements or maneuvers to accomplish the mis-
sion at hand. All of the other responsibilities for continuing to run
the prison, for logistics, training, discipline, and the conduct of po-
lice—or, correction—of prison operations remained with the 800th
MP Brigade Commander. There was never a time where General
Karpinski surfaced to me any objections to that TACON order.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
General Abizaid, you have, quite properly, advised this commit-

tee this morning that you are fighting a war. This responsibility,
occasioned by these abuses, has taken a measure of your time, but
you have continued, and your troops have performed bravely.

Here is the question I put to you, eliciting your professional and
personal view: Is the scheduled change of limited sovereignty on
July 1 consistent and achievable, in your judgement, given the se-
curity situation?

General ABIZAID. Mr. Chairman, it is achievable, but it needs to
emerge soon as to who is going to be in charge, what their names
are, where they are going to be, and what they are going to do.

Chairman WARNER. That is on the Iraqi side.
General ABIZAID. That is correct.
Chairman WARNER. It is clear on our side that we have a United

States Ambassador in place to provide the security?
General ABIZAID. Sir, we are going to be there, no matter what.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
Senator Levin.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
General Sanchez, your answer to Senator Warner about who was

responsible for the MP units conducting detainee operations at that
facility leaves me uncertain now, because General Taguba says
that your order of November 19 effectively made the MI officer,
rather than the MP officer, responsible for the MP units conducting
detainee operations. That is a quote. Do you disagree with General
Taguba, then, on that point?

General SANCHEZ. Senator, the purpose of the order was as de-
scribed. It was to ensure that I had synchronized FOB defenses,
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and that was the purpose for the TACON order that was issued to
the MP unit at that installation.

Senator LEVIN. In addition to its purpose, though, General
Taguba said that the MI officer then became responsible for the
MP units conducting the operations. Do you differ with that?

General SANCHEZ. They were responsive to the MI officer for the
specific purpose of defending the FOB, Senator.

Senator LEVIN. That did not, then, include conducting detainee
interrogations.

General SANCHEZ. That is exactly right, sir. It did not include
that.

Senator LEVIN. There is a difference there between you and Gen-
eral Taguba.

General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, in May 2003, the ICRC sent to

the coalition forces a memorandum based on over 200 allegations
of ill treatment of prisoners during capture and interrogation at
collecting points, battle-group stations, and temporary holding
areas, according to the ICRC report, which I am now reading. It
said here that CENTCOM in Doha received this memorandum. I
am wondering if, in fact, you remember receiving that memoran-
dum and what action you took on it.

General ABIZAID. There are some ICRC reports, Senator, that we
received. Which one are you talking about?

Senator LEVIN. May 2003.
General ABIZAID. I know that the May 2003 report was received

at our headquarters, that is correct.
Senator LEVIN. What action do you remember taking?
General ABIZAID. I was the deputy commander at the time. I

know that we discussed the report, we sent it forward to the Coali-
tion Forces Land Component Commander, General McKiernan, and
we asked for his take on it.

Senator LEVIN. Did you receive a report from him, do you re-
member?

General ABIZAID. I do not believe we received a report in writing.
I do not recall having a lot to do with this particular report, or pay-
ing much attention to it.

Senator LEVIN. Perhaps you could check your records and supply
to the committee any documents relative to that.

General ABIZAID. I will, sir.
[The information referred to follows:]
CENTCOM was unable to locate the requested document. A memo is attached ex-

plaining.
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Senator LEVIN. In early July, according to the ICRC, they sent
to the coalition forces a working paper detailing approximately 50
allegations of ill treatment in the MI section of Camp Cropper.
This, according to their report, set forth requiring or using stress
positions for 3 or 4 hours, physical hits, prolonged exposure to sun,
and a number of other allegations. Can you tell us whether the
early July ICRC report was received at headquarters?

General ABIZAID. No, and we have a real problem with ICRC re-
ports and the way that they are handled and the way that they
move up and down the chain of command. For example, the Feb-
ruary report of 2004, I first read in May.

Senator LEVIN. But relative to the early July report——
General ABIZAID. I will not make any excuses for it, Senator. I

will just say that we do not all see them. Sometimes it works at
a lower level. Sometimes commanders at the lowest level get the
report, and they work on it confidentially. I think what we have to
do is have a system, when there is something that comes to the at-
tention at any level of command, that is not being worked through
at the lower level, but that it surface all the way up through the
chain of command. So we have a problem there that has to be
fixed.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
General Sanchez, is there a record of the ICRC working paper

being received by you or at your level?
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General SANCHEZ. Is this the July paper?
Senator LEVIN. The July working paper detailing 50 allegations

of ill treatment.
General SANCHEZ. Not that I am aware of, Senator.
Senator LEVIN. So there is no indication at your level, at your

headquarters, that that document was ever received?
General SANCHEZ. No, Senator. The working paper that I am

aware of that made it to my headquarters was the November
paper.

Senator LEVIN. The Interrogation Rules of Engagement is a docu-
ment which was presented to this committee by General Alexander,
saying that the ROE that were in effect at the Combined Joint
Task Force 7 (CTJF–7) in Iraq prior to 2003 are set forth on a piece
of paper, which—are you familiar with it?—called ‘‘Interrogation
Rules of Engagement’’?

General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir, I have seen that.
Senator LEVIN. Did you approve this? Did you have legal advice?

What is this document that General Alexander told us were the
ROE that were in effect at the CJTF?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, the first time I saw that paper was when
it was shown in one of the prior hearings in this same forum.

Senator LEVIN. So that he would——
General SANCHEZ. I had no role in preparing it or approving it.
Senator LEVIN. All right. So he was in error, then, relative to

that? General Alexander, then, would have been in error if he said
this was the document——

General SANCHEZ. Right, sir. I have never seen that, I had never
approved it, and I had no part in putting that together, sir.

Senator LEVIN. I do not believe this committee has your October
12 policy statement. If I am wrong, then fine. But would you pro-
vide that October 12 statement to the committee?

General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir.
[The information referred to follows:]
The requested document was provided to the committee as an attachment to the

question for the record (QFR) 76 for Lieutenant General Sanchez.

Senator LEVIN. Finally, the newspaper reported that a hundred
or so high-value detainees do not fall under your command, Gen-
eral Sanchez, but are the responsibility of General Dayton, who is
commander of the Iraq Survey Group and reports directly to Gen-
eral Abizaid. Is that accurate, as far as you know?

General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir, that is accurate.
Senator LEVIN. Do you know why?
General SANCHEZ. My MPs provide security at that——
Senator LEVIN. Can you just tell us, then, why that was done

that way, General Abizaid?
General ABIZAID. Sir, that was done that way because the people

at Camp Cropper happened to be those people who had theoretical
information concerning WMD information, and also were the high-
value detainees who we hope someday to turn over to a legitimate
Iraqi government for trial.

Senator LEVIN. But why should they be treated differently from
other detainees, separated out that way?

General ABIZAID. They were separated out that way to ensure
that we understood, I guess I would call it, the strategic environ-
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ment, as opposed to the tactical environment, where we would get
information from lower-level detainees. It was established that way
as a result of discussions that had taken place here in Washington
regarding having a better and more efficient way to really under-
stand what was going on with regard to WMD.

Senator LEVIN. That was all, then, WMD-information related, ba-
sically?

General ABIZAID. It was, sir, but it was also dealing with very
senior levels of the former Iraqi Government.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
I have just been told that the DOD has informed the committee

that another disk of pictures has been located, and I will soon ad-
vise the committee on the conditions under which that can be
viewed.

Senator McCain.
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to thank the witnesses, particularly Generals Miller,

Abizaid, and Sanchez, for their outstanding service to our Nation
under the most difficult circumstances. I was pleased to hear that
you were here on other business and did not have to be called back
from the theater of operations. I thank you for all the time and ef-
fort you have devoted to trying to resolve this terrible issue. We are
very grateful for that and for your appearance here today.

General Sanchez, according to a November 19, 2003, message, as
you responded to questions from Senator Warner and Senator
Levin, you transferred full responsibility to Colonel Pappas to as-
sume full responsibility for Abu Ghraib and appointed the National
Guard units to be under the tactical control of 205th MI Brigade
Commander for security of detainees and FOB protection. I quote
from your message. I think that is accurate.

In his statement to General Taguba, Colonel Pappas said, ‘‘Poli-
cies and procedures established by the joint detention and deten-
tion center at Abu Ghraib relative to detainee operations were en-
acted as a specific result of a visit by Major General Geoffrey Mil-
ler, Commander Joint Task Force Gitmo.’’ He went on to say, ‘‘The
key findings of his visit were that the interrogators and analysts
developed a set of rules and limitations to guide interrogation and
provide dedicated MPs to support interrogation operations.’’ I re-
peat, ‘‘and provide dedicated MPs to support interrogation oper-
ations.’’

Now, General Sanchez, General Miller’s report, as I understand
it, had observations and recommendations. One of those rec-
ommendations was, ‘‘It is essential that the guard force be actively
engaged in setting the conditions for successful exploitation of the
internees.’’

Am I accurate so far, General Sanchez?
General SANCHEZ. Yes, Senator.
Senator MCCAIN. General Miller.
General MILLER. Yes, sir, you are.
Senator MCCAIN. Well, General Miller, do you believe that your

instructions may have been misinterpreted?
General MILLER. Senator, I do not. On our visit to the JTF to be

able to give an assessment of the intelligence function—it is three
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major areas: intelligence fusion, the interrogation process, and hu-
mane detention—the team of 19 experts laid out those standards
that would allow for humane detention, interrogation in accordance
with the Geneva Conventions, and then recommended procedures
by which intelligence could be fused more rapidly to provide action-
able intelligence for units and for the JTF itself.

Senator MCCAIN. Well, thank you. But it seems to me that this
order that I just quoted turned over certain MP duties to the con-
trol of Colonel Pappas and then certain things happened. According
to General Taguba’s report, soldiers were questioned who were in-
volved in this.

Soldier number one, question: ‘‘Have you ever been directed by
the MI, military intelligence, personnel or any government agency
to soften up a prisoner prior to interrogation?’’

Answer: ‘‘Yes. Sometimes they would ask me to show a prisoner,
‘special attention.’ ’’

Soldier number two: ‘‘Have you ever been told by MI personnel
to work over a prisoner?’’

‘‘Yes. MI told us to rough them up to get answers from the pris-
oners.’’

‘‘Why didn’t you report the abuse?’’
‘‘Because I assumed that if we were doing anything wrong or out

of the ordinary or outside the guidelines, someone would have said
something. Also, the wing belonged to military intelligence, and it
appeared military intelligence personnel approved of the abuse.’’

Soldier number three, question: ‘‘What can you tell us about the
abuse of prisoners at Abu Ghraib?’’

‘‘Yeah, the MI staffs, to my understanding, have given com-
pliments to us on the way we were handling the MI holds. Example
being statements like: ‘Good job. They’re breaking down real fast;’ ’’
‘‘ ‘They answer every question now. Keep it up;’ ’’ and ‘‘ ‘They’re giv-
ing out good information.’ ’’

Soldier number four: ‘‘Have you heard MI insinuate the guards
to abuse inmates of any type of manner?’’

‘‘Yes.’’
‘‘What was said?’’
Answer: ‘‘They said, ‘Loosen this guy up for us. Make sure he has

a bad night. Make sure he gets the treatment.’ ’’
Do you see my point, Major General Miller? According to General

Taguba’s report, there were at least a number of guards, MPs, who
were under the impression, or stated that they were under the im-
pression, that they were under specific directions of MI personnel
to, ‘‘rough up, soften up, given ‘em a bad night,’’ et cetera. How do
we respond to that, General Miller?

General MILLER. Senator, in the recommendations that we
made——

Senator MCCAIN. This goes back to my first question. Does this
lead you to believe that your orders were misinterpreted?

General MILLER. No, sir. The leadership that received the rec-
ommendations throughout the JTF had a clear understanding of
the recommendations that we made in those three areas of intel-
ligence fusion, interrogation, and humane detention that laid out
those requirements, that laid the base that they must be in concert
with the Geneva Conventions, and gave recommendations from our
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experience about how those three functions could be done success-
fully.

Senator MCCAIN. There must have been a breakdown some-
where.

General MILLER. Sir, in my estimation, it was a breakdown in
leadership on how follow-on actions may have occurred, but I was
not present at that time, so it would be difficult for me to give
a——

Senator MCCAIN. General Sanchez, my time is expired.
Chairman WARNER. Yes, go ahead.
Senator MCCAIN. General Sanchez, please?
General SANCHEZ. Senator, I wanted to make one clarification,

that General Miller did not issue any orders, and he has not issued
any orders, until he arrived as the deputy commanding general for
detainee operations. Those orders were my orders, sir.

Senator MCCAIN. I guess my question was better directed to you.
Were those orders misinterpreted?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, I do not believe those orders were mis-
interpreted. The procedures that General Miller and I had dis-
cussed, that he recommended, were very detailed, and it very clear-
ly stated that MPs were involved in passive enabling of those oper-
ations and had no involvement in the conduct of interrogations.
Those were the orders in the standard operating procedures (SOPs)
that remained after General Miller’s visit.

Senator MCCAIN. I thank the witnesses. My time has expired.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you very much. General, I echo the

sense that all of us greatly respect you and the troops who you are
commanding. We have lost 23 very brave soldiers from my State
of Massachusetts and we are all very mindful of the complexities
and the difficulties that the uniformed service personnel are facing
over there. So we thank you so much for your leadership and your
careers of public service in serving our country.

General Sanchez, as an old MP myself, I am surprised that you
think the MI are better at protecting the forces than the MPs, but
we will leave that for another time.

When we had the SECDEF here, General Abizaid, last week, he
denied that there was any failure to take any of these reports seri-
ously. The military, not the media, discovered these abuses, he
said. Specialist Joseph Darby reported the acts of abuse at Abu
Ghraib prison in mid-January. According to Secretary Rumsfeld, by
the next day, investigations were authorized.

Yet now we learn, both from the front page of The New York
Times and the front page of The Wall Street Journal today, that
the ICRC observed abuses in the prison during the two unan-
nounced inspections in October 2003 and it complained in a strong-
ly-worded written report on November 6. This report was reviewed
by senior military officials in Iraq, including two advisors to Gen-
eral Sanchez, according to this report.

So it appears that the military’s first reaction was to restrict fu-
ture ICRC visits to Abu Ghraib. That is the story in here. After the
ICRC had provided two critical reports, the reaction of the military
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personnel who were dealing with the prison then was to restrict ac-
cess. They said, ‘‘You have to give us notice.’’ All of us understand
what that means. If you are going to give notice prior to the inspec-
tions, it obviously compromises the inspections.

So according to those news reports, nothing was done in the pris-
on for 2 months. The military previously acknowledged that the
worst abuses continued into December 2003.

So we have the SECDEF saying one thing, and we are learning,
from two newspapers, another story. That is why I think we were
trying to find out exactly who was in charge and who bears the re-
sponsibility. These are completely conflicting stories that have
come out within a period of just a few weeks here before this com-
mittee. I do not know whether you have any reaction to those sto-
ries, whether you had a chance to see those this morning.

I want to move on quickly. I suppose it is fair to ask, who in Iraq
or in CENTCOM is responsible for receiving and responding to the
reports of violations of international law or conventions by U.S.
military personnel?

General ABIZAID. I am responsible. If someone brings it to my at-
tention, I am responsible, and I will not turn my back on any re-
port that I receive.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, you obviously did not get these reports.
General ABIZAID. No, I did not, but——
Senator KENNEDY. Well, I am asking who would have gotten

these reports. Who would have received this report in the chain of
command? General?

General SANCHEZ. Senator, the November report was received by
the brigade commander. Then, as I find out now, the CJTF–7 staff
assisted her in responding to that report.

Senator KENNEDY. Did that brigade commander receive all of the
reports, or just who, institutionally——

General SANCHEZ. No, sir. What——
Senator KENNEDY.—receives, within your organization, any of

the—like for the ICRC violations that come on in. Who is in charge
on that? Who receives it?

General SANCHEZ. When the February 2004 report came in, that
is when I found out that the November working papers had been
issued to the brigade commander. At that point, I immediately
changed the procedure and required that those reports come to me
as the senior commander in the country. That is the procedure
now.

Senator KENNEDY. There was no central receiving officer in
charge prior to what you have just established? Is that right?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, prior to that, those all would come to the
Staff JAG’s Office. That was the repository, and he was the point
of contact, in terms of commander—it was coming at the lowest
level.

Senator KENNEDY. At the staff JAG officer——
General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir, that is correct.
General ABIZAID. If I may, sir, this system is broken.
Senator KENNEDY. Okay. All right.
General ABIZAID. We have to fix it.
Senator KENNEDY. Let me move on to General Miller. After your

assessment of the detention interrogation in Iraq, you stated that
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it was essential that the guard force be actively engaged in setting
the conditions for the successful exploitation of the internees. Gen-
eral Taguba strongly disapproved of the recommendation, and he
has stated that setting of the conditions for the detainees’ success-
ful exploitation through interrogation is fundamentally inconsistent
with Army regulations and undermines the goals of running a safe
and secure detention facility. That is what he testified to here, be-
fore this committee.

The New York Times reported yesterday that Colonel Thomas
Pappas, who is the MI Brigade Commander at Abu Ghraib, told
General Taguba that there were no safeguards to ensure the MPs
at Abu Ghraib behaved properly in setting conditions for the de-
tainees. ‘‘There would be no way for us to actually monitor whether
that happened,’’ Colonel Pappas said. ‘‘We have no formal system
in place to do that.’’ General Taguba also found the MPs had not
been trained on the Geneva Conventions.

Was this not a catastrophic failure of leadership? How would you
expect an average soldier in the Army to understand the term ‘‘suc-
cessful exploitation’’ is not simply an euphemism for ‘‘anything
goes’’? Do you take responsibility for that failure?

General MILLER. Thank you, Senator.
The Taguba Report was very thorough, but I would like to clarify

on this one point. The recommendation that my team made in the
September time frame was that the MPs help set the conditions for
successful interrogation as we had learned of their success in
Guantanamo. The recommendation was that they conduct passive
intelligence-gathering during this process. That meant to observe
the detainees, to see how their behavior was, to see who they would
speak with, and then to report that to the interrogators so the in-
terrogators could better understand the human dynamic of the de-
tainee as he would come into the interrogation booth.

We also recommended that the MPs, for security reasons, would
accompany the detainee from the cell block, or the area where they
were held, up to the interrogation booth, because they are security
risks. Then the MP would wait somewhere else, and then accom-
pany the detainee back. Our recommendation was that the MPs did
not actively participate in any form of the interrogation itself. That
was explained, in detail, to the chain of command. The SOP that
laid that out was provided to them. It is about 200 pages long, and
it goes into great detail about how this system works, because it
says, in the SOP, that the MPs are not trained intelligence officers
and should not initiate questioning or anything like that; they were
just to be observers of that process. So that was the active support
for the interrogation process that was recommended.

So, Senator, I will tell you, I believe that the recommendations
we made, had they been implemented, would have not only in-
creased the intelligence value of what was being done, but helped
ensure that humane detention was accomplished throughout every
facility.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Before responding, General Sanchez, you made full reference to

the brigade commander. Now, that would be General Karpinski?
General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Chairman WARNER. All right. I want the record to reflect that.
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General ABIZAID. Mr. Chairman, just for the record, I would like
to caution the committee. We still do not know what we do not
know.

Chairman WARNER. That is very clear, and we recognize that. It
has been a struggle to get a full understanding throughout this
whole thing and that is why we have to entrust credibility to what
the DOD, and the Army particularly, are doing now with a series
of investigations. We fully appreciate that.

General ABIZAID. I think that Major General Fay’s report will go
a long way to make us understand this dynamic between MPs and
MI, in particular, relative to Senator McCain’s questions.

Chairman WARNER. I share that. Thank you, General.
Senator Roberts.
Senator ROBERTS. General Abizaid, you realize that your state-

ment is contrary to the United States Senate, where we always
know what we do not know. [Laughter.]

Let me say that I want to thank Senator McCain for his com-
ments, because I think he spoke for the whole committee in ref-
erence to the contribution that you are making to our country and
your service to our country, and I would like to associate myself
with his remarks.

I am going to try to get my fast questions in to General Miller
and basically—well, first let me ask of General Sanchez, no soldier
would be justified in interpreting an order in such a way as to vio-
late the UCMJ, is that correct?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, I would agree with that, absolutely.
Senator ROBERTS. So even if a soldier did misinterpret General

Miller’s recommendation, even though I doubt if they had it, to
carry out these acts, it would not be an excuse, would it?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, that is correct. That is a basic instinct we
have built into the soldier.

Senator ROBERTS. General Miller, would the abuse evidenced by
the photos be permitted or condoned under any practices or policies
that were recommended in your report?

General MILLER. Senator, they absolutely would not be.
Senator ROBERTS. Would the abuse evidenced in the photos be

permitted or condoned at any of the practices or policies at Guanta-
namo Bay?

General MILLER. Senator, they would not.
Senator ROBERTS. Do you have any problem with General Ryder,

who allegedly said there should be a firewall between the MPs and
MI, given your rationale as to why they should work together, if
we have the leadership and the training and the discipline that you
have indicated that we now have?

General MILLER. Sir, our doctrinal publication said that there
should be cooperation between the MPs and the intelligence func-
tion in a detention facility, but it does say there should not be any
active participation by the MP force in any interrogations.

Senator ROBERTS. I have a staffer who works on the Intelligence
Committee for me. I have the privilege of being chairman. He has
been down at Guantanamo, in a Reserve capacity. He indicates
that you made a remarkable turnaround down there. Many Sen-
ators have gone down. It only takes a day. I encourage every Sen-
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ator here to do that. I credit you for improving a very difficult kind
of situation.

In Iraq, it is my understanding that there are three prisons, five
battalions. Four of the five are Reserves. Is that correct?

General MILLER. Senator, in the organization that I now lead, as
the Deputy Commanding General for Detainee Operations, that is
a correct statement.

Senator ROBERTS. After the incident at Abu Ghraib, how would
you determine the leadership today in regards to discipline, train-
ing, and leadership of those personnel who you command as of
right now?

General MILLER. Sir, in the first 30 days of my opportunity to
work in this capacity, I was able to visit every facility and talk to
virtually every leader and soldier who is involved in this. I will tell
you that there is strong, positive, dynamic leadership throughout
this chain of command.

Senator ROBERTS. So we have seen a hell of a change.
General MILLER. Sir, we have seen soldiers and leaders who

know what standards are and execute them 7 days a week, 24
hours a day.

Senator ROBERTS. At Guantanamo Bay, you had one MP per two
prisoners. In Iraq, you have one MP per eight and a half prisoners.
Is that correct?

General MILLER. Sir, those are approximately the correct num-
bers.

Senator ROBERTS. Okay. But you have indicated that 50 percent
of the prisoners in Abu Ghraib will be released. You have 3,800
prisoners now; that will bring it down to 1,500. What is happening
to the 1,500? I understand there are 74 being tried by the Central
Court of Iraq. Will all 1,500 be tried?

General MILLER. Sir, those approximately 1,500 security intern-
ees have been interned. That means that we have strong evidence
that they have committed attacks on the coalition, and they will
most likely be referred to the Central Criminal Court of Iraq for
trial by the Iraqi system for those. There are a number of those,
approximately 600 to 700, who are so dangerous that, should they
be released back into Iraqi society, they would put that society at
risk of a high probability of attack on their fellow citizens.

Senator ROBERTS. So they are the worst of the worst.
General MILLER. Sir, those are the worst of the worst.
Senator ROBERTS. If the ICRC investigated today, what would

they find?
General MILLER. Sir, the ICRC is, as a matter of fact, investigat-

ing today. They are at Camp Bucca, which is one of our theater fa-
cilities down by Umm Qasr, on the southern border. They have
found that we are making an enormous effort to improve conditions
every day, that we take their findings seriously, and that we have
addressed them. General Sanchez made a change when I arrived
in the theater and put the ICRC responsibility directly on me. So
all reports come to me, and I move them to General Sanchez and
the command leadership as rapidly as possible.

Senator ROBERTS. So until we get the report by General Fay to
assess responsibility and accountability, you think there has been
a big change in regards to leadership, training, and discipline,
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which are all directed at interrogation, to provide better intel-
ligence to save Iraqi lives and American lives, is that correct?

General MILLER. Yes, sir, that is absolutely correct.
Senator ROBERTS. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Abizaid and General Sanchez, this travesty of justice oc-

curred on your watch. The Iraqi prisoner abuse scandal has dealt
a body blow to the heroic efforts of scores of American military
troops and civilian workers in Iraq to win the hearts and minds of
the Iraqi people. I do not know if that damage can ever be fully
repaired. Certainly, a lot depends on what else might emerge about
this scandal and on what you and the civilian leadership at the
Pentagon do to set things right.

General Sanchez, you told Senator Levin that you never saw the
ROE presented to this committee last week. If you did not see or
set the so-called ROE for the interrogation of prisoners in Iraq, who
does? Who does set them?

General SANCHEZ. Senator, what I stated was that I had not seen
the specific slide that was referred to. I was the one who approved
the interrogation ROE on September 12 and again in the October
time frame, sir.

Senator BYRD. Does anyone in the civilian leadership of the Pen-
tagon need to approve the rules of interrogation operations?

General SANCHEZ. Senator, those rules were forwarded to
CENTCOM in the September time frame, and, based on the inputs
from CENTCOM, resulted in the October memorandum.

Senator BYRD. I will ask the question again. Does anyone in the
civilian leadership of the Pentagon need to approve the rules of in-
terrogation operations?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, I do not know. As far as I know, there is
no requirement for the civilian leadership to approve those rules of
engagement.

General ABIZAID. Senator, I would say we are all responsible for
making sure what happens in our organizations happens right.
Things do not have to go all the way to the top to be approved. We
know what is right and we know what is wrong.

Senator BYRD. The committee needs to know if you can answer
this question. Does anyone in the civilian leadership of the Penta-
gon need to approve the rules of interrogation operations? If so,
who?

General ABIZAID. My answer is no. It is our responsibility.
Senator BYRD. Then you are saying that nobody in the Pentagon

approves these rules.
General ABIZAID. No, I am not saying that, sir.
Senator BYRD. Then what are you saying?
General ABIZAID. I am saying that the ROE for interrogators are

a product of Army doctrine, of Army training, of practices in the
field, and of commanders doing their job out there.

Senator BYRD. General Abizaid, if someone at the Pentagon is re-
quired to approve these ROE, surely you know.

General ABIZAID. If I knew, Senator, I would tell you. I would not
forward any ROE to anybody. Nobody has asked me for any, and
I would not have forwarded it to them.
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Senator BYRD. So you are, indeed, saying that nobody in the Pen-
tagon approved these rules.

General ABIZAID. I do not know that I am saying whether they
reviewed them or not. I am saying that I have not personally for-
warded anything to the Pentagon for their approval.

Senator BYRD. Did the SECDEF have to approve these rules to
your knowledge?

General ABIZAID. Sir, I am just telling you what I said. In
CENTCOM, I have not forwarded anything to the Pentagon for ap-
proval with regard to ROE.

Senator BYRD. I am not asking you what you forwarded to the
Pentagon. To your knowledge, did the SECDEF have to approve
these, or did he approve these ROE, to your knowledge?

Colonel WARREN. Senator, if I might, I was the legal advisor for
the command and participated in the drafting of the counter-resist-
ance and interrogation policy. There is no requirement that the
DOD review or approve the methods that we used. As Generals
Abizaid and Sanchez have said, they were operating in a combat
environment. The commanders have the authority to approve those
policies.

Senator BYRD. All right, if there is no requirement, to your
knowledge, did the SECDEF approve these ROE?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, to my knowledge, no.
Senator BYRD. General Sanchez, as Senator Kennedy stated, The

New York Times reported this morning—and here it is, right
here—the headline says, ‘‘Officer Says Army Tried to Curb ICRC
Visits to Prison in Iraq.’’ Is that allegation accurate?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, I never approved any policy or procedure
or requirement to do that.

Senator BYRD. Let us see what this says. ‘‘Two announced inspec-
tions in Iraq,’’ and, ‘‘The ICRC observed abuses in one cell block
on two unannounced inspections in October, and complained in
writing on November 6. The military responded that inspectors
should make appointments before visiting the cell block.’’ Well, we
know what that means.

General Abizaid, the ICRC has alleged a pattern of abuse at de-
tention centers in Iraq. With all due respect, how can you explain
the culture of abuse that was allowed to develop in a prison system
under your ultimate command?

General ABIZAID. I do not believe that a culture of abuse existed
in my command. I do not believe that based on what my IG told
me and what the Department of the Army IG told me. I believe
that we have isolated incidents that have taken place. I am aware
that the ICRC has its view on things. A lot of its view is based
upon what happens at the point of detention where soldiers fight-
ing for their lives detain people, which is a very brutal and bloody
event.

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, my time is up.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Byrd.
Senator Allard.
General ABIZAID. Mr. Chairman, if I may?
Chairman WARNER. Feel free, General, when you wish to add

some information.
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General ABIZAID. Policies do flow from the top of the DOD and
I do not want to give any impression that they do not.

Chairman WARNER. We recognize the tradition of civilian leader-
ship.

General ABIZAID. But SOPs are our business and we work them.
Senator BYRD. These are not SOPs we are talking about, I hope.
Chairman WARNER. Fine.
Senator Allard.
Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I just want to point out that I

think the real travesty of justice is on the other side, where we see
women and children used as shields, where we see a fight being
carried on in mosques and other religious structures by our adver-
saries, where I see that conflict being carried in schools, and where
our adversaries do not care about innocent lives. They will cheat
and lie and do anything. I think that we have to understand the
challenges that our men and women are facing in Iraq, and I think
that it is a very difficult situation.

Now, that does not justify, I think, what we have seen by a few
individuals here in this prison, and I want to fully understand how
it is that that kind of incident would happen in the prison. I think
we all have to understand it. I think, General Abizaid, that you
have recognized that there is a problem and that we are in the
process of correcting that problem.

Major General Miller, of the list of reports that came out, yours
was the first report. You looked at Guantanamo and then you went
on ahead and briefed, I think, the command in Iraq as to what you
learned in Guantanamo, is that correct?

General MILLER. Senator, when I briefed the command of CJTF–
7, it was on the findings and recommendations that the team I
brought found of our assessment of the operations within CJTF–7
in Iraq.

Senator ALLARD. Did you share with them some of the lessons
learned and what not in Guantanamo, and explain to them what
to watch out for?

General MILLER. Yes, sir. We used our SOPs that we had devel-
oped for humane detention, interrogation, and intelligence fusion,
to be able to use that as a starting point where they could go about
improving their capability.

Senator ALLARD. So when you did your briefing, how far down
did that information go? Did it go to those interrogators or were
you relying on individuals further down in the command to pass on
your words?

General MILLER. Sir, the recommendations that I made from the
assessments were given to the senior leadership of the JTF for
them to make decisions, upon their applicability, and then to, if
they chose, make additional modifications to their procedures to go
about doing that. In no case did the team have the opportunity to
or ask to brief down at the lowest level. It was at the senior leader-
ship level, at the commander and the senior staff-officer level.

Senator ALLARD. Now, with those lessons learned, can anybody
on this panel explain to me what happened to the information that
was shared by Major General Miller to the higher command? How
was that passed down?
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General SANCHEZ. Yes, Senator. After I received the rec-
ommendations of General Miller, I then forwarded those to my
staff and the commander of the detention center for modification,
in accordance with the Geneva Conventions, since we knew that
there was a difference in climates between the two different oper-
ations.

Senator ALLARD. By that difference in climate, you are saying
that, in Guantanamo, it was not as pertinent to actually what was
happening in the field of battle, but what was happening in Iraq
was very pertinent to what was happening on a day-to-day basis
in the field of battle, and that information was crucial to the sur-
vival of Americans. Is that correct?

General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir, that is exactly right. We were, at that
point in time, working very hard to get intelligence fusion at a
higher level that could allow us to target, precisely, the enemy
forces. We had to very rapidly take those recommendations and
modify them to the theater, modify them to ensure that they were
in accordance with the Geneva Conventions, get the lessons that
had been learned before in interrogation and detention operations,
and be able to adjust our own procedures and fix the procedures
that we had in country.

Senator ALLARD. Now, General Abizaid and General Sanchez, I
would like for you to describe the checks and balances, or the com-
mand-wide reporting and supervision, that was in place during
2003, when the subject prisoner abuses occurred. General Taguba’s
report clearly shows abuses reported as early as May 2003 in Iraq,
as well as major accountability and leadership and basic discipline
breakdowns through the 800th MP Brigade. I guess the bottom line
is, did Brigadier General Karpinski, the 800th MP Brigade Com-
mander, keep you informed as to the deteriorating conditions in
her command?

General ABIZAID. I did not talk to the 800th MP Brigade Com-
mander.

Senator ALLARD. General Sanchez.
General SANCHEZ. Sir, as far as the deteriorating conditions of

her command, part of our basic understanding in the July/August
time frame was that we had a detainee situation that had not been
faced by our Army in over 50 years. That was the reason why I had
requested the Ryder team to come in to assist us in establishing
those operations so that they would be efficient, effective, and
treating people with dignity and respect. That is why I supported
the Miller team coming into the country. We were providing the re-
sources that were necessary in order for us to stand up the capa-
bilities of the 800th to be able to function effectively.

Senator ALLARD. So the Ryder Report, that was a first report in
trying to deal with any hint of impropriety that was happening at
the prison, is that correct?

General SANCHEZ. Senator, there were investigations that had
been conducted as a result of allegations of abuse that were out in
the command, not at the detention centers, at that point. As we
have stated before, there were allegations at the point of contact,
where the soldiers are fighting every single day, from the ICRC,
that prisoners were being treated roughly. Those were the allega-
tions that were being investigated at that point in time. As far as
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detention center abuses at that point, I did not have knowledge of
that.

General ABIZAID. But I would like to make sure that the commit-
tee understands we did have detention center problems. They were
overcrowded, we didn’t have the MPs in the right place, we were
moving into facilities that had been destroyed or damaged by the
war, and we had an intelligence problem, in that the tactical units
were not getting feedback from the detainees who moved into the
detention centers. From Ambassador Bremer’s point of view, he
had a problem, in that we were not releasing detainees back into
the population quickly enough, and he wanted us to come up with
a system that would make that more efficient.

So let us be clear that we understood there were problems in the
detainee system, linked to the intelligence system, linked to the po-
litical system, that had to be addressed and we were working on
them. But I would also like to remind you that these images are
not the kind of thing that we thought was happening out there,
that anyone in the chain of command would have condoned or al-
lowed to be practiced.

Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, my time is expired.
General MILLER. Sir, if I may just add one clarifying point, be-

cause I think it is important. During the assistance visit that my
team made in the August/September time frame, we were also
charged with the responsibility of looking for humane detention at
the CJTF–7 level detention facilities. In doing that assessment in
one of the facilities, the team found that it was being operated in
an unsatisfactory manner. I stopped the assessment, went to Gen-
eral Sanchez and made this report. He directed that there be cor-
rective action made within 48 hours in this facility. That action
was immediately started and was continuing on as the assessment
team that I led departed theater. So there were reports. I will tell
you there was very aggressive action taken by the chain of com-
mand to go about correcting those shortfalls.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator ALLARD. My time is expired.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Reed.
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Colonel Warren, is it accurate to say that all the prisoners at

Abu Ghraib were entitled to the protections of the Geneva Conven-
tions, that they were either enemy prisoners of war (POWs) or pro-
tected persons? Is that correct?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, that is right. They were protected persons,
either under the Third or Fourth Geneva Conventions.

Senator REED. Under the Geneva Convention Article 31, no phys-
ical or moral coercion shall be exercised against any protected per-
sons, in particular to obtain information about them or from third
parties. Is that correct?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, you are quoting from Article 31 of the
Fourth Convention. That is an accurate recitation of what the Arti-
cle says. I would cite for you Pictet’s Commentary on the Article
for elaboration that coercion should not be taken out of context.

Senator REED. Colonel, thank you. But that is the operative rule.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00597 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



592

Colonel WARREN. That is the literal rule.
Senator REED. Let us go back to the ROE here. Sleep manage-

ment, 72 hours, sensory deprivation, 72 hours. Would you consider
that to be physical or moral coercion?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, not prohibited coercion, under Article 31,
for security internees and unlawful combatants.

Senator REED. I am talking about ‘‘in particular to obtain infor-
mation about them or from third parties.’’

Colonel WARREN. No, sir, I would not.
Senator REED. So these are not methods to use for interrogation.
Colonel WARREN. Sir, the list on the right-hand side of the——
Senator REED. Can you answer the question, Colonel?
Colonel WARREN. Sir, that does not require a yes or no answer.

I have to elaborate upon it.
Senator REED. Well, Colonel, my time is 6 minutes, so let me just

move on.
Colonel WARREN. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. You have just said that these are coercive means.
Colonel WARREN. No, sir, I did not. What I said is——
Senator REED. For a protected person to obtain information.
Colonel WARREN. No, sir. What I said was those that are on the

right are a list on a slide, which was produced at a low level, which
was not representative of our counter-resistance and interrogation
policy.

Senator REED. Excuse me, Colonel. I am not asking how it was
evolved, but if 72 hours with a bag over your head is contrary to
Article 31 of the Fourth Geneva Convention.

Colonel WARREN. That would be. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. Thank you.
General Sanchez, in today’s USA Today, it has been reported

that you ordered or approved the use of sleep deprivation, intimida-
tion by guard dogs, excessive noise, and inducing fear as an inter-
rogation method for a prisoner in Abu Ghraib prison. Is that cor-
rect?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, that may be correct that it is in a news
article, but I never approved any of those measures to be used
within the CJTF–7 at any time in the last year.

Senator REED. Excuse me. Now I want to get back to this. It may
be correct that you ordered those methods used against a prisoner,
is that your answer?

General SANCHEZ. No, sir, that is not what I said. I said it may
be correct that it is printed in an article, but I have never approved
the use of any of those methods within CJTF–7 in the 121⁄2 months
that I have been in Iraq.

Senator REED. What level of command produced this slide?
General SANCHEZ. Sir, my understanding is that that was pro-

duced at the company commander level.
[The information referred to follows:]
In response to questions by Senator Reed concerning whether I had ordered or

approved specific interrogation approaches, I stated, ‘‘I have never approved the use
of any of those methods within CJTF–7 in the 12.5 months that I’ve been in Iraq.’’
I provided a similar response to follow-up questions by Senators Collins and Dayton.

In the context of Senator Reed’s questions, ‘‘those methods’’ referred to a list of
interrogation approaches on the right column of a chart entitled, ‘‘Interrogation
Rules of Engagement’’ (IROE), which would require a written exception to policy for

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00598 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



593

use, and to ‘‘Sleep Deprivation, Intimidation by Guard Dogs, Excessive Noise and
Inducing Fear,’’ which were reported in a USA Today article as having been ap-
proved by me for a specific prisoner at Abu Ghraib prison.

CJTF–7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy in the fall of 2003 was stat-
ed in two memoranda, the first dated September 14, 2003, and the second dated Oc-
tober 12, 2003. Both CJTF–7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy memo-
randa were furnished to the committee on May 19. The September 14 Policy author-
ized the methods listed in the right column of the IROE chart, except for ‘‘sensory
deprivation’’ and ‘‘sleep deprivation.’’ Use of the authorized methods was subject to
the general and specific safeguards listed in Enclosure 2 of the Policy, as well as
the implementation guidance of the commander, 205th MI Brigade. The September
Policy remained in effect for less than 1 month, until superceded by the October 12
Policy.

The October 12 Policy, which remained in effect for 7 months, authorizes the
methods listed at its Enclosure 1. These methods do not include sleep deprivation,
presence of military working dogs, or excessive noise. Use of any methods not listed
at Enclosure 1 of the October 12 memorandum would require an exception to policy
granted by me, as well as legal review and review by the command’s senior intel-
ligence officer. The methods listed in the right column of the IROE chart are simi-
larly not authorized under the October 12 Policy without an exception to policy
granted by me.

Except for segregation in excess of 30 days, I have neither received nor approved
any requests for the use of any methods requiring an exception to policy. Except
for segregation in excess of 30 days, I have not approved the use of any of those
methods for a particular prisoner.

Senator REED. How could the company commander evolve such
a specific list? How could the company commander then turn
around and say some of these things would require your permis-
sion, without any interaction between your commands? It seems to
me just difficult to understand.

General SANCHEZ. Sir, it is difficult for me to understand. You
would have to ask the commander.

Senator REED. This is the company commander that you relieved
and gave a letter of admonition?

General SANCHEZ. No, sir.
Senator REED. No? Okay.
General Miller, at Guantanamo it has been reported that you de-

veloped a 72-point matrix for stress and duress that lays out types
of coercion and escalating levels. They include harsh heat or cold,
withholding food, hooding for days at a time, and naked isolation
in cold, dark cells. Is that correct?

General MILLER. Sir, that is categorically incorrect.
Senator REED. That never happened.
General MILLER. Sir, that is categorically incorrect.
Senator REED. All right. When you were dispatched by Secretary

Cambone and General Boykin to go to Iraq, did they give you any
specific instructions about increasing the aggressiveness of interro-
gations?

General MILLER. Sir, I was tasked to conduct an assistance visit
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They tasked U.S. Southern Command
(SOUTHCOM), who then tasked CJTF-Guantanamo to put the
team together.

Senator REED. Did you have conversations with General Boykin
and Secretary Cambone, prior to your departure, about your trip?

General MILLER. Sir, I did not.
Senator REED. You did not. Did you have any discussions after

your visit, after you returned?
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General MILLER. Sir, I submitted the report up to SOUTHCOM.
I had no direct discussions with Secretary Cambone or General
Boykin.

Senator REED. Well, Secretary Cambone testified that General
Boykin briefed him on your discussions, and he led to the implica-
tion that you and General Boykin had—have you spoken to Gen-
eral Boykin about any of these issues?

General MILLER. No, sir. The report was provided up, and this
is my speculation, because I do not know—it may have gone to
General Boykin, but he and I have not had personal conversations
about this inspection visit.

Senator REED. Your team, when they went down and briefed at
the—how low a level did you brief and talk to the people in that
prison?

General MILLER. Yes, sir. Sir, that team went at several different
levels. They started at the CJTF level.

Senator REED. How far did they go in the prison?
General MILLER. Then went down to the battalion commander

level at the MP function, and to the company commander level at
the MI function.

Senator REED. That might be the level where this document was
developed?

General MILLER. Sir, I do not know what level that document
was developed at.

Senator REED. Did your team specifically brief that these tech-
niques, which you deny being in place in Guantanamo, could not
be used? Did they in any way suggest that methods could be used
in that prison that are contrary to the Geneva Conventions?

General MILLER. Sir, no methods contrary to the Geneva Conven-
tions were presented at any time by the assistance team that I took
to CJTF–7. There is no—because you brought it up again, sir—
there is no status, or there is no program at JTF-Guantanamo that
has any of those techniques that are that are prohibited by the Ge-
neva Conventions.

Senator REED. One of the problems we have, General, is that we
have not yet, after repeated requests, received that documentation
about the interrogation techniques at Guantanamo, which is an-
other lack of cooperation in this investigation.

My time has expired. Will we have a second round, Mr. Chair-
man?

Chairman WARNER. It is important that we conclude today’s
round with a closed session, and Senators will be given an oppor-
tunity to ask questions.

Senator Sessions.
Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank all of you

for your service in a difficult and dangerous area of the world. You
are serving your country with distinction.

General Abizaid, I appreciate your leadership and your com-
ments earlier today. We have made progress in Afghanistan and
Iraq. We have had al Qaeda on the run and we have avoided an-
other attack on this country, for which we can be grateful. I think
you are correct to suggest that sometimes in this city, people get
preoccupied with failure and error, rather than seeing the progress
that has occurred.
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I am troubled by this suggestion that the interrogation rules are
some sort of a smoking gun of illegality and impropriety. You have
been asked about sleep adjustment, or sleep management, for 72
hours. Those, as I read this document—this is a restrictive docu-
ment that says such an action must have the direct approval of the
commanding general. Is that the way you understand it, General
Sanchez?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, that is the way I read that document also.
Senator SESSIONS. Are you the commanding general, or who was

the commanding general referred to?
General SANCHEZ. That referred to the commanding general of

CJTF–7. That is me, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. So the system was set up to restrict these

kind of activities. They could never be done, even though, as Colo-
nel Warren, the JAG officer, said, they could be acceptable under—
some of them, at least—the Geneva Conventions, but they had to
make a written report and request to you before any of those could
be used.

General SANCHEZ. That is exactly right, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. Were any of these ever approved by you?
General SANCHEZ. Sir, the only approvals that I ever had at my

desk were for continued segregation beyond 30 days, and there
were 25 of those that were approved. I never saw any other method
come to my level requesting approval.

Senator SESSIONS. So the only requests under this category of
what some referred to as ‘‘harsher treatment’’ were the isolation re-
quests, which is done in American prisons every day. These isola-
tions requests were, in fact, submitted to you in writing. Did you
or your staff make an evaluation before you approved them?

General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir. Those came forward. My staff, both
the intelligence officer and my staff judge advocate, evaluated
those, and then my staff judge advocate brought them in to me,
and I personally approved them.

Senator SESSIONS. I would like to note that, in big print here, it
says, ‘‘Safeguards. Approaches must always be humane and lawful.
Detainees will NEVER’’—in capital letters—‘‘be touched in a mali-
cious or unwanted manner.’’ Were the actions in this prison in vio-
lation of that directive? The allegations and the pictures we have
seen, those would be in violation of that directive, would they not?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, if those allegations are proved in the in-
vestigative process to be true, those would be violations.

Senator SESSIONS. It says, ‘‘Geneva Conventions must be com-
plied with.’’

General SANCHEZ. Absolutely, sir. That was always the standard.
Senator SESSIONS. Now, General Abizaid or General Sanchez,

General Ryder was a provost marshal. That is the person in charge
of the military prison system, is that not correct?

General ABIZAID. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Senator SESSIONS. He is the Army’s top expert on how to house

prisoners. It is not easy in the United States, I am telling you. Sen-
ator Kennedy and I sponsored a bill recently to crack down on sex-
ual abuse in prisons, the prison rape bill, because it happens in
American prisons, we have abuses. But it is difficult in a theater
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of combat operations. You brought him over to help you bring order
to this situation in the post-hostility conflict, is that what you did?

General ABIZAID. Yes, sir. We have asked for a lot of help, be-
cause we needed a lot of help in this theater on a lot of different
things. But what is the most helpful is where commanders travel
and look and see with their own eyes what is going on and how
it is going on. General Sanchez and I and others have been all
around the theater, have talked to interrogators, we have looked to
make sure what was happening was right, and we emphasized to
them, all the time, that they need to treat people right.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, things go awry. There is just no doubt
about it. It is more difficult in a combat environment.

General Miller, you had a reputation for being able to manage
a prison and to obtain information from detainees in a way that
was closely inspected and observed by the ICRC and other people
on a continuing basis. We had soldiers at risk in Iraq. We have ci-
vilian leadership of the new Iraqi Government at risk of their very
lives, as we saw one just killed recently. It certainly would have
been wonderful if we had obtained intelligence so we could have
interdicted the latest murder of the head of the Iraqi Governing
Council (IGC).

General Abizaid, you said you want to get information to the tac-
tical commanders. For the American people who may not under-
stand this language, part of the problem was, as I understood it,
you were obtaining information, but were not getting it out to the
people who could benefit from having it, is that fair to say?

General ABIZAID. Well, Senator, as I traveled around—and I
spend most of my time when I go around going to tactical units—
I was extremely impressed by the amount of information that they
had about local conditions. I would always ask them whether, once
the detainees were evacuated into the prison system, they receive
follow-up information that would help them in their difficult job of
breaking down the cellular structures that the enemy uses against
us. At the same time, General Sanchez and I, probably very early
on in General Sanchez’s arriving in the theater, were concerned
that we were not getting a good view of what was happening at the
leadership level. So we knew that there had to be a connection be-
tween what the tactical units knew and what the leadership knew
if we were ever to get at the insurgency-based problems that we
were seeing out there. So we were dealing with a systemic problem,
and we still do not have as good a view as we would like to have
about the nature of the insurgency, and who is in charge, and
where the cells move, and how they operate, et cetera. It is an in-
telligence-intensive task.

Senator SESSIONS. General Miller, one of your responsibilities
was trying to make sure that the evidence that had been gathered
was promptly disseminated. Is that one of your responsibilities?

General MILLER. That is correct, Senator.
Senator SESSIONS. I think my time has expired, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Ben Nelson.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you

all for being here this morning.
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General Abizaid, I want to commend you, particularly for your
candor. This city, and this group, from time to time, is used to
what I have termed ‘‘progressive candor.’’ We learn a little bit at
a time, and ultimately somebody has to take responsibility. I ap-
preciate very much your willingness to take the responsibility.

General Miller, there are photos showing MI, MPs, and private
contractors in the vicinity of prisoner abuse. We are being told that
it was a handful, or a few—the operative word of the day—bad ap-
ples engaging in activities that were abusive, not consistent with
either Geneva Conventions rules or with the expectations of the
command above them. So can you tell me who were the partici-
pants, who were the abusers in this situation? I am not aware of
anyone outside of a handful of privates, sergeants, et cetera, being
charged with anything. What about the private contractors? Are
the MI people, apart from MPs, being charged, or do you know?

General MILLER. Senator, those events are a part of the inves-
tigations being done, also being done now by General Fay, involv-
ing the intelligence elements, both the military and any of the con-
tractors who would be involved in the intelligence function.

Senator BEN NELSON. Will we expect something within a timely
manner on those investigations?

General MILLER. Sir, it is my understanding that General Fay’s
report is nearing a close and that those reports will be given to the
chain of command very quickly.

Senator BEN NELSON. General Miller, what instructions or orders
were you given before you arrived on your way to Guantanamo?

General MILLER. Sir, on my assumption as the commander of
JTF-Guantanamo, I went to the headquarters, SOUTHCOM, and
General Hill laid out his responsibilities for me and gave me the
orders. We had an opportunity to fuse two JTFs together that were
not working as successfully. That was the priority mission, to be
able to integrate both a detention and intelligence function to
produce actionable intelligence for the Nation—in this case, oper-
ational and strategic intelligence to help us win the global war on
terror.

Senator BEN NELSON. Did you talk to any of the civilians within
the DOD?

General MILLER. Sir, initially I did not. Once I made my assess-
ment at JTF-Guantanamo, then I went to Washington, DC, and
talked to both the Intelligence Community and others who are a
part of the functionalities that we had at Guantanamo about deten-
tion, interrogation, and an intelligence fusion.

Senator BEN NELSON. Anyone at the level of Under Secretary or
Assistant Secretary of Defense?

General MILLER. Sir, I did not initially talk to them. But later
on—as you remember, I was there for 17 months—I talked all the
way up to the SECDEF level, briefing them on the operations that
we had and the intelligence that we gathered and then the integra-
tion of those operations throughout Guantanamo.

Senator BEN NELSON. Were any of those discussions directed at
what you might do in the future if you were assigned to Abu
Ghraib, or to Iraq in general?

General MILLER. No, sir, they were not.
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Senator BEN NELSON. Were there any differences between the
two assignments?

General MILLER. Senator, there were substantial differences.
JTF-Guantanamo has the responsibility to detain enemy combat-
ants not covered by the Geneva Conventions, and so there were
specific authorizations and limits that went directly into Guanta-
namo. So I became very knowledgeable of those. I read the Geneva
Conventions, to be frank with you, in great depth. My lawyer prob-
ably spent 1 to 2 hours a day with me as I learned every day how
to be more effective in doing this job and also doing it to the stand-
ards of America, using humane detention and interrogation that re-
flected America’s values.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.
General Sanchez, you suspended the entire chain of command

that was under the command of General Karpinski, including Gen-
eral Karpinski herself. She says she objected to the interference
with her command, which was represented by Colonel Pappas, in
bringing intelligence operations and TACON over the prison. But
you disagree that she objected.

General SANCHEZ. Senator, General Karpinski never talked to
me about any interference.

Senator BEN NELSON. Did she send you a written communica-
tion?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, she received the same order that assigned
responsibility for FOB protection and security of detainees as the
other commanders in the task force.

Senator BEN NELSON. Is it usual that an MI officer would take
over the tactical command for force protection?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, it is dependent upon the senior com-
mander in that FOB who has responsibility to defend his soldiers.

Senator BEN NELSON. Do you know of any other instances?
General SANCHEZ. A brigade commander, yes, sir. The MI bri-

gade commander, no, sir. He was a senior man who was perma-
nently on that FOB, and he had responsibilities for protecting his
soldiers, and that was my intent.

Senator BEN NELSON. Merging interrogation and force protection
together?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, a commander has integral responsibility,
independent of his mission, to protect his soldiers, and that was
what I was trying to institutionalize.

Senator BEN NELSON. My time has expired. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Collins.
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First, let me begin by thanking all of you for your extraordinary

service. One of the tragedies of this abuse scandal is that it not
only obscures the fine work that you are doing, but it also over-
whelms the thousands of acts of kindness, courage, and compassion
by our troops every day in Iraq, and that is why this abuse scandal
is particularly upsetting. I feel it sets back and undermines the
good work of the vast majority of our troops.

I have to say that after reading the Taguba Report, reviewing
the various interviews, and participating in these hearings, I re-
main unclear about the answers to some very basic and critical
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questions, questions such as, who really was in charge of the pris-
on, and what was allowed in the treatment of the prisoners?

General Sanchez, at the committee’s hearing last week, General
Alexander referred to these guidelines, the interrogation ROE, as
yours. Numerous press reports have referred to these rules as ‘‘the
Sanchez guidelines.’’ But is it your testimony this morning that
these guidelines were not issued by your office and that, in fact,
you only saw them last week at our hearings?

General SANCHEZ. Ma’am, absolutely not. The first time I saw
the slide that was specifically shown to me by one of the Senators,
that is what I was referring to. I personally issued the memoran-
dums, and I have both memorandums sitting here that I will pro-
vide to the committee.

[The information referred to follows:]
The requested documents were provided to the committee at the conclusion of the

hearing on May 19, 2004, and as part of QFR number 76 for Lieutenant General
Sanchez.

General SANCHEZ. Those ROEs were my ROEs, and I personally
approved those after I consulted with my higher headquarters and
my staff judge advocate.

Senator COLLINS. In response to a question from Senator Reed,
you said, however, that you had never approved the presence of
dogs, sleep deprivation, or stress positions that are listed on these
guidelines. Is that correct?

General SANCHEZ. Ma’am, that is exactly right.
Senator COLLINS. General Sanchez, I also want to follow up on

your November order putting MI in charge of some aspects of the
prison. I also want to explore with you the role of MI, in general.

In the Taguba Report, the General says that the recommendation
of General Miller’s team, that the guard force be actively engaged
in setting the conditions for the successful exploitation of the de-
tainees, would appear to be in conflict with the recommendations
of General Ryder’s team and AR 190–8, that MPs do not partici-
pate in MI-supervised interrogation sessions. He also says that
having MPs actively set the favorable conditions for interviews
runs counter to the smooth operation of a detention facility. Didn’t
your order, where you involved the MPs in some aspects of the su-
pervision of the prison, run counter to the regulation cited by Gen-
eral Taguba?

General ABIZAID. Senator Collins, may I address this?
Senator COLLINS. Yes, General.
General ABIZAID. First of all, we do not have all the facts. I think

it is important for the committee to understand that. We need to
see what we are going to hear from the 205th MI Brigade. What
was in the mind of that commander? What did he think?

So if we can set that aside, let me share with you one of the find-
ings that came out of the Department of the Army IG investiga-
tions but are preliminary. They are not approved. I am sure they
will be shared with this committee. Our doctrine is not right. It is
just not right. There are so many things that are out there that are
not right in the way that we operate for this war. This is a doc-
trinal problem of understanding where you bring—what do the
MPs do? What do the MI guys do? How do they come together in
the right way? This doctrinal issue has to be fixed if we are ever
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going to get our intelligence right to fight this war and beat this
enemy. So we have problems that have to be looked at from top to
bottom in order to ensure that there is no confusion. Because, you
see, the Ryder Report says one thing, the Taguba Report will say
one thing.

Senator COLLINS. Exactly my point.
General ABIZAID. You are going to see that the Fay Report says

something else. It is not because anybody is lying to anybody; it is
because the system is not right. There are a lot of systems that are
wrong out there that we had better fix if we are going to beat this
enemy.

Senator COLLINS. But, General, I guess what concerns me is,
when you have all these contradictory doctrines or all these con-
tradictory findings, it suggests to me that there was great confu-
sion at the prison, and that confusion can set the stage for the
kinds of unacceptable abuses that occurred. That is my concern.

General ABIZAID. It is a concern that I share, Senator, and we
will find out the facts. But I would like to ensure that you under-
stand that there is great confusion in a combat zone all the time—
almost as much as there is here in Washington, but not quite.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, General.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
That confusion in the combat zone goes way back in history.
Senator Dayton.
Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to join

with others in thanking you for convening this hearing and doing
your utmost to get to the bottom of these matters.

But I really question our ability to get down to the truth of what
has occurred at 6 minutes apiece. We now have heard from 15 of
the highest-level officials involved in this entire operation, from the
SECDEF to the generals in command, and nobody knew that any-
thing was amiss, no one approved anything amiss, no one did any-
thing amiss. We have a general acceptance of responsibility, but
there is no one to blame, except for the people down at the very
bottom of one prison. The focus has been on that, although the
ICRC report says that there were abuses at 14 different prisons
under U.S. control.

According to The New York Times today, the ICRC complained
in writing on November 6 about some of the abuses that they had
witnessed, which paralleled the practices that were shown in the
pictures, of holding Iraqi prisoners naked in dark concrete cells for
several days at a time, forcing them to wear women’s underwear
on their heads while being paraded and photographed, and it char-
acterizes the response of the Army to that complaint as barring un-
announced visits by the ICRC at the prisons. It cited a particular
letter dated December 24 that the Army had described as evidence
of the military promptly addressing the ICRC concerns, but the ac-
tion that was taken, the barring of unannounced visits, brings into
question what the content of that letter actually was.

The Army has refused to release that letter, citing ‘‘a tradition
of confidentiality in dealing with the international agency.’’ An
Army spokesman declined on Tuesday to characterize the letter or
to discuss what it said about the ICRC’s access to the cell block.
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General Sanchez, is that evidence of the transparency of this
Army’s handling of these matters? How are we going to find any-
thing out if no one will tell us anything or even provide the infor-
mation that is necessary to evaluate these matters?

General SANCHEZ. Senator, I swore to tell you the truth, and ev-
erything that I have told you in here is the truth.

Senator DAYTON. What is in the December 24 letter to the ICRC?
General SANCHEZ. Sir, I do not recall exactly what the—we have

the letter, obviously, and I would have to leave it to the Depart-
ment to provide that letter to you, sir. Sir, as far as I am con-
cerned, we are transparent within CJTF–7.

Senator DAYTON. All right, I will accept that, then. So you will
provide a copy of that letter, and we can assess what the response
was?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, as long as that is within the approval of
the higher headquarters and the DOD, yes, sir, we will provide
that.

[The information referred to follows:]
The requested document was provided as an attachment to the Lieutenant Gen-

eral Sanchez QFR number 35.

Senator DAYTON. All right. That is a big caveat, but we will see
what comes forward.

General SANCHEZ. Sir, I have no problems with providing you
that letter; however, there are higher-headquarters directives.

Senator DAYTON. Fair enough.
Sir, on November 19, you—again, according to another news-

paper report; sometimes I think our responsibilities in this body
are relegated to reading the newspapers and watching the other
news reports to find out these things that we are not getting any
information about—but there is reportedly a memo from your of-
fice, General Sanchez, on November 19, that placed the two key
Abu Ghraib cell blocks, where the abuses occurred, under the con-
trol of Colonel Pappas. Then there is also reference made to a re-
quest he reportedly made to you 11 days later about a interroga-
tion plan for a particular prisoner that involved—first, the interro-
gators were to throw chairs and tables in the man’s presence at the
prison and ‘‘invade his personal space.’’ This is a request from Colo-
nel Pappas, the man to whom you turned over that authority over
those two cells. Then the police were to put a hood on his head and
take him to an isolated cell through a gauntlet of barking dogs.
There, the police were to strip-search him and interrupt his sleep
for 3 days, with interrogations, barking, and loud music, according
to Army documents, the plan that was sent to you. Is that one of
the 25 requests for additional interrogation techniques that you ap-
proved?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, first of all, you stated that I issued an
order that I specifically put key cell blocks under Colonel Pappas.
I never issued such an order. Second——

Senator DAYTON. Okay. So the article is incorrect?
General SANCHEZ. Sir, I never issued such an order.
Second, that request never made it to my headquarters—or to

me, personally, rather.
Senator DAYTON. So there was not any memo on November 19

from your office to place these cell blocks under Colonel Pappas?
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General SANCHEZ. No, sir. I never issued such an order.
Senator DAYTON. All right.
General SANCHEZ. That specific request for interrogation meth-

ods, that never got the CJTF–7 commanding general’s level, and I
never approved any interrogation methods other than continued
segregation.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you.
General Abizaid, you commented on the need to stay the course.

Speaking for myself—I will not presume to speak for my col-
leagues—the Senate has been bipartisanly resolute behind every
request the President has made for funding and support. It has
been virtually unanimous. It has been across the board—the sup-
plemental appropriations, the authorizations we are taking up now,
the 2005 authorization. We are adding, at the request of the Presi-
dent, an additional $25 billion for purposes that have not even
been defined. But I think it is something I wanted to try to get an
answer on from various authorities. What is that course? What is
the direction that we are on? I would just note in response particu-
larly to some comments that were made about how well things are
going, I do not know how to sort this out. I want us to succeed
there. I just want to be told the truth about whether we are doing
well or not, so we can assess whether the Minnesotans and other
Americans who are serving over there are going to be there for
months or years, and what their likelihood is of returning safely
and alive.

But I refer here to a Washington Post comment made by a Kurd-
ish member of the IGC, that if something is not done about the se-
curity situation, there will be no transfer of power. ‘‘Uthman’’—his
name—‘‘who is generally pro-American, described the assassination
as only the most extreme example of the lawlessness that has
grown in the year since President Saddam Hussein was driven
from power. ‘Never in Iraq has it been like this. Never. Even under
Saddam,’ he said. ‘People are killed, kidnapped, and assaulted, chil-
dren are taken away, women are raped, no one is afraid of any
punishment.’ ’’ Is that an accurate description of 1 percent of the
country, 5 percent, more than that? What is the security situation
there, sir?

General ABIZAID. Yes, sir. I appreciate the question. First of all,
not only were people carried away in the middle of the night and
raped and tortured and killed under Saddam, but it happened at
a huge scale, at an institutional scale unequaled in any recent
memory, perhaps only rivaled by what the Nazis did. So, are things
better just by the mere fact that that regime of torture and intimi-
dation is gone? Yes, that is a good thing.

On the other hand, I will not be Pollyannaish about where we
are, Senator. This is a hard thing, and it is going to take a long
time, and it is going to take a lot of courage and a lot of persever-
ance and, unfortunately, more blood, and it is going to take more
treasure. But there are more people in Iraq that are working with
us to try to make their country a better place than are trying to
tear it apart. The people that are trying to tear it apart are ruth-
less. They are doing it precisely now for the reasons that—I think
I have been about as honest as I could be with this committee in
the past—because this is the vulnerable time. They must make it
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fail now. They are pulling out everything that they can to make it
fail. It is hard. That is why we kept extra forces there. It is hard,
and it is tough, and it is difficult. But we will prevail. I am telling
you, there are things that are bad about Iraq, and we are respon-
sible for security, and it is not like walking in downtown Washing-
ton, DC. It is a dangerous place. But I can tell you, people have
a right to express their opinion. There is political activity, there is
freedom of the press, there are things that are happening in Iraq
that do not happen anywhere else in the Middle East, and we
ought to be damn proud about it.

Senator DAYTON. May I just conclude? My time is up. How soon
do you expect that the 200 or 4,000 or whatever Iraqi police and
militia will be in a position to enforce their own law and order on
their city streets?

General ABIZAID. Well, Senator, I would have said, before the re-
cent events, that somewhere between September and December
they would be ready, but we had a setback. We know we had a set-
back, and we are putting one of our best officers in the United
States military on the job. If the creek does not rise, somewhere
between January and April they will be ready.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Chambliss.
Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, let me echo the sentiments of all of our colleagues up

here relative to the leadership you are providing and the great job
that all the men and women underneath you are doing. While we
have seen this story on the front pages of the paper for the last
3 weeks, those of us who have followed the details of the battles
that your men and women are waging every day know and under-
stand that you have scored major victory after major victory in the
last 3 weeks, and we commend you for the great job your folks are
doing.

Colonel Warren, would you tell me what the jurisdiction is be-
tween the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Army relative
to the arresting, securing, transporting, and interrogation of these
detainees in Iraq?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, I do not know that it is a matter, nec-
essarily, of jurisdiction. We do know that other agencies do detain
individuals in Iraq. They use the same legal standard under the
Fourth Geneva Convention, which is that they are imperative
threats to security. Once they are brought into a coalition force’s
detention facility, they are subject to our rules and regulations.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Well, is there any integration or cooperation
between the CIA and the Army relative to the securing of prisoners
and bringing them to places like Abu Ghraib?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, your question is outside the scope of my
knowledge. I can speak to the rules that apply once they are in-
ducted; the arrangements relative to operations, I am unable to
speak to those.

Senator CHAMBLISS. General Abizaid, can you answer that ques-
tion?

General ABIZAID. Sir, I would like to answer the question in
closed session.
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Senator CHAMBLISS. Okay.
General Abizaid and General Sanchez, I have asked this question

twice before, and I still have not gotten a satisfactory answer. Gen-
eral Ryder was sent to this prison. He was there in late October,
early November 2003. During the very time he was there, these
particular incidences that are alleged, the alleged abuses that we
are talking about now, were ongoing. Yet even though he was ask-
ing questions of the conditions of the prison and the condition of
the prisoners, nobody told him, apparently, one word about these
incidences happening. Can either of you give me any explanation
of why that would have happened when a general of his stature
was there?

General ABIZAID. Well, I can tell you that as I travel around, I
do not always get the whole truth and nothing but the truth. I get
a lot of, ‘‘Everything is okay, everything is fine, do not worry about
it.’’ That is one of the problems that we have in the Armed Forces,
that we have to look beyond our rank and think about what would
our son be doing in that particular position in that particular unit,
and is he or your daughter doing the right thing or not. So just be-
cause General Ryder was there, because General Sanchez was
there, because half a dozen other important people that went there
to visit it did not see it does not mean it was not happening. We
have a lot to understand about what went on in that organization,
and why and who was responsible.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Well, I accept your answer. I think it is a
repeat of the statement you made earlier that there are some
things in this system that are broken, and you are now working to
fix them. That is what leadership is all about; when you recognize
a problem, you take after it, and you fix it. I commend you for
doing that.

General Miller, the situation at Guantanamo has been alluded to
by a number of folks during this process. I have been down there
a couple of times. I had the opportunity to visit the prison, both
before the new camp was built as well as afterwards, and I saw the
interrogation of prisoners down there. From what I saw, and from
what I have heard, there has been no systemic prisoner abuse that
was ongoing at any point in time at Guantanamo, and I just wish
you would address that very quickly, if you will, please.

General MILLER. Thank you, Senator. Sir, there was no systemic
abuse of prisoners at Guantanamo at any time. I believe that there
were three or four events—I will have to correct that for the record
as we go back and look—of instances of minor abuse.

[The information referred to follows:]
There were a total of eight instances of minor abuse requiring administrative ac-

tion. Those infractions resulted in one reassignment, one counseling, three rep-
rimands, two Article 15s, and one Special Court Martial acquittal.

Two or three of those were corrected by administrative action, an
Article 15, and one went to court-martial about an abuse of one of
the enemy combatants down there. It was the effect of strong, dy-
namic leadership by the chain of command 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week, that did not allow the abuse to happen. We walked the cell
blocks and the interrogation booths of Guantanamo around the
clock—not because we did not trust our people, but this is a very
difficult mission, and it takes active engagement by leadership to
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ensure that it is done correctly. That is why, in Guantanamo, be-
cause of the enormously talented people who were there—75 per-
cent, as most of you know, were Reserve component leaders—we
were successful.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you.
Colonel Warren, there is an article in The Wall Street Journal

today, which says, ‘‘A senior legal advisor to Lieutenant General
Sanchez helped draft a formal response to the Red Cross’s Novem-
ber report, according to one senior Army official.’’ Is that you they
are referring to?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, that may be me to whom they are refer-
ring. In fact, I did not draft that particular response. I believe,
however, that my office did. As General Sanchez alluded to earlier,
before January the intake of working papers—the camp visit re-
ports from the ICRC—were handled in a haphazard manner. Some
of them were given to the camp commander, some were given to
the MP brigade, some went to my office. In the particular case that
is at issue, the October visit, it took a period of time—and I do not
know how long, but I believe several weeks—for the working pa-
pers to reach the level of my office. My office participated in the
drafting of a response for Brigadier General Karpinski’s signature.
That response was dated December 24, and would have been deliv-
ered to the ICRC.

When we discovered this haphazard process—and, frankly, were
concerned in the December time frame, when I first became aware
of the content of the report and its genesis—I talked to General
Sanchez. This would have been in early January. General Sanchez
then mandated that, from that point forward, all ICRC reports and
working papers would be addressed to him, and that the single
entry point for those to the command would be me. That way we
could maintain positive accountability of those reports, as well as
take remediative action and track the corrections that were done
by the subordinate commands.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you.
Thank you, gentlemen.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Clinton.
Senator CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I thank our witnesses for their service and for their appearance

today. I know it is not an easy assignment to be here, given, espe-
cially, all your other responsibilities. But it is in line with this com-
mittee’s constitutional and institutional responsibilities, and I be-
lieve all of us are trying to discharge them to the best of our abil-
ity.

General Miller, I would like to return for a moment to this Inter-
rogation ROE document that has been much discussed. General
Sanchez characterized this document as having been developed at
a relatively low level, at the company level, and indicated that he
had not seen it before it became public at our hearings. But in an
annex to the Taguba Report, it was revealed that this document
was briefed to you as part of a situation report when you visited
Iraq in August 2003. What was your reaction to that document at
that time? Did you have any concern that the techniques described
would violate the Geneva Conventions?
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General MILLER. Senator, that report is incorrect. At no time was
that document briefed to me during my visit in the August/Septem-
ber time frame.

Senator CLINTON. Was it briefed to you at any time prior to that
or following that period?

General MILLER. Senator, that document was never briefed to me
at any time.

Senator CLINTON. Were the contents of the document briefed to
you, General?

General MILLER. The contents of that document were not briefed
to me.

Senator CLINTON. So it is not only that you never saw the docu-
ment, the slide; you were never briefed, orally or in writing, about
the contents of that document. Is that correct?

General MILLER. Senator, that is absolutely correct.
Senator CLINTON. General Sanchez, at a hearing last week, Gen-

eral Alexander, the head of Army MI, distributed that slide to the
committee. He stated, at that time, that the slide was prepared by
CJTF staff, your staff. Do you know where General Alexander ob-
tained the slide or why he believed that this came from your staff?

General SANCHEZ. No, ma’am, I do not.
Senator CLINTON. Colonel Warren, do you have any information

that would lend us some additional enlightenment about why Gen-
eral Alexander told us, in sworn testimony, that this slide came
from General Sanchez’ staff?

Colonel WARREN. I absolutely do, ma’am. The reason that the
General made the statement that he did is because the slide, as we
now know, contained a CJTF–7 logo and was posted on the wall
of the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center at Abu Ghraib. It
was titled ‘‘The Interrogation Rules of Engagement,’’ an unfortu-
nate use of the term ‘‘ROE. What it should have said is, ‘‘Interroga-
tion Policy Extract.’’ That is the context that is so vital for you to
understand, ma’am. When that slide was created—and I talked to
the person who created it; it was the commander of Alpha Com-
pany 519th MI Battalion——

Senator CLINTON. What was that person’s name, Colonel?
Colonel WARREN. Captain Woods, ma’am.
Senator CLINTON. Thank you.
Colonel WARREN. It was intended to be a prophylaxis. There is

really nothing insidious about that particular slide. In fact, if you
will go back, ma’am, to the Counter-Resistance and Interrogation
Policies, which General Sanchez has said we will make available
to the committee, you will see that they lay out specific measures
that are approved.

The October 12 memorandum, in fact, approves only those meas-
ures which are contained within the Army Field Manual on interro-
gations that applies to POWs and segregation in excess of 30 days.
The intent of the slide, however, was to ensure that interrogators
understood that those measures on the left-hand column—the ones
that were approved, the ones I mentioned—were authorized, but
that any other measures were not, without commanding-general
approval.

Now, why is it that some of those, again, that seem to be the so-
called ‘‘harsh methods’’ appear on the right, ones such as sensory
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deprivation that were never in any authorized policy? The reason
is that within the drafts that we prepared in the headquarters in
the September and October time frame, we, collectively—the legal
community and the MI community—took every doctrinal approach
that was authorized, we took every approach that had been used
by interrogators in other places, we took every approach that was
contained in any document that we could find, and we put that in
a policy so as to regulate it to ensure that it complied with the Ge-
neva Conventions, that there was command oversight, there was a
specific safeguards document that was published that referenced
the Conventions, and required that at no time could any interroga-
tor in any approach violate the floor of the Geneva Conventions—
that is, the basic requirements to food, shelter, water, medical care,
clothing, and protection. It required an interrogation plan. It re-
quired that any exception to policy go through the senior intel-
ligence officer and the staff judge advocate, me, before going to the
commanding general.

So the intent of that slide was to remind interrogators that any-
thing that was not authorized had to go to the commanding gen-
eral. By the way, that list was prepared by a captain with all good
intentions, but it had items on it that could never be approved, and
frankly, could never reasonably be requested.

But note, ma’am, what is on the bottom. That is something that
often is overlooked, because that captain did not do a bad job. That
captain paraphrased the safeguards that are in enclosure two of
our Counter-Resistance and Interrogation Policy. You will note that
they talk about the requirement to treat everyone with humanity,
to follow the Geneva Conventions, and to never unlawfully touch
a person who is under interrogation.

Senator CLINTON. Colonel, may I just quickly follow up in one
question. Are you aware of any requests for approval submitted in
writing for any exceptions to the list on the right-hand side?

Colonel WARREN. Yes, ma’am. I am aware of approximately 25
requests for segregation in excess of 30 days, which went through
the process of approval that I described. I am also aware that there
were three requests for stress positions which were submitted and
were denied at the brigade commander level, so they never would
have arisen to the CJTF–7 level for review or approval.

Senator CLINTON. Is it also your understanding that non-military
agents of our government and private contractors were similarly
bound by the rules that you have just described?

Colonel WARREN. Ma’am, I can not speak definitively to the
former. However, I can speak definitively to the latter, and any
contractors who were working within our facility under contract to
the DOD were certainly and clearly bound by our rules and poli-
cies.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Graham.
Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Abizaid, is it fair to say that people in the region, the

Arab world, are watching these hearings, and have been?
General ABIZAID. It is fair to say that, Senator, yes, sir.
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Senator GRAHAM. In your professional opinion—I know we are
sort of beating on ourselves here a bit—does this help or hurt our
cause?

General ABIZAID. It helps our cause.
Senator GRAHAM. I could not agree with you more.
General ABIZAID. It helps our cause, because they have to know

that people will be held accountable who are in positions of respon-
sibility.

Senator GRAHAM. Does anybody at this panel feel like a burden
has been placed upon you to come here and have to talk about
what happened?

General ABIZAID. No, sir. We feel it is our responsibility.
Senator GRAHAM. Colonel Warren, you are a very good JAG offi-

cer and a very good officer, and I know you are in a tough spot.
But if you had talked about that slide an hour ago, that would
have really helped. So just pipe up. [Laughter.]

Don’t be bashful.
Now, I disagree with you a bit, General Abizaid, about a doctrine

problem. I do not think we have a doctrine problem. I like our doc-
trine. Our doctrine, when it comes to trying to gather intelligence,
is that anybody in Iraq is covered by the Geneva Conventions, and
that we are going to follow the law because that is who we are as
a nation. The idea that MPs—General Miller, I am talking to you
now—can help the interrogators know what is going on in the cell
block is a good doctrine, is it not?

General MILLER. Yes, sir, it is.
Senator GRAHAM. It is stupid to not be able to talk to the people

who are running the jail about how the prisoner is doing that day
before you interrogate him, right?

General MILLER. Yes, sir, that is exactly right.
Senator GRAHAM. Okay. For those who are watching, in the Arab

world or anywhere else, can you get good intelligence and still be
humane and decent?

General ABIZAID. Yes, you can, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Do you agree with that, General Miller?
General MILLER. Yes, sir, I do.
Senator GRAHAM. That is our doctrine.
Our problem is that these well-thought-out policies and proce-

dures, when it came to practice, failed miserably, and that is why
we are here, is that not true?

Now, let us talk about how that failure may have occurred. Colo-
nel Warren, I need you to help me here.

Colonel WARREN. Yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Pappas comes in November, is that correct,

General Sanchez?
General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Senator GRAHAM. But we know that in October abuse is already

taking place before he gets there, is that correct?
General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir, now we know that.
Senator GRAHAM. Okay. So there was a culture in that jail that

was abusive before November. My question is, do we know if it
changed after November in its tone or its application? Do we know
the answer to that yet?
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Colonel WARREN. Sir, I do not think we know. I think, as we
have said, that the Fay Report may provide some insight, and also
the CID report conducted by the Army is not yet final.

Senator GRAHAM. Is it true, or not, that some of the people in
these abuse photos are common criminals?

Colonel WARREN. Sir, that is absolutely correct. We know, from
the list of victims, that that is true.

Senator GRAHAM. So now we know that the abuse was not just
directed at the high-value targets, but there was abuse going on,
just in general.

Colonel WARREN. Absolutely correct, sir, and they should not
have been in that cell block. That violated our orders and our poli-
cies.

Senator GRAHAM. So one thing we can find out pretty quickly is,
in October, it is done to people who are not high-value targets.
That jail was just sort of screwed up.

Colonel WARREN. Certainly, it would suggest, by the investiga-
tions and the evidence we have, that that statement is accurate.
Yes, sir.

Senator GRAHAM. General Sanchez, I have never been in combat,
but I do have some knowledge of the military. I have never seen
a more dysfunctional command relationship, in the history of me
looking at the military, like that jail. Do you agree with that?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, it was dysfunctional before November 19.
Senator GRAHAM. Right.
General Miller, the reason you were called over is to make sure

that we not only did this legally, but to ensure we that got the nec-
essary intelligence to win this war, is that correct?

General MILLER. Sir, I was requested to come over to give an as-
sessment and then to be able to——

Senator GRAHAM. Is that why you brought him over, General
Sanchez?

General SANCHEZ. Yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. I think you have done a great job at Guanta-

namo Bay. I am glad you brought him over.
People did not misunderstand what you said. They just totally ig-

nored it. That is why we are here, is it not?
General MILLER. Sir, in my opinion, that is exactly correct.
Senator GRAHAM. Now, here is my problem. When it comes time

to assess who ignored it, I am just not convinced that it is six or
seven MPs doing this by themselves, because we know, in the
photos, Colonel Warren, that there are people who are not MPs. We
know that MI analysts and maybe interrogators are present at
abuse situations.

Colonel WARREN. That is correct, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Do I have your promise and pledge, all of you,

that you are going to make sure that whatever information we get
out of these court-martials will answer that question?

General ABIZAID. You do, sir, absolutely.
General SANCHEZ. Absolutely, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. I will give everybody an A-plus past January.

I thank General Sanchez. You reported this appropriately to Gen-
eral Myers. Did you call him on January 14?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, I called General Abizaid.
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Senator GRAHAM. Okay. Who called General Myers?
General ABIZAID. I did, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. You told him this was a big deal.
General ABIZAID. I did, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. He had every assurance that you were inves-

tigating it. So from General Myers’ point of view—he is running
this war—it is fair to say that, in January, he thought you were
on top of it and you were investigating the matter, is that correct?

General ABIZAID. That is correct, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. So when we look at responsibility up the chain,

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs was informed that it was being
investigated in early January.

General ABIZAID. I would say immediately, yes, sir.
Senator GRAHAM. Please, if you can, explain how the abuse could

have happened at this level, for this long, with this much devasta-
tion to our country, and no one knew about it before January in
the photos given over by the specialist?

General ABIZAID. Explain how the abuse was taking place be-
tween October and November with us not knowing about it?

Senator GRAHAM. How did it happen so long and so deep without
us knowing?

General ABIZAID. Well, I think there are failures in people doing
their duty, and there are failures in systems. We should have
known, and we should have uncovered it and taken action before
it got to the point that it got to. I think there is no doubt about
that. I have asked myself the question, as I am sure everybody else
in the chain of command has, what could and should we have done
differently? I can think of some things that we have to do. We have
to ensure that we have transparency with the ICRC, for example.
We have to ensure that there are other methods—just like when
we had this problem that we looked at during the movement phase
of the war, where there were a lot rapes and sexual assaults going
on that were unreported. When we looked at our systems, what we
have at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, does not get replicated on the
battlefield.

So, Senator, there is a lot of work we have to do, and we have
to fix this one so it doesn’t happen again.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Lieberman.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks to the

witnesses.
Obviously, I express not only my gratitude for your service, but

my support for the mission we have sent you to Iraq to carry out.
I think it is the test of a generation, and I appreciate your con-
fidence as you go forward, because it is going to have a lot to do
with our future security. It makes why we are here all the more
heartbreaking and infuriating, because it distracts us from that
mission. But I absolutely agree with you, we have to go at this.
Casualties occur in a war. The tragedy here is that this prison
abuse scandal is a self-inflicted wound. But, like any wound, we
have to clean it up, fix it up, and then try our best to make sure
it does not happen again.

I want to express, first, my concern that, on more than one occa-
sion, at least two of you today—and you are honorable people, obvi-
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ously, under oath—have taken specific objection to parts of General
Taguba’s report. That report has received a lot of credibility and I
believe it was a report, General Sanchez, to you. Should we think
less of it because of the objections raised today? General Miller’s
response to a question Senator Clinton asked said that something
that he was reported to have done or seen just did not happen. You
have separated yourself from conclusions in the report on a few oc-
casions. Does it lead you to doubt the thoroughness of the report,
or lead you to feel, as the commander, that you ought to send
somebody else out there?

General SANCHEZ. No, sir, it does not. As we have stated here,
there are some differences, there are some concerns with our doc-
trinal foundations and the conduct of MP and MI operations, and
I think that is what is reflected there. We have to fix those over
time.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So the areas in which you disagree—and
you have heard that General Miller has disagreed with General
Taguba’s report—you are pursuing in different ways, then.

General SANCHEZ. Sir, where I disagreed with the report was in
my placing the 205th MI commander in charge of force protection
and security of detainees.

I believe that was exactly the right decision to make, given the
circumstances, the tactical circumstances, and the warfighting con-
ditions that existed——

Senator LIEBERMAN. So, in that case, your disagreement is on a
matter of judgment, really, not fact.

General SANCHEZ. Absolutely, sir.
Senator LIEBERMAN. General Miller, yours is a matter of fact.
General MILLER. Yes, sir, mine is a matter of fact. The incident

that Senator Clinton brought forward——
Senator LIEBERMAN. In your testimony, you said it did not hap-

pen.
General MILLER. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me go on to another concern of mine

that follows up on Senator Graham’s questions. Let me preface this
by saying, in taking some notes myself, General Abizaid, you said
two things here today that I want to come back to. One is that, to
the best of your knowledge, there was no pattern of prisoner abuse
in your command. Second, you expressed a belief that there were
systemic problems that existed at Abu Ghraib that may have con-
tributed to events there. Obviously we are all interested in trying
to figure out when a reasonable person in a position of responsibil-
ity would have found that out.

The decision by the Pentagon to send General Miller to Iraq, and
then your decision, General Sanchez, to get Colonel Pappas in-
volved—am I correct, General Sanchez, that you are saying that
that decision was made because of your concern that conditions at
Abu Ghraib were as—I think someone used the word; maybe you
did, yourself—dysfunctional? Is that correct?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, that is exactly right. It was dysfunctional
in terms of the ability to defend the FOB. That was the judgment
that I expressed in the issuance of that Fragmentary Order.
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Senator LIEBERMAN. Got it. Well, that is what I wanted to clar-
ify. But, at that time, the dysfunction that you saw in Abu Ghraib
did not include your knowledge of prisoner abuse. Is that right?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, that is exactly right.
Senator LIEBERMAN. General Miller, your understanding of the

reasons why you were dispatched to Iraq last fall did not include—
or did they?—a concern about prisoner abuse.

General MILLER. Sir, they were not focused on the concern about
prisoner abuse. They were about the overall capability of CJTF–7
to develop actionable intelligence, to do intelligence fusion, to see
how interrogations were conducted.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Your stress on humane treatment, on the
Geneva Conventions, was of your own initiative, not because any-
one, as they dispatched you to Iraq, had said, ‘‘We think we have
a problem of prisoner abuse.’’

General MILLER. Sir, that is absolutely correct.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me now go to this chart that has re-

ceived so much attention. I have to say, again here, this was put
before us by General Alexander, the general in the Army who is
in charge of intelligence, so the fact that it comes from a lower-
ranking—well, a company commander, Captain Woods, is surpris-
ing. Now, maybe it was given to us in the context of this investiga-
tion because it is not all bad news for the Army. It does have a
series of approved approaches for all detainees on the left here,
which certainly, to me, seems reasonable. At the bottom, it lists
safeguards, including ‘‘approaches must always be humane and
lawful, Geneva Conventions apply.’’

The problem is this section here on the right, and Captain Woods
told anyone who saw this chart that it required General Sanchez’s
approval. Some of these seem reasonable, some of them literally
seem in violation of the Geneva Conventions.

I wanted to ask you, Colonel Warren, two questions. First, how
could Captain Woods have come up with these sections that she
said required the commanding general’s approval if the command-
ing general had not approved this chart? Second, do you agree that
the procedures listed on the right side, including environmental
manipulation, sleep adjustments, and sensory deprivation, are, in
fact, violations of the Geneva Conventions under all circumstances?
Because I thought in your answer to Senator Reed earlier, you
opened a door in which you were suggesting they might not be. If
so, I think it is very important for the committee to hear that.

Colonel WARREN. My answer is that they are not.
Senator LIEBERMAN. That these are not violations of the Geneva

Conventions?
Colonel WARREN. These are not, in and of themselves, in isola-

tion, violations of the Geneva Conventions. Specifically, the Fourth
Convention, when applied to security internees—in this case, who
were unlawful combatants.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Which covers a number of the people at Abu
Ghraib, is that right?

Colonel WARREN. It does. It should cover those who, in this cir-
cumstance, would have been permissibly under active interroga-
tion. As was pointed out by Senator Graham, some of the people
depicted in these photographs should not have been under interro-
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gation at all; they were of no interest. They were actually criminal
detainees who should not have been in that cell block in the first
place.

But that as an aside, sir, this is more complicated than a yes or
no answer. Those things that were on the right that were placed
there by Captain Woods, as I said earlier, sir, were placed there
in order to show the range of the universe, if you will, of things
that were not authorized. They were representative.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Where did she get the authority to not only
put them down on paper, but to say that they required the ap-
proval of General Sanchez? She is a captain.

Colonel WARREN. I think I can explain that, sir, because, again,
I was present throughout as this policy developed.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Please, with the chairman’s consent, if you
would just take a moment to go over this.

Colonel WARREN. If I might.
Chairman WARNER. The witness will have adequate time to re-

spond.
Colonel WARREN. Thank you, sir. This goes back to General Mil-

ler’s team’s visit, where they looked at a broad range of interroga-
tion and intelligence analytical operations. Their recommendation
was that we should have an interrogation policy. We, as a task
force, did not have one. We were focused on the tactical level of in-
terrogations. We were following predominantly Army Field Manual
approaches. In addition, we had other units, such as Alpha Com-
pany 519th MI Battalion, which had served in Afghanistan, bring
in their own policies that have been used in other theaters.

Additionally, we had what we called the Common Law of Interro-
gation Approaches, and that consists of approaches which were
variations on the authorized approaches contained within the Army
Field Manual by way of implementation. So the point that was
made, to have a policy, I believe, was a reasoned and correct rec-
ommendation, and I was present at meetings in which——

Senator LIEBERMAN. Reasoned and correct.
Colonel WARREN. Reasoned and correct, absolutely, sir. I believed

we needed to have one as we moved our focus to the operational
level, as we became more sophisticated, and, frankly, if we wanted
to stem the growth of this Common Law of Interrogations so that
we could regularize it, so that we could regulate it, and so that we
should be able to provide proper oversight.

So we took a number of these SOPs and policies. Among them
were those in use in Guantanamo Bay. Others were, as I men-
tioned, those that were imported into theater. We put together a
team of folks who were MI and legal officers. We looked at those
policies, we reviewed them against the requirements that we be-
lieve were imposed by the Fourth Geneva Convention. We dis-
carded some of those procedures. An example is sensory depriva-
tion. We floated these through the command in a series of drafts.

To be sure, in some of these drafts—specifically one dated Sep-
tember 10—you may very well find all of those on the right-hand
side, including sensory deprivation. But during the course of the
staffing and the deliberative process and the review—and, sir, by
no means is there a book that you can look up that runs through
interrogation approaches and methods and has a check and a block
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that they comply or do not comply with the Geneva Conventions—
this is a matter of judgment, a matter of rigor, and a matter of
oversight and interpretation. We came up with the interrogation
policy first dated September 14. We then sent that to CENTCOM,
as General Sanchez described.

During the course of the next 28 days, this deliberative and con-
sultative process continued within the legal and the MI community.
It resulted, ultimately, in the October 12 policy. The October 12
policy, as I described, requires compliance with the Geneva Con-
ventions. It draws a legal contrast between POWs and between se-
curity internees interned for suspicion of hostile activity to the se-
curity of the state, and it requires the safeguards and oversight
mechanisms I described. That policy contains only the field manual
approaches, which applied to enemy POWs who enjoyed the high-
est, most preferred status on the battlefield plus segregation in ex-
cess of 30 days. When Captain Wood at some point, we believe in
October, prepared that slide, what I believe that she did was to
take all of the approaches that were floating around the command,
if you will, in various drafts, and within the policies listed them to
ensure that interrogators understood that only those things on the
left were authorized without permission.

Senator LIEBERMAN. But again, you would say that of the group
on the right, which has attracted the attention of the committee,
the media, and the public, none of these are inherently or auto-
matically in violation of the Geneva Conventions?

Colonel WARREN. In my opinion they are not, sir, and this is why
one has to read not just Article 31 of the Fourth Convention but
also Pictet’s commentary and various legal treatises and interpre-
tations of coercion as applied to security internees.

I will make another point, sir, with regard to the environment
in which we found ourselves. Remember that there were three Ge-
neva Conventions, initially. In the 1929 iteration, after World War
II, the Fourth Convention, the Civilian’s or Occupation Convention,
was added. The body of case law, if you will, concerning interpreta-
tion of specific articles within the Fourth Geneva Convention is not
very great at all. In fact, as we worked through this we did the
best we could do under the exigencies of the circumstances and I
am frankly very comfortable, sir, with that October 12 policy that
remained our policy for a period of 8 months.

If I might add one other thing, sir. It is very important—and this
is a problem with a chart like this—it is very important that you
understand the definitions which are contained, for example, in the
field manual and the policy of some of those measures. To use a
term I have learned in the past week in Washington, the optics are
bad on that chart. But if you read the actual definitions you will
find, for example, with regard to environmental manipulation, it
sounds horrible. But the fact is that environmental manipulation
can be as simple as, while at all times maintaining the minimum
requirements of the Geneva Conventions, that a person who co-
operates in interrogations would get an air conditioned room. A
person who is not cooperating gets the minimum, non-air condi-
tioned room. Each of those approaches has to be laid out, in writ-
ing, in an interrogation plan. Each of those interrogation plans is
reviewed at the brigade level. For an exception to policy it comes

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00620 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



615

up for legal and senior intelligence review before going to the com-
manding general. So the intent of the chart, frankly, was to regu-
late, not to impose unlawful measures.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So though General Sanchez did not see the
chart before last week when General Alexander put it before us, it
accurately reflects what you think is the appropriate policy for in-
terrogation?

Colonel WARREN. Those on the left and the safeguards, abso-
lutely. Those on the right, again, are the range of things that may
very well in implementation not be authorized. In particular, given
the intensity, the magnitude, the duration, and the combination of
measures, they may very well, as Senator Reed suggested, violate
the Geneva Conventions. You have to look at it on a case-by-case
basis.

Senator LIEBERMAN. But obviously you would agree that a lot of
what we have seen in pictures that occurred in a particular cell-
block in Abu Ghraib violated the Geneva Conventions?

Colonel WARREN. No question about it, sir. They also violated
U.S. law and that is why we are seeing court martials.

Senator LIEBERMAN. This chart?
Colonel WARREN. Absolutely, sir.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Cornyn.
Senator CORNYN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I guess we can con-

clude that not even the combatant commanders can go very far
without their lawyers, correct, General Abizaid?

General ABIZAID. I am going to hire Colonel Warren.
Senator CORNYN. I do not think any of us should be surprised

that at least six separate investigations occurring in a war zone
might occasionally come up, at least in a preliminary fashion, with
some conflicts or gaps in the investigation. But I want to make
sure that we understand, at a baseline, where we are.

General Abizaid, is it not true that in basic training our soldiers
receive training on the Geneva Conventions?

General ABIZAID. Yes sir, that is true.
Senator CORNYN. Also, prior to their deployment to the theater

of operations they receive retraining on the terms of the Geneva
Conventions?

General ABIZAID. They are supposed to, yes sir.
Senator CORNYN. I believe that you have made very clear that

under no circumstances, no matter what the category of detainee
may be, that at a basic minimum everyone in the custody of the
United States Military is entitled to be treated humanely. Is that
correct, sir?

General ABIZAID. That is correct, sir.
Senator CORNYN. I believe very strongly that in addition to the

hearings that we have had here, which hopefully will, after they
conclude, allow our military to get back and do what we have asked
you to do in Iraq and Afghanistan, and that is defeat the enemy.
That we have to let our military justice process work.

But General Sanchez, you suspended the entire chain of com-
mand, not just privates and corporals, on January 17 or there-
abouts. Is that correct?
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General SANCHEZ. Yes sir, that is correct.
Senator CORNYN. So just to be clear, no one is pointing the finger

at the lowest level of our military food chain and saying, ‘‘You are
at fault and the commanding officers are being protected.’’ Is that
right?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, that is correct.
Senator CORNYN. General Miller, I had the pleasure of traveling

to Guantanamo Bay, like a number of committee members have,
and meeting you there. I was enormously impressed with that op-
eration. There have been some who, during the course of these
hearings, have suggested that perhaps because of the various cat-
egories of detainees we have in different locations, whether in Iraq,
Afghanistan, or Guantanamo Bay, there is some variation in terms
of the acceptability of humane treatment. But would you also con-
firm for us that at a minimum everyone, regardless of their status
at Guantanamo Bay or anywhere else, to your knowledge, is enti-
tled to be treated humanely?

General MILLER. Yes, Senator. Every combatant who is at Guan-
tanamo is detained in a humane manner.

Senator CORNYN. In your opinion, General Miller, has the intel-
ligence that you have been able to gain from those who have re-
cruited, financed, and carried out terrorist activities against the
United States or our military saved American lives?

General MILLER. Senator, absolutely.
Senator CORNYN. Would you confirm for us, General Abizaid,

that that is also true within CENTCOM?
General ABIZAID. Senator, I agree that it is true. I would also

like to add that some of these people who we are dealing with are
some of the most despicable characters you could ever imagine.
They spend every waking moment trying to figure out how to de-
liver a WMD into the middle of our country. We should not kid our-
selves about what they are capable of doing to us, and we have to
deal with them.

Senator CORNYN. If we needed any other reminder of that, the
death of Nicholas Berg, I believe, reminded us, again, in a graphic
fashion. But I, for one, am not troubled by the fact that some per-
son who is trying to kill Americans is deprived of a good night’s
sleep in order to elicit information, consistent with the Geneva
Conventions and our laws and humanity that might save American
lives. I consider you all American heroes and congratulate you for
the job that you are doing.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Pryor.
Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Abizaid, ac-

cording to The Washington Post on May 8, 2004, starting in August
2003, Ambassador Bremer had concerns about the treatment of de-
tainees and pressed the military to, ‘‘improve conditions, and later
made the issue of regular talking points and discussions with Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Vice President Cheney, and National Security Ad-
visor Rice.’’ The same Washington Post article notes that in August
2003, Ambassador Bremer, ‘‘After interceding in one detainee’s
case, urged the U.S. Military in Iraq and top Bush administration
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officials to improve conditions and avoid potential fallout.’’ General
Abizaid, is that statement I just read essentially true?

General ABIZAID. Ambassador Bremer brought up to me on one
of my many trips to Iraq, on more than one occasion, his concern
about detainees.

Senator PRYOR. Okay, so you were aware that Ambassador
Bremer had concerns about the treatment of detainees. Were you
also aware that he raised this matter with a wide array of senior
administration officials?

General ABIZAID. I am not aware of that, Senator, but as I under-
stand the context of Ambassador Bremer’s and my discussions, and
also the context of discussions that I had with many Iraqis who
were talking to me about the detainee issue, it had to do with mov-
ing into the prison system, being lost sight of because we did not
have a good tracking system, not being able to get information to
families in a timely manner. These were things that we were all
concerned about. General Sanchez and I talked about them, and we
certainly knew that the detainee system had to be such that we
could identify people, track people through the system, and then re-
lease people in a timely fashion back to their families once we had
determined that they served no intelligence purpose to us. Until
General Miller got there—well, I should not say that. We were
struggling with this very early on and I will not make any excuses
for it other than to say, when you take a country in the shape that
we took it, everything was broken and we were starting from zero.

Senator PRYOR. But are you saying that Ambassador Bremer did
not have concerns about human rights violations? It was more a
clerical concern?

General ABIZAID. To me the issue was how you want to describe
human rights violations, as far as the Arabs were concerned and
then Ambassador Bremer was concerned. ‘‘My husband dis-
appeared into your prison system and now you guys cannot find
him.’’ That is a human rights problem. I agreed with him and Rick
agreed with him and we moved to fix it.

Senator PRYOR. Okay. General Sanchez, were you aware that
Ambassador Bremer had concerns about the prison system?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, on many occasions since the time I be-
came the commanding general of CJTF–7, Ambassador Bremer and
I had discussions about detainee operations. We talked, as General
Abizaid stated, about the identification, the in-processing, and the
release procedures.

Senator PRYOR. What about the treatment of the prisoners and
detainees?

General SANCHEZ. We also talked at some points about the qual-
ity of life of prisoners and the conditions that existed, especially
during the summer and into the early fall.

Senator PRYOR. Do you recall when he first brought those to your
attention?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, it was not a matter of him bringing it to
my attention; it was a part of general discussions that we were
having.

Senator PRYOR. Do you remember when those general discus-
sions started?
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General SANCHEZ. Sir, we started having those in the mid-sum-
mer time frame.

General ABIZAID. Senator, if I could just add, there is another
issue here which I want to make clear to the committee. It has to
do with what goes on at the point of capture. This is not police
work that we are dealing with, it is not a standard arrest, it is
combat, and there were an awful lot of people in Iraq at the IGC
level that thought our troops were being too harsh in the way that
they took people into custody. In my mind, having seen it person-
ally on the battlefield, I thought, and I still think, it was some of
the most professional work I have seen young troopers do any-
where. So, we did have a different point of view in that regard.

Senator PRYOR. General Sanchez, let me follow up with you, if
I may. You mentioned you were having these general discussions
about conditions and a variety of issues relating to the detainees.
When did you first start to report that up the chain of command,
and who did you report that to?

General SANCHEZ. Sir, there were multiple occasions when Gen-
eral Abizaid and I had discussions, especially as they related to ac-
tions at the point of attack.

Senator PRYOR. Here again, do you remember when that started?
General SANCHEZ. Sir, as I stated, immediately.
Senator PRYOR. As soon as you were aware of it.
General ABIZAID. Senator, let there be no doubt. We knew there

were problems in the detainee system. We did not think that there
was a set of conditions existing out there such as we have seen in
the photographs. But we knew that there were problems and we
moved to get them under control as quickly as we could. When I
say immediately, I took command in July and I would imagine
that, besides talking about operational matters, one of the first
things that the two of us talked about was how we had to get this
under control.

Senator PRYOR. General Abizaid, when you talked to your superi-
ors, who did you talk to?

General ABIZAID. Sir, I cannot recall specifically mentioning the
problem to the SECDEF or to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, but on one of their visits and during one of our phone calls—
we talk all the time, and there is a free exchange of information—
they would have known. I do not think that Don Ryder coming over
to look at the system was indicative of us trying to sweep the prob-
lem under the table; it was indicative of us trying to fix the prob-
lem.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Inhofe.
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. One advantage of

going close to last is that you can cross things off your list. I have
done a lot of crossing off. Let me just share a concern. During the
last 3 hours there have been eight references to different news-
paper accounts, some of them with the same newspaper several
times. Of the articles that were written, there are four of them that
have been categorically denied by you, General Abizaid, or by Gen-
eral Sanchez, and I believe you in that. It leads me to believe this
is so press-driven that it is just out of control. But when you get
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your briefings every morning, I know you read the different articles
in the paper that affect you. Is that not correct?

General ABIZAID. Yes sir.
Senator INHOFE. There are many times that you have found that

they are in error, and I am sure you have either directly or indi-
rectly called that to the attention of the newspaper or the publica-
tion that gave these in these articles. Is that correct? You have
done it right here in this setting.

General ABIZAID. Well sir, there are a lot of things that are incor-
rect. I do not spend much time correcting them.

Senator INHOFE. Well, I would hope you did not but I guess I
would ask this: have you ever seen a retraction by any of these
newspapers when something is proven to be wrong?

General ABIZAID. No sir.
Senator INHOFE. All right. I have not either. I think Senator Col-

lins was right when she talked about all the good things that are
happening that you just do not see in the media. Not just the hu-
manitarian things that we see when we go over to Iraq and go to
Afghanistan and see what these great guys and gals are doing and
how much they are loved by the people over there. In the case of
Afghanistan, General Abizaid, the Oklahoma 45th, they have taken
on the responsibility of training the Afghan National Army to train
themselves, and they are doing a great job. When I was over there
I watched the expressions on the faces of the new Afghan com-
manders, teaching and training their troops. This is something that
would be worthy, certainly, of publication. I dare say very few peo-
ple, not half of 1 percent of the people in America, know all these
good things that are going on. Quite frankly it just breaks my
heart to see you guys over here. I agree with what Senator Graham
said, that we have to air this out and get it out in the public but
we have already had the SECDEF, the Under Secretary of Defense,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Vice Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and quite frankly, I am sorry that you
guys are here. I would rather be handling this in some way where
we can get your statement, get it in the record and have that done
with. Because you have an awesome responsibility. General
Sanchez, as commander of CJTF–7—that is all the Army, all the
Navy, all the Air Force, all the Marines, all the coalition forces, all
the allies—that is your responsibility in Iraq. General Abizaid, you
have that responsibility plus what is going on in Afghanistan. By
the way, I think that the Afghanistan success story should serve
and will serve as a model for what we are trying to get done in
Iraq.

So, that is just one opinion. I know that you are anxious to get
back to the battlefield and that is where your mind is today and
that is where your heart is. I did talk to Senator Warner when I
found you were going to be here and he assured us that you had
other reasons to be here. So, perhaps that takes care of that.

I think some things are worth repeating. I think that until we
see the Fay Report, until we get the results of the investigations,
the results of the courts martial, we are not going to have the an-
swers. This concept of undue command influence puts you in a very
awkward position to say things, and I hope in your own minds you
have not said anything publicly that is going to interfere with the
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prosecutions that are going on. Do you feel pretty comfortable that
you have been able to do that?

General ABIZAID. Yes sir, I do.
Senator INHOFE. I look at what happened when things were dis-

covered and I was amazed with how quickly things were done, how
quickly you took care of the problems that were there. The guards
were removed, the commanders were relieved, criminal investiga-
tions started immediately. That was long before the public even
knew what was going on, long before the pictures came out. Maybe
the system is broken but it is not broken to the extent that you did
not perform immediately when you found out what was going on.

I want to say one thing, and this is just an opinion. There are
a lot of people who have been critical that some of the guards, the
seven guards that have been referred to many times, are taking the
heat for all of this. I do not think there is an American out there,
once they see the videos and the pictures that we at this table have
seen of the behavioral pattern of these guards, who would be at all
critical of any kind of punishment that they would be subjected to.
Now, I am not saying anything that has not already been in the
paper. I was very careful, after I saw those, not to say anything.
But others did, and they talked about the fact that this was like
they were staging a porn film. Well, this is something that no one
would condone. You folks would not; no one else would. So I just
think that we need to talk about the good things that have been
happening and get you back in the battle where you belong.

Before I run out of time, General Sanchez, there have been sev-
eral things that you have taken away in terms of interrogation
techniques. Do you think that has harmed your ability to get the
information that you need to have?

General SANCHEZ. No sir, it has not.
Senator INHOFE. Okay. Colonel Warren, I believe it was you who

said that, yes, in cellblock 1–A and 1–B those are the tough guys,
those are the terrorists. But occasionally one gets in there who is
not. I would suggest that probably the profile of that individual got
them there and when you realized that they did not belong there
you took them out. General Miller, is that what you think might
have happened?

General MILLER. Sir, I was not there when they were using cell-
block 1–A and 1–B, but in discussions that was the intent early on
in September.

Senator INHOFE. Okay. Well, I knew that you were not there at
the time. In fact, I was down at Guantanamo Bay when you were
there and you just did great work down there. My time has ex-
pired, but I am glad that Senator Cornyn brought up something
most significant, and that was, did any of the information that you
have been able to get from these detainees prevent something bad
from happening or save American lives or save coalition lives and,
if so, are there any specific examples that you would like to share
with us? In other words, you were successfully interrogating some
of these people in that particular section. Was some of the informa-
tion that you got helpful in saving American lives or saving troops?

General ABIZAID. Senator, I do not know the answer to that. I
certainly do know that in many cases good interrogation techniques
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used by very smart people have saved the lives of an awful lot of
Americans and Iraqis.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you very much.
General MILLER. If I could just add to that. General Sanchez, as

one of my new jobs as the Deputy Commander for Detainee Oper-
ations, asked me to look at the intelligence function. I tell you that
half the effort of CJTF–7, now Multi-National Force Iraq, is going
down to develop actionable intelligence at the unit level. That saves
soldiers’ lives every day. The other 30 percent goes toward theater-
level things that come down from the commanders’ decision or in
taskings from other organizations. The other 20 percent we just
keep as a standby that is used every day because of high profile.
So that system, that organization works every day and every night
to try to be able to provide actionable intelligence.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, General Miller, and I hope that the
media is paying attention today after you gave—I know my time
is up, but Colonel Warren wanted to say something about Article
32 early on.

Chairman WARNER. Please, Colonel Warren.
Senator INHOFE. Is there anything you would like to say about

Article 32?
Colonel WARREN. Well sir, Article 32 of the Fourth Convention

is the one that prohibits torture and the conduct of medical experi-
mentation and so forth. Those are grave breaches under the law of
war. Of course, obviously prohibited under our policies, under our
values, our standards, our training, and our interrogation policy.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Inhofe.
General SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, may I add something?
Chairman WARNER. Yes, General Sanchez.
General SANCHEZ. As a result of the two visits from General Mil-

ler and then from General Ryder, the system that we put into place
for intelligence fusion within CJTF–7 matured significantly be-
cause of the experience and the lessons and the integration of those
lessons into the command under General Fast. There is absolutely
no question in my mind that because of those two efforts, signifi-
cant amounts of Americans’ lives have been saved because of the
turn in terms of from the time we find the information, develop the
intelligence and get it to the tactical level for action, it is absolutely
the right thing for us to have done and I would do it again.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you for that answer.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you. General Sanchez, in my most re-

cent visit I met with General Fast. Would you kindly explain the
position that she occupies?

General SANCHEZ. Yes sir. Brigadier General Fast has been my
Director for Intelligence of the CJTF–7.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Bayh.
Senator BAYH. Gentlemen, thank you for your service to our

country under most difficult circumstances. I can only hope that
your treatment at our hands today has been humane. I sometimes
feel empathy for those who are on the receiving end of these hear-
ings.

General Abizaid, who was responsible for the staffing levels at
the prison, for the number of MPs and prison guards?
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General ABIZAID. I would say the responsibility for a unit coming
with the right number of people belongs to the United States Army.
The responsibility if we have shortages then devolves upon CJTF–
7 to tell me so I can tell the Army to fix it.

Senator BAYH. The reason I ask is I understand Army doctrine
calls for one MP brigade per about 4,000 prisoners, and here we
had one battalion for what ultimately reached about 7,000 or
slightly more prisoners, or about five times the number of detain-
ees per guard or MP that the Army doctrine would call for. I would
like your opinion—and there have been some reports to this ef-
fect—this substantial overcrowding did not excuse the behavior, of
course, but did it contribute to an atmosphere which might have
given rise, at least in part, to this aberrant behavior?

General ABIZAID. Well, it contributed to systemic failures at the
prison. I think that is clear.

Senator BAYH. It gets to my second and somewhat broader con-
cern, now that I have had a chance to reflect upon this whole set
of circumstances. I would like your opinion, both with the benefit
of hindsight and going forward, on whether we have adequate troop
strength in Iraq to accomplish our mission. I have been concerned
from day one, and I know Senator McCain and some others have
had this concern, that we did not have adequate strength at the
beginning to prevent some of this rampant looting that took place;
that we did not have adequate troop strength to prevent some of
the sabotage of vital infrastructure that took place; that we did not
have adequate troop strength to immediately clamp down on the
insurrection which has now gathered a momentum all on its own.
I wonder if, just in a microcosm, this is another manifestation of
our continual underestimation of the task that we have taken on
here. In a situation like this where we are deposing a regime, we
are trying to reconstitute a country with no history of democracy,
it seems to me we should err on the side of having more strength
than necessary rather than too little.

Both looking back and looking forward, have we had adequate
troop strength and do we have adequate troop strength to accom-
plish our mission with this critical June 30 handover fast ap-
proaching?

General ABIZAID. Have we had adequate troop strength? Cer-
tainly in February I would have told you absolutely. Things were
where we thought they would be. Did we anticipate that there
would be additional violence as we moved towards a political proc-
ess? We did, and that is the reason I asked for the troops from the
First Armored Division and the Second Armored Cavalry Regiment
to remain there, although we did not specify them particularly. I
would like to point out that one piece of hugely good news that has
been lost in this period of the Abu Ghraib scandal is the incredible
work and bravery and selflessness and military capability of those
two units, as well as have the Marines in moving from positions
in contact in Baghdad down into the south and fighting a very
tough fight.

But to answer your question directly—and forgive me for divert-
ing—Senator McCain and I have had the opportunity many times
to discuss it and I appreciate his opinion. There are certain types
of troops that we do not have enough of and we still do not have
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enough of them, and we have to figure out how to get them. They
are MPs and they are MI guys and they are human intelligence
guys and they are civil affairs people. We must build a force struc-
ture that allows us to be able to fight a war like this in the 21st
century and they are not in the force structure. We have MPs on
the scene that the Army has done a very good job in training that
do not happen to be MPs. We have Air Force truck units. We are
doing things with our force structure that, in my view, we need to
sit back from a service provider point of view and say, ‘‘Okay, what
do we really need?’’

Now, in terms of asking are there enough tanks, are there
enough Bradleys, are there enough combat troops, marines,
etcetera, I am pretty comfortable with that. It is the enablers I am
not comfortable with. I will end it up by saying I am also not com-
fortable that there are enough international troops on the battle-
field because the effort needs to be not just American, but it needs
to be international. These are things that I have said, I believe, to
the committee on numerous occasions.

Senator BAYH. It is not new thinking.
General ABIZAID. Did I miscalculate the number of troops?

Maybe. Maybe I miscalculated, but I think we have adjusted and
will continue to adjust based on what the enemy does, because the
enemy has a vote.

Senator BAYH. The civilian leadership always places this at your
doorstep, saying that they are endeavoring to get you everything
you need and I certainly appreciate that. But Deputy Secretary
Wolfowitz began to touch on this, I think, yesterday in some of his
testimony up here in a different capacity, when he said this is not
only a military undertaking, this is a political undertaking. I am
just wondering if those who felt that we were going to be greeted
as liberating heroes, so to speak, perhaps did not underestimate
the magnitude of the societal transformation we have taken on.
This goes way beyond the military purview, and I am just wonder-
ing if, given the magnitude of that task, we have been understaffed
and this is just another manifestation of that.

General ABIZAID. Well Senator, I cannot comment for the politi-
cal side of the house, but I can comment in saying that while we
cannot be defeated militarily we are not going to win this thing
militarily alone. We have to get everything together—economics,
politics, intelligence, information, you name it—it all has to come
together in a synchronized fashion that allows us to do this very
important task. It is really one of the hardest things that this Na-
tion has ever undertaken in this part of the world or anywhere
else.

Senator BAYH. Gentlemen, several of you have indicated in re-
sponse to recent questioning that lives have been saved, attacks
have been prevented with access to timely and accurate intel-
ligence. I think, General Miller, you have indicated that approxi-
mately 600 of these detainees are some of the worst of the worst
and that if released upon Iraqi society they would not only imperil
our forces, but also innocent Iraqis. Colonel Warren, I think you in-
dicated that the Geneva Conventions would allow somewhat more
vigorous interrogations of some of those kind of folks, but with the
exception of a few requests for solitary confinement we have not
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gone there. Is that all correct? Stress positions were requested but
were not permitted.

Where I am going with all this is that it is so important that we
strike the right balance here. On the one hand, timely intelligence
saves innocent Iraqi lives and the lives of our troops. On the other
hand, there is a dividing line beyond which our moral integrity, our
honor is vitally important if we are going to win this war against
terrorism because we do stand for something better. So what has
been brought before this committee with these pictures, which obvi-
ously go to the latter issue of who we are and what we stand for,
let us not lose sight of the former, either.

The pictures that stick in my mind also, Mr. Chairman, are the
pictures of the young men out there at Walter Reed, some of them
missing arms, some of them missing legs, fractured lives in the full
flower of their youth. The pictures that came out of those flag-
draped caskets. Those pictures are important, too. So, there is no
excuse for the behavior that gave rise to the pictures of this abuse
at this prison. We have to root it out and some of these individuals
are on trial. But at the same time, let us not repeat some of the
mistakes that we have made in the area of covert intelligence
where the Director of the CIA now tells us it is going to take 5
years to reconstitute our covert capabilities and adequately protect
this country. A balance is in order here and I just hope that we
are empowering you to strike that balance in ways that protect our
brave men and women on the one hand and preserve our honor on
the other.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator. Is there a
desire for any witness to speak? If not, Senator Dole.

Senator DOLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Gentlemen, I certainly
want to join my colleagues in thanking you for your tremendous
leadership and your outstanding service to your country. Like Sen-
ator Cornyn, I regard you as heroes sitting in front of us today, and
I thank you for your time with us. Since all of you have been very
forthcoming in the last 3 hours of questions, I would like to take
this opportunity to ask some questions with regard to your overall
Iraqi operations.

First of all though, General Miller, let me ask you, would you
clarify who will be in charge of running the Iraqi prison system
after June 30?

General MILLER. Senator, that is still in dialogue and discussion
between the CPA, the IGC, and now the soon-to-be Interim Iraqi
Government. Those transitions are working. I will tell you that as
far as Multi-National Forces Iraq, our plan is to continue to run
our theater-level, our Multi-National Forces Iraq three detention
facilities and other detention facilities that allow us to ensure we
can implement a safe and secure environment. But as we work to-
wards transition, every day I meet with my Iraqi counterparts to
see how we can more successfully move to integrate this operation.

Senator DOLE. Thank you. Now, in an intercepted letter written
by al Qaeda operative Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, we were given in-
sight to a terrorist message that was very significant and compel-
ling. In noting concern that he may lose a foothold in Iraq he
wrote, ‘‘With the spread of the army and the police, our future is
becoming frightening.’’ He went on to detail the very environment
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of chaos his network requires to succeed—attacks on Iraqi security
forces, the targeting of Kurds, the Shi’ite populations, and the kill-
ing of Americans—the very environment evolving in Iraq that he
feared the coalition forces would suffocate.

General Abizaid, several reports have claimed that Zarqawi is in
Baghdad. If he actually got into Baghdad past coalition forces, can
we assume that he has the mobility to move to other regions in
Iraq?

General ABIZAID. Senator Dole, I would assume that Zarqawi has
the ability to move around the Nation, unfortunately. The nature
of the insurgency is one that you cannot stop one person from mov-
ing where you would not like them to move, even as visible as they
may be. He can move around, he can strike at will, and we have
reason to believe that he was in Jordan recently and had his hands
in the plot that would have killed thousands and thousands of Jor-
danians that was foiled by the king’s special forces and intelligence
forces. So there is a great battle going on in the region. It not only
extends to Iraq, but it is in Saudi Arabia. It should come as no sur-
prise to the committee that these people are also attacking foreign-
ers in places like Saudi Arabia. There is a strategy at work here
that we should not lose sight of, and it is happening in Afghanistan
and it is happening in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and else-
where in the region, and it is also happening in places like Madrid.

Senator DOLE. Can you confirm that Zarqawi beheaded Nicholas
Berg?

General ABIZAID. I do not know that I can confirm that it was
him. I know that there are various reports of people saying it is
his voice on the tape. I know he has claimed it, and it certainly
would not be past him.

Senator DOLE. General Kimmitt said that the killing of Salim
had the classic hallmarks of Zarqawi. Do you have any further in-
formation to share with us on that?

General ABIZAID. No Senator. I would not want to give Zarqawi
any stature he does not deserve. He is a murderer, he is a torturer,
and that is the status he deserves.

Senator DOLE. Do you have any indication that al Qaeda is co-
ordinating with al-Sadr’s resistance?

General ABIZAID. That is a very good question, but I think the
answer is no. But in that part of the world you never know.

Senator DOLE. Saddam Hussein’s government was believed to
have produced several hundred tons of sarin as well as stockpiles
of mustard gas. Now, the presence of both sarin and mustard gas
has been reported in Baghdad. Do our men and women in theater
have the equipment, the devices that they need in order to protect
themselves from the exposure to such agents as these? General
Sanchez?

General SANCHEZ. Yes ma’am. The answer is yes, we do. We de-
ploy with all of our chemical, nuclear, biological capabilities and
those are present.

Senator DOLE. General Abizaid, defense contractors and private
business representatives, of course, are critical to reconstruction ef-
forts and rebuilding in Iraq. Terrorists seem to have shifted their
focus; they are targeting these unarmed civilians. A corporation
from my home State of North Carolina, Blackwater, of course, with
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four contractors who were shot, burned, and hung from a bridge;
Nick Berg’s murder—what are you doing to provide increased secu-
rity for these unarmed civilians?

General ABIZAID. I think it is best left for General Sanchez to
talk about the details, but it is clear that the enemy has discovered
a vulnerability in the contracting system. It is also clear that we
have to work with the contractors to protect them, not only in co-
ordinating with Iraqi security services but with our own. For exam-
ple, we should not have convoys moving around areas that we
know to be very violent without some sort of coordination with the
military, and that has happened before and that has gotten people
into trouble before.

Senator DOLE. General Sanchez, do you want to answer that as
well?

General SANCHEZ. Yes ma’am. We are working with the CPA re-
construction effort. We work with all the contractors in the country.
We have the mechanisms to provide escort for convoys as they
move across the country, and there have been instances where con-
tractors have moved without coordination with the local command-
ers and without escort and they have gotten themselves in trouble.
But we do have the mechanisms and we are continuing to work
that with them.

General ABIZAID. By the way, Senator Dole, if I may, I would just
like to add by saying, we sometimes forget that a lot of these con-
tractors who are out there are heroes too.

Senator DOLE. Yes.
General ABIZAID. They are out there in a very dangerous area.

A lot of them—I would say the vast majority of them—are doing
it because they love their country. We should not fail to praise
them. There are times when we are not happy with the way con-
tracts work, et cetera, but these young Americans and older Ameri-
cans who are out there doing this are by and large great people
who love the country and doing God’s work.

Senator DOLE. Thank you for adding that statement. I could not
agree with you more. My time has expired.

Chairman WARNER. I would like to also say I thank you very
much for the recognition. It is well-deserved by that infrastructure
that supports our forces.

We have two remaining Senators, then the committee will stand
in recess for just a few minutes and we will resume in room 219,
which is in this building.

Senator Bill Nelson.
Senator BILL NELSON. General Miller, I think you cleaned up the

situation at Guantanamo. I think you did a good job. Of course, we
are trying to sort out other things but I just want that in the
record, from my observations, having been there twice.

General Abizaid, yesterday we had Lieutenant General Sharp in
front of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. He offered a little
bit of clarity, and perhaps you can help clarify things here for us.
Earlier in your testimony you stated that what we are facing, ‘‘It’s
a hard thing, it will take a long time.’’ One of the responsibilities
that we have is looking at a force structure. We keep getting dif-
ferent statements that are interpreted different ways. So one of the
things that I would like to ask you is, do you consider it part of
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the mission in Iraq to disarm the militias, such as the Mehdi army
of al-Sadr?

General ABIZAID. I regard al-Sadr’s militia right now as being a
hostile force and it is our mission to disarm them or destroy them
in battle.

Senator BILL NELSON. I would think that would be the common
sense thing; if I were the commander that would be part of my mis-
sion.

General ABIZAID. But Senator, if I might add, it is also clear that
as we move towards a period of partnership in Iraq, which is so es-
sential for us to move to, that those militia forces or armed groups
that may belong to people loyal to the new Iraq, that are willing
to move forward in a manner of reconciliation and work towards
a better future, we need to work with them to integrate them into
the system. So it is not that we will go out and destroy all militias,
certainly not. It is that we will fight those who are working against
us and will work to help integrate those that have worked with us,
such as we find in the Kurdish areas and to a certain extent in
some of the Shi’ite areas with the Badr Corps.

Senator BILL NELSON. It would be nice if we had an Iraqi army
that was ready to do a lot of that. It would be nice if we had a po-
lice force that would be able to help us. But at the moment we do
not. So I am asking you about your mission now. Does your mission
in Iraq include providing security on the streets against crime,
functions normally performed by a police force?

General ABIZAID. Our mission in some areas, where the police
force is not working, unfortunately causes us to have to do police
work. That is correct. It is also correct to say, Senator, that we
probably have overstated how bad things are with the Iraqi secu-
rity forces, that the Iraqi security forces in certain areas of the
country are exceptional and they are doing very well. In the north
we see it and in some places in the south. There are many police
forces that are doing well by Iraqi standards and will continue to
do well. We had a failure during the April time frame, as you are
well aware, of some units of the Iraqi Civil Defense Corps, of some
units of the Army and of some units of the police. But on the other
hand, Senator, I believe this has more to do with our willingness
to give them authority than it has to do with their willingness to
fight for their country. They want to fight for their country but
they want to fight for Iraqis. So as we move towards this period
of sovereignty and Iraqi chains of command are established that
are reliable, I believe that the quality of Iraqi forces will move in
a direction that will surprise a lot of people. I have faith in them.

Senator BILL NELSON. I certainly hope so. I visited one of those
police academies in Jordan where you are training them, but it is
a long time and there are only X thousand that you can prepare.
We will find out how many in the future. Since we are having to
disarm militias and also having to provide some protection against
street crime right now, the question is, is the 105,000 level, aug-
mented by keeping the additional 20,000 so that you are some-
where in the range of 125,000, 130,000 troops, is that sufficient for
you to carry out your mission over the course, not only before June
30 but over the rest of the year after June 30?
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General ABIZAID. Again, I do not like to waffle in my answers,
and this will sound like a waffle to you, but it depends on a couple
of different things. It depends upon the enemy, although I would
predict, and I think Rick will agree with me, that the situation will
become more violent, even after sovereignty, because it will remain
unclear what is going to happen between the interim government
and elections. So moving through the election period will be violent,
and it could very well be more violent than we are seeing today.
So it is possible that we might need more forces. But I would again
say that perhaps with a resolution in the United Nations could say
that instead of international forces withdrawing from Iraq they
should come to Iraq, because other nations need to understand how
important Iraq’s stability is for their future as well as the entire
region’s future. Getting more international forces and getting a
higher quality of Iraqi forces will help us figure out where we
stand. But I think the numbers about where we are now for the
foreseeable future unless something changes, either international
force-wise or in the quality of Iraqi troops, and is what we can ex-
pect through the elections.

Senator BILL NELSON. What did you mean by a long time?
General ABIZAID. Well, we know the elections will take place in

December or January. So, I am saying that the First Armored—
please do not get me in any more trouble with the First Armored
Division and the Second Armored Cavalry. We will rotate them out
of there but the force levels will stay about what they are, I think,
until after the elections. Or until we come to a point where we see
that we are going to have a soft landing.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Akaka.
Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to

add my gratitude to you and praise and commendation for your
leadership as well as to our troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. I too
have visited Iraq and Afghanistan, and the kind of message I got
while I was there was good. Our troops seemed to have been work-
ing well at that time.

I have been very concerned about one part of the personnel that
is there. We have talked about international and coalition forces,
we have talked about the MPs, the MIs. One group is the contrac-
tors—this has been mentioned here—and I get the sense, and I
would like to get an answer from you on this, that the contractors
seem to be outside of the line of command. That is my feeling. As
a result some things they do are not known by us.

General Abizaid, it is my understanding that the civilian contrac-
tors who are interrogators—there are many different kinds—work
directly with MI personnel. My question is, who supervises the ci-
vilian interrogators and do they report to any agencies other than
the DOD? Another question is, is anyone in the DOD accountable
for the behavior the civilian contractors?

General MILLER. Sir, if I could I would like to take this.
Senator AKAKA. General Miller. Thank you.
General MILLER. The civilian contractors who work in our intel-

ligence organizations are accountable to the chain of command of
the intelligence organization. So if you are an interrogator you are
accountable to the chain of command of the interrogation company
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or the battalion or the brigade that goes in there. So there are also
people who do screening. By screening I mean when you are cap-
tured, they do the initial debriefing to be able to develop intel-
ligence. So we have a small number who are in our Intelligence Fu-
sion Centers. They all work for the military through here. In our
organization currently no civilian contractor is at a supervisory po-
sition. It is the military who sets the priorities and ensures that
we meet our standards.

Senator AKAKA. What other types of personnel do you have there
as contractors besides interrogators?

General MILLER. Sir, in the intelligence area there are the
screeners, those who get initial information from those under inter-
rogation, and those who are involved in intelligence fusion, develop-
ing intelligence from processed intelligence, from raw intelligence
and feeding our computer systems. Those are the contractors that
we have in the intelligence system.

General ABIZAID. You will also find interpreters, Senator.
Senator AKAKA. Thank you. My question on that is, are there

any contractors who are from Third World nations?
General ABIZAID. I am sure there are. Yes, I have talked to some.
General MILLER. Our translators, some of them are from Third

World nations. They do an excellent job for us.
Senator AKAKA. Okay. Can you name some of the nations?
General MILLER. Sir, I am sorry, I cannot.
Senator AKAKA. My concern has been—and thank you for an-

swering it—that they are within the line and chain of command so
that we know what they are doing and they are answerable to
someone in DOD.

General MILLER. Sir, we will, for the record, get the Nations that
those interpreters are from.

[The information referred to follows:]
This is in response to your request about the countries whose citizens are working

for us as interpreters/translators through the Army’s linguist contract. As regards
JTF–GTMO, all the linguists there now are U.S. citizens with security clearances,
although previously there were some linguists there who did not require a security
clearance. At that point we did have non-U.S. citizens there, most notably a Chinese
citizen who spoke Uighur; he has since become a U.S. citizen and remains on the
island. Due to the high level of proficiency required to support Army missions, many
of the linguists working as U.S. citizens in positions that require security clearances
are naturalized citizens. Their countries of origin have no specifically been tracked—
some of these individuals became U.S. citizens more than 20 years ago while others,
such as the Uighur linguist at JTF–GTMO, are very new citizens.

As to the foreign nationals working under the Army linguist contract, the majority
of the requirements for linguists who do not require access to classified information
are hired locally. We have such linguists hired in Iraq, Afghanistan, Kuwait, Qatar,
and Bahrain. OSD funded an effort for linguists without security clearances to be
hired from the U.S. and other allied nations with the intent of providing the forces
in Iraq with linguists who are not only fluent in the Iraqi dialect of Arabic and
knowledgeable of Iraqi customs, but also are familiar with U.S./Western culture.
While the majority of the linguists hired through this program are Iraqi citizens
who are permanent resident aliens of the U.S., there are also some Canadians of
Iraqi descent working for us as linguists. Additionally, there are one or two linguists
from Lebanon, Jordan, Egypt, and Italy, all of whom have sufficient proficiency in
the Iraqi dialect and English to allow them to support Army missions.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. General Miller, you have
had quite a bit of publicity and so let me ask you this out of my
curiosity. Did you tell General Karpinski that you were going to
‘‘Gitmoize’’ Abu Ghraib? What did you mean by this statement?
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General MILLER. Senator, I did not tell General Karpinski I was
going to ‘‘Gitmoize’’ Abu Ghraib. I do not believe I have ever used
that term. When Janis Karpinski and I were having our dialogues,
they were about humane detention, how the detention centers
would be run, the requirements for the MPs and the leadership to
be present and ensure that humane detention is done. As we have
talked about before, it is an enormously high leader impact, high
leader-type requirement.

Senator AKAKA. Do you think it is possible that any of your rec-
ommendations could have been misconstrued by the civilian con-
tractors?

General MILLER. Senator, I do not believe that any of those rec-
ommendations were misconstrued. At that time there were no civil-
ian contractors employed in the organization. But once again, that
would be speculation on my part because I was not there during
the hiring to see how the civilian contractors came in.

Senator AKAKA. General Abizaid, you discussed the need to mod-
ify Army doctrine about Abu Ghraib, and you cited instances of
abuse in Afghanistan and Iraq. Is the problem of detainee abuse
systemic within CENTCOM?

General ABIZAID. No sir, I do not believe it is systemic. There
have been instances of abuse in Afghanistan and other prisons, and
in Iraq as well. I believe my comments concerning doctrine have to
do more with how we fuse intelligence, how we distribute intel-
ligence, how we work in a synchronized manner to achieve results
that will help our young soldiers and marines on the battlefield.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much for your response.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Akaka.
We have had an excellent hearing, a very thorough exchange of

views and responses. We thank you.
Senator Talent.
Senator TALENT. I appreciate the opportunity and if we are going

to go in a closed I will withhold my questions. I do have a very
brief statement, though. I do want to associate myself with some
of the concerns that Senator Inhofe raised. There is so much that
you do do not know whether you know it or not, and one of the
worst things that could happen out of this is if we ended up in a
situation where some of these people got off because of something
that was said at one of these hearings. In addition, I think there
is something to be said for waiting until you all can present the
comprehensive results of your investigations. I do want to, just for
the record, Mr. Chairman, respectfully suggest to you and the
ranking member that we consider whether it would be good to have
the Fay Report in hand before we do the next hearing. I know you
are talking constantly with the ranking member about timing and
what we ought to do, and I think these hearings have been very
good. But it almost comports with the Senate schedule anyway,
given that a recess is coming up.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, in my discussions with the DOD,
which I might say has been very cooperative, they have indicated
that this committee will be the first to receive the Fay Report when
it is available.

Senator TALENT. If it looks like they are stonewalling on it I
think it is a different thing.
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Chairman WARNER. No.
Senator TALENT. But you think in a couple of weeks that the re-

port will be available.
Chairman WARNER. The DOD will determine the timing of the

release of that report.
Senator TALENT. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Again, I thank you very much. We will now

go to Hart 219 for a closed session. I thank the committee. I take
note that we have had 100 percent attendance here today. I think
that speaks to the seriousness and the solemnity with which this
committee regards this very serious issue.

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank our witnesses for
joining us but also indicate that I have some additional questions
that are unclassified that we do not have time to ask.

Chairman WARNER. Right.
Senator LEVIN. I will be submitting those to our witnesses. I

think if the chairman would set a deadline for those so our wit-
nesses will not have to be troubled by questions coming in for a
long period of time; for instance, questions within the next 24
hours or 48 hours would be very helpful.

Chairman WARNER. Absolutely. Thank you.
Senator LEVIN. Would that be all right?
Chairman WARNER. That would be fine.
Senator LEVIN. Forty-eight hours then?
Chairman WARNER. Let us just establish midday Friday.
Senator LEVIN. That would be fine. Noon Friday?
Chairman WARNER. Noon Friday. Thank you very much.
[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS

GENERAL TAGUBA’S REPORT

1. Senator COLLINS. General Miller, General Taguba’s report stated that the
320th Military Police (MP) Battalion (BN) and the 372nd MP received no training
in detention or internee operations prior to deployment to Iraq. I would like your
assessment of the training of the MPs at Abu Ghraib prison. Prior to their deploy-
ment to Iraq, what was their experience at civilian or military prisons, and once
they were mobilized, what training were they provided?

General MILLER. The United States Army Reserve Command could better com-
ment on the exact make up from civilian life of the 320th MP BN. The soldiers and
leaders of the 320th MP BN were trained in accordance with the current Depart-
ment of the Army mobilization requirements. The Department of the Army would
better be able to comment on pre-deployment training conducted.

LACK OF TRAINING

2. Senator COLLINS.General Miller, do you believe that a lack of training played
a part in the alleged abuse at Abu Ghraib?

General MILLER. I believe it was a breakdown in the fundamentals of leadership
within the unit that led to the alleged abuse going unreported. Leaders set the tone
by which a unit runs; they imbued the morals and standards of the unit on each
individual soldier and junior leader. In this case the leadership failed to do their
primary job: to lead.

OTHER U.S.-RUN PRISON FACILITIES

3. Senator COLLINS. General Abizaid, can you give me your assessment on wheth-
er abuse similar to that alleged at Abu Ghraib has occurred at other U.S.-run prison
facilities in Iraq or Afghanistan?
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General ABIZAID. The type of abuse seen in many of the photographs taken at Abu
Ghraib appears at this time to be confined to that location and to have occurred
during the timeframe of October-November 2003. At other detention facilities there
have been isolated incidents of alleged abuse, normally involving the use of exces-
sive and unauthorized physical force. Each of these incidents is currently the subject
of review and investigations are ongoing.

INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE RED CROSS REPORT

4. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, with respect to the working paper that the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) submitted to the Combined Joint
Task Force (CJTF) officials on November 6, 2003 to complain about abuses observed
at Abu Ghraib in October, you testified that your ‘‘office participated in the drafting
of a response for Brigadier General (BG) Karpinski’s signature. That response was
dated December 24 and would have been delivered to the International Committee
of the Red Cross.’’ According to The Wall Street Journal, General Karpinski stated
that the first time she learned of the ICRC report was in late November when she
was summoned to a meeting with you and General Walter Wojdakowski, where she
was told by you ‘‘not to worry about the response because his officers were working
on the response for my review.’’ When did you first become aware of the November
6 ICRC report, to whom was it addressed, did you read the report, and were you
aware of its content?

Colonel WARNER. I first became aware of the report in early December 2003 when
I returned to Iraq from leave. I was on leave in Germany from 12–30 November
2003. The report was transmitted by the ICRC cover letter, dated November 12,
2003, addressed to ‘‘BG Janice Karpinsky (sic), 800th MP Brigade.’’ General
Karpinski’s December 24, 2003, response is enclosed.
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5. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, did you personally approve your office’s re-
sponse to the ICRC report? What actions did your office take to inquire into the va-
lidity of these ICRC alleged abuses?

Colonel WARREN. I approved the proposed response provided to the 205th MP Bri-
gade (BDE). In my absence in late November, my section conducted an analysis of
the report, which it provided to the Commander, 800th MP BDE and CJTF–7 C–
2 by transmittal memorandum, dated November 27, 2003.
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Judge Advocates from my section met with officers from the 205th Military Intel-
ligence (MI) BDE and the 800th MP BDE in order to inquire into the validity of
the reported abuses. Through this process, Judge Advocates were continually as-
sured that the accusations were baseless. Judge Advocate General Corps (JAGC) of-
ficers responsible for ICRC liaison attended a meeting with the ICRC on November
16, 2003, at which the report was discussed and a meeting at Abu Ghraib with the
MPs and MI personnel on December 4, 2003, called for the purpose of discussing
the report. I personally discussed the allegations of the report with MI and MP per-
sonnel present at a Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) Prison Meeting in Decem-
ber. I also personally discussed the allegations with the Judge Advocate of the 205th
MI BDE, who was present at Abu Ghraib. The unanimous reaction of all military
personnel with whom I talked was that the allegations were implausible and not
credible or exaggerated.

6. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, what was BG Karpinski’s role in the drafting
and approval of the response? Did she sign the response to the ICRC? At that time,
was it normal procedure for your office to draft responses to ICRC reports?

Colonel WARREN. BG Karpinski signed the response, dated December 24, 2003.
Notice of the report was provided to her command in late November, while I was
on leave. A draft response was formulated in concert with her command and the
205th MI BDE and was provided to her office in mid-December. I understand that
changes were made to the draft by the BDE during the coordination process before
it was prepared in final for her signature. To the best of my knowledge, this was
the first time that my office drafted a response to an ICRC report.

There was no normalized procedure for handling ICRC reports and responses.
Until January 2004, there was no clear delineation of responsibility for receipt of,
and response to, ICRC reports in Iraq. This is because the 800th MP BDE, a Coali-
tion Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC) unit, had operated the Enemy
Prisoner of War (EPW) facility at Camp Bucca since the beginning of the war and
had an established and continuing relationship with the ICRC.

My section became involved in the ICRC visits to detention facilities in late May
2003. This involvement consisted of attendance at some portion of the inspection
visits, typically the in and out-briefs, and reviewing copies of the reports. Meetings
at the ICRC Baghdad headquarters were attended by officers from the 800th MP
BDE and CJTF–7 Judge Advocates. At these meetings, my officers or I would re-
ceive copies of ICRC reports and I was added as a courtesy copy addressee on most
correspondence. Until January 2004, when the process was changed at the direction
of Lieutenant General Sanchez, I believe that all original reports were addressed
to the 800th MP BDE (either to BG Karpinski or to the camp [battalion] com-
mander). The process, as explained to me by an ICRC delegate, was such that these
reports (termed ‘‘Working Papers’’) were to be handled at the lowest level possible,
typically one level up from the camp commander, and a written response was nei-
ther required nor expected by the ICRC. Rather, the ICRC would use the report con-
tent as a basis to assess corrective action in subsequent visits to the camp at issue.

7. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, what other responses to the ICRC did your
office participate in drafting or reviewing prior to that time?

Colonel WARREN. To the best of my knowledge, the December 24, 2003, response
was the first written response to a camp visit drafted by my section. Previously, my
section drafted and reviewed correspondence to and from Lieutenant General
Sanchez. A summary of correspondence with the ICRC is enclosed. While I believe
this summary to be complete, it is possible that documents have been lost in the
past 16 months of combat operations.
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8. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, who in your chain of command did you in-
form of the substance of the report? Did you inform General Sanchez, and if so,
when?

Colonel WARREN. I do not recall personally informing any superior officers in my
chain of command of the report transmitted by letter of November 12, 2003, until
January 2003. When I returned from leave, I learned that the report was being
staffed within the command for a response. I do not recall discussing the detailed
substance of the report with Lieutenant General Sanchez until February 2004.

9. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, when you learned of the report, what ac-
tions, if any, did you personally take to inquire into the validity of the ICRC alleged
abuses?

Colonel WARREN. Please see my response to question number 5.

10. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, what corrective actions, if any, were taken
in response to the report? Please provide the CJTF–7 response to the ICRC report.

Colonel WARREN. For specific corrective actions on conditions of detention, I must
refer you to the 800th MP BDE. For general conditions of the Abu Ghraib base
camp after November 19, 2003, and for all matters pertaining to interrogation oper-
ations, I must refer you to the 205th MI BDE. As to corrective actions on ICRC ac-
cess beginning in January 2004, officers from the CJTF–7 headquarters coordinated
and attended future visits. This approach was implemented for the next ICRC visit
to Abu Ghraib, which occurred during the period of January 4–8, 2004, and was the
subject of positive comment by ICRC delegates. In its report on the January 4–8,
2004, visit, the ICRC commented on improvements at Abu Ghraib made since their
October visit. Also in January 2004, the ICRC was informed that reports should be
addressed to the commander, CJTF–7 and provided to me or one of my officers.

There was no CJTF–7 response to the October 2003 report. The response provided
to the ICRC was from the Commander, 800th MP BDE.

CJTF INTERROGATION POLICY

11. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, could you confirm that: CJTF had not
issued official interrogation policy guidance prior to September 14, 2003; the Sep-
tember 14, 2003 interrogation policy was subsequently determined to be noncompli-
ant with the Geneva Conventions; and this determination led to the issuance of new
guidance on October 12, 2003?

Colonel WARREN. It is correct that CJTF–7 had not issued official interrogation
policy guidance prior to September 14, 2003. It is not correct that the September
14, 2003, interrogation policy was subsequently deemed to be noncompliant with the
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Geneva Conventions. However, it is accurate that legal analysis conducted within
CJTF–7 and U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) contributed to the decision to
issue the more conservative October 12, 2003, policy.

12. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, did any of the alleged detainee abuses that
have come to light occur during the period prior to September 14, 2003? If so, please
describe the nature of these alleged abuses.

Colonel WARREN. To the best of my knowledge, none of the detainee abuses that
came to light in the U.S. Criminal Investigation Division Command (USACIDC) In-
vestigation or the Army Regulation 15–6 Investigation conducted by Major General
(MG) Taguba concerning Abu Ghraib occurred prior to September 14, 2003. It is
possible, however, that cases of abuse that occurred prior to that date will come to
light in the course of MG Fay’s investigation. I believe that the chronology of any
cases of abuse will be part of the report of investigation by MG Fay.

13. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, did any of the alleged detainee abuses that
have come to light occur during the period between September 14 and October 12,
2003? If so, please describe the nature of these alleged abuses.

Colonel WARREN. To the best of my knowledge, two incidents of detainee abuse
occurred at Abu Ghraib between September 14 and October 12, 2003. I believe that
the first was an allegation of rough treatment of an Iraqi male suspected of mortar
attacks. The second was an incident in which three MI soldiers were punished
under Article 15, Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ), for improper association
with a female detainee (violation of policy). It is possible, however that additional
cases of abuse that fall within that time period will come to light in the course of
MG Fay’s investigation.

14. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, what categories of persons (e.g., prisoners
of war (POWs), detainees, etc.) were covered by the September 14, 2003 interroga-
tion policy and the October 12, 2003 interrogation policy?

Colonel WARREN. The September 14, 2003, policy covered both categories and dis-
tinguished the two. The October 12, 2003, policy applies by its terms only to civilian
security internees.

MILITARY INTELLIGENCE

15. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, is it true that MI operations at Abu Ghraib
detention facility and other detention facilities in Iraq were conducted by MI units
that had prior experience in Afghanistan, where the administration determined the
Geneva Conventions did not apply?

Colonel WARREN. I understand that at least one MI unit (A Company, 519th MI
BN) and selected soldiers from other units had prior experience in Afghanistan. My
understanding of the U.S. Government’s position on the application of the Geneva
Conventions in Afghanistan is that they did not apply to the conflict with al Qaeda.
Regardless, as a matter of policy, the U.S. forces treat all detainees humanely and,
to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner con-
sistent with the principles of Geneva Conventions.

16. Senator COLLINS. Colonel Warren, in the absence of any interrogation policy
guidance from CJTF–7 prior to mid-September 2003, are you concerned that those
units might have utilized the interrogation rules that had been in effect in Afghani-
stan?

Colonel WARREN. Yes. This is one reason why CJTF–7 issued the policy that cul-
minated in the October 12, 2003, memorandum.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

HIGH VALUE DETAINEES

17. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, you have confirmed that the high value de-
tainees at Camp Cropper fall under the responsibility of General Dayton, com-
mander of the Iraq Survey Group (ISG), who reports directly to you. You also con-
firmed that the high value detainees were put under General Dayton as a result
of a decision in Washington to have a better and more efficient way to understand
what was going on with respect to weapons of mass destruction. General Sanchez
testified that his MPs have responsibility for providing security. Who in Washington
was involved in this decision?
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General ABIZAID. The decision to establish the ISG involved appropriate members
of the Joint Staff, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency (DIA), and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). The ISG is a
unique organization designed to explore the linkage between weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD) and the former regime leadership. Its establishment required close
coordination and careful consideration.

18. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, is there a division in the chain of command
for the high value detainees at Camp Cropper, with the detention and interrogation
of the high value detainees under one chain of command and the protection and se-
curity of those detainees under another chain of command?

General ABIZAID. During the period in question, there was a division between re-
sponsibility for the detention facility and its security and responsibility for the inter-
rogation of high value detainees (HVDs) at Camp Cropper. As the CJTF–7 Com-
mander, LTG Sanchez was responsible for the Camp Cropper detention facility: its
security; operations and maintenance; and disposition/protection of all resident
HVDs. The Director, ISG, in compliance with modification 3 to the ISG execute
order (EXORD), dated October 17, 2003, conducted interrogations and debriefings
of HVDs resident at Camp Cropper in order to acquire information in direct support
of ISG’s unique mission: organize, direct and apply capabilities and expertise in Iraq
to discover, take custody of, and exploit information and material of intelligence
value on individuals and methods within the following three areas: weapons of mass
destruction, counterterrorism, and the fate of Captain Michael Scott Speicher.

19. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, who were the sources of the decision that
there be dual chains of command and for what reason?

General ABIZAID. The original EXORD, dated May 31, 2003, directed Commander,
CENTCOM, to coordinate with the Director, DIA, to stand up the ISG in order to
accomplish national objectives in Iraq. This EXORD clearly stated that the ISG
would generate its own taskings and that its priorities would be highly responsive
to national requirements. The command relationships reflected in the original
EXORD had the ISG operational control to the CJTF–7. In modification number one
to that EXORD, dated June 20, 2003, the Secretary of Defense directed a change
to the command relationships making ISG operational control to CENTCOM.

The ISG is a unique organization, reporting to both Commander, CENTCOM and
the DIA with strategic direction from the CIA. The specialized mission and require-
ments of the ISG demanded unique management, to include a direct link to the De-
partment of Defense (DOD) for time sensitive permissions and authorities, as well
as consistent alignment with national objectives. I believe this change in command
relationships was designed to reflect the relative independence and unique mission
of the ISG.

20. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, in your personal view, is it wise to focus so
much on WMD when the HVDs might have information that could be valuable in
the day-to-day effort to protect U.S. and coalition forces?

General ABIZAID. At the time of the establishment of the ISG, the need to imme-
diately locate and disable any possible Iraqi WMD was one of the highest national
priorities. While ISG interrogations were focused on WMD, counterterrorism, and
the fate of Captain Speicher, these were not the only topics addressed. Standing op-
erating procedure (SOP) in the ISG required that all captured persons were imme-
diately interrogated or debriefed for all actionable intelligence, to include force pro-
tection information.

The mission of the ISG is currently under re-evaluation. I agree that intelligence
assets, already in short supply throughout the theater, need proper focus and con-
stant re-tasking to meet changing requirements. Currently, counterterrorism and
counterinsurgency requirements are theater-wide priorities.

21. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, what benefit do you see in the command rela-
tionship that seems to violate the tenet of unity of command?

General ABIZAID. The ISG, because of its unique mission, organizational structure
and technical areas of expertise, had a dual reporting chain to CENTCOM and the
DIA. Unity of command was not affected by this reporting relationship. Command
and control remained under CENTCOM operational control, with close coordination
with CJTF–7. This reporting relationship, which affected collection and exploitation
priorities, merely allowed more rapid access to strategic information of value to na-
tional level policymakers.
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22. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, do the CJTF–7 October 12, 2003 interroga-
tion policy guidelines apply to those HVDs? If not, why not? What interrogation pol-
icy applies? Please provide a copy of the interrogation policy for these HVDs.

General ABIZAID. The ISG promulgated its own interrogation SOP on October 3,
2003. ISG had no command and control relationship to CJTF–7 and its SOP pre-
dated the CJTF–7 October 12, 2003, policy guidelines. Consequently, the original
ISG SOP did not follow the October 12, 2003, interrogation policy guidelines of
CJTF–7. The ISG interrogations SOP was updated in May 2004 and now includes
by reference the October 12, 2003, CJTF–7 interrogations policy memo. Both the Oc-
tober 3, 2003, and current ISG interrogations SOPs are classified at the SECRET
level.

MEETINGS WITH ICRC OFFICIALS

23. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid and General Sanchez, the February 2004
ICRC report makes clear that since the beginning of the conflict in Iraq, the ICRC
regularly brought concerns about the ill-treatment of detainees to the attention of
coalition forces. Additionally, Secretary Powell has stated that he met with ICRC
President Jacob Kellenberger three times since the beginning of 2003 and they dis-
cussed the treatment of detainees, including in Iraq. Secretary Powell advised that
Mr. Kellenberger raised this matter in meetings with the Pentagon and with Na-
tional Security Advisor Condoleeza Rice over the same time period. Did any senior
administration officials contact you with concerns about the treatment of detainees
in Iraq following their meetings with Mr. Kellenberger or any other ICRC official?

General ABIZAID. I do not recall being contacted by any senior administration offi-
cials following their meetings with Mr. Kellenberger or any other ICRC representa-
tives.

General SANCHEZ. No.

24. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid and General Sanchez, which officials con-
tacted you, when did they do so, and what was the nature of their concerns?

General ABIZAID. I do not recall being contacted by any senior administration offi-
cials following their meetings with Mr. Kellenberger or any other ICRC representa-
tives.

General SANCHEZ. No officials contacted me.

25. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid and General Sanchez, were any investiga-
tions, changes in policy, or other actions undertaken following the ICRC’s meetings
with administration officials?

General ABIZAID. I do not recall being contacted by any senior administration offi-
cials following their meetings with Mr. Kellenberger or any other ICRC representa-
tives and am unaware of any investigations, changes in policy or other actions that
may have resulted from those meetings.

General SANCHEZ. I am not aware of any ICRC meetings with administration offi-
cials. If those meetings took place, I am not aware of any investigations, changes
in policy or other actions being initiated as a result of those meetings.

26. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid and General Sanchez, did either of you keep
senior administration officials informed of the ICRC’s concerns about the ill-treat-
ment of prisoners? If so, at what level and on what occasions were they informed?

General ABIZAID. I do not recall contacting any senior administration officials con-
cerning ICRC concerns during the period in question. The ICRC provided its reports
on a confidential basis which were designed for issue resolution at the lowest pos-
sible level. As I testified during the hearing, at the time in question, ICRC reports
were not ordinarily surfaced all the way up through the chain of command.

General SANCHEZ. I had no communication with senior administration officials
concerning the ICRC.

The ICRC provided confidential reports which were designed for issue resolution
at the lowest level possible. The ICRC Working Papers regarding the ICRC October
were enclosed in a November 12, 2003, letter from the ICRC to BG Karpinski, com-
mander of the 800th MP BDE. Those concerns were examined by the 800th MP
BDE in concert with CJTF–7 Judge Advocate, C2 (Intelligence), and Provost Mar-
shal’s Office. Brigadier General Karpinski provided a December 24, 2003, response.

As soon as information about the detainee abuse reached my level in January
2004, a criminal investigation was initiated. A command-directed investigation (the
Major General Taguba investigation) quickly followed. This information about the
abuse was provided to higher levels in the military chain of command immediately.
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Starting in March 2004, my command prepared a periodic, typically a weekly, re-
port of ‘‘detainee abuse’’ cases that was provided to the Office of the Judge Advocate
General of the Army.

27. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid and General Sanchez, were any investiga-
tions, changes in policy, or other actions undertaken as a result of your meetings
with the ICRC or receipt of ICRC reports?

General ABIZAID. ICRC reports and concerns were normally handled at the CJTF–
7 level and generally resulted in locally improved conditions. I will defer to LTG
Sanchez to provide more details on any actions taken.

General SANCHEZ. Yes. The improvement in conditions at detention facilities was
a mutual goal of the ICRC and the command. Although not taken solely as a result
of ICRC meetings and reports, many improvements did address observations of the
ICRC. Particularly during the period April through fall 2003, improvements in shel-
ter, food, clothing, showers, medical care, sanitation facilities, segregation of cat-
egories of prisoners, hygiene items, and overall quality of life were made in all de-
tention facilities, most noticeably Camp Cropper and, later, Abu Ghraib. ICRC com-
plaints about overcrowding were addressed by closing Camp Cropper as a Corps
Holding Area.

ICRC observations about family notification led directly to the decision to produce
Arabic language prisoner lists in the fall of 2003 and distribution of the lists to
Civil-Military Operations Centers and, through the CPA, to Iraqi authorities. ICRC
observations also led to the posting of names of detainees on the CPA Web site.
ICRC observations about family access contributed to the decision to open a visitor’s
center at Abu Ghraib and Camp Bucca with detainees allowed two visits per month.
Additionally, in the absence of a reliable mail system, CJTF–7 continued to person-
ally deliver ‘‘Capture Cards’’ to the ICRC.

ICRC complaints about access difficulties during the October visit to Abu Ghraib
led to the decision of CJTF–7 to provide dedicated officers to future ICRC visits to
ensure that the ICRC delegates were properly accommodated. This was imple-
mented in the January 2004 visit to Abu Ghraib and was the subject of positive
comments by the ICRC. Specific complaints about ICRC access to HVDs were re-
solved when access was allowed starting in May 2003. Specific complaints about ac-
cess to eight internees at Abu Ghraib, to whom private visitation had been tempo-
rarily denied during the January 2004 visit, were resolved when the ICRC was al-
lowed private interviews with seven of the internees in March and the eighth in-
ternee in April. (In January, the ICRC was denied private interviews of eight indi-
viduals undergoing active interrogation, but allowed to see the internees, observe
the conditions of detention, and obtain the individuals’ names and internee serial
numbers).

ICRC complaints about rough treatment of persons at the point of capture or in
detention were addressed by the publication of command policy memoranda and or-
ders. These include:

• Issuance of interrogation policies in September and October 2003, and
May 2004 reiterating the application of the Geneva Conventions and requir-
ing that all interrogations be conducted in a lawful and humane manner,
with command oversight.
• Issuance of a memorandum in October 2003 titled ‘‘Proper Treatment of
Iraqi People During Combat Operations,’’ and reissued on January 16,
2004, after learning about the events that had taken place at Abu Ghraib.
• Issuance of the ‘‘Rules for Proper Conduct in Combat’’ memorandum,
partly in response to the ICRC’s February report. A draft of the rules was
provided to the ICRC for review and comment prior to publication.

ICRC complaints about legal process were addressed through implementation in
the summer of 2003 of a requirement that a Magistrate review detentions within
72 hours of induction in a detention facility, service of internment orders and notice
of opportunities to appeal, and initiation of both Criminal Detainee Release and Se-
curity Internee Review and Appeal Boards in August 2003. Complaints about legal
status determination of HVDs were addressed by holding tribunals convened under
Article 5, Third Geneva Convention, in the summer of 2003.

ICRC complaints about availability of medical treatment were addressed through
increased availability of both dental care and elective surgery and continuing plan-
ning for a hospital dedicated to the care of detainees, with provision for intensive
care needs and surgery requirements. Services will include emergency physicians,
an optometrist, and preventive medicine. Capabilities will include a primary care
clinic, pharmacy, laboratory, x-ray capability, rehabilitation capability with an occu-
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pational therapist and physical therapist, a prosthetics unit, medical record keeping
unit, and respiratory care unit.

The command has centralized the command and control of detainee operations
under a Deputy Commanding General, Detainee Operations. One of the goals of this
reorganization is to improve the conditions and processes of detention, a mutual
goal of the command and the ICRC. Detention Operations is:

• Reviewing the entire process of notifications of detainee deaths and fam-
ily retrieval of remains with a view towards consistency, efficiency, and re-
sponsiveness.
• Reforming the processing of detainee medical records to consolidate
record keeping.
• Providing guidance to units to further preventative medicine efforts and
arrange for relocation of detainees from the vicinity of areas with standing
water.
• Promulgating special training to medical staff for screening of detainee
abuse, to include informing detainees that there would be no retaliation for
reporting abuse.
• Monitoring food service upgrades to ensure improved conditions for de-
tainees with diabetes. Further nutritional care is to be made available
through the detainee hospital.
• Reviewing issues associated with the rapid turnover of medical personnel
to ensure proper medical treatment.
• Ensuring emplacement of sandbags around detainees’ tents, as well as
concrete bunkers for protection against mortars.

Detention Operations has taken steps to relieve over-crowding and ensure cleanli-
ness of camps. Current planning includes climate controlled living facilities. All de-
tainees are issued cots, mattresses, and pillows. Food quality has been improved.
Ice is now available on a daily basis. Detainee holding areas now have ‘‘pea gravel’’
in place to hold dust down. A mail system is now in place for detainees. Detainee
compound leaders now meet weekly with battalion commanders to discuss detention
issues. There is improved accountability and security of detainees’ personal prop-
erty.

ABU GHRAIB VISITS BY ICRC

28. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, the February 2004 report of the ICRC de-
scribes a mid-October 2003 ICRC visit to Unit 1A of the Abu Ghraib correctional
facility. It states that in the course of that visit, ICRC delegates witnessed, among
various methods used to secure the cooperation of detainees, the practice of ‘‘keeping
[detainees] completely naked in totally empty concrete cells and in total darkness,
allegedly for several consecutive days.’’ Upon demanding an explanation from au-
thorities at the facility, the ICRC delegates were told by the MI officer in charge
of the interrogation that ‘‘this practice was ‘part of the process’.’’ [Emphasis added.]
The ICRC expressed their concerns about the Abu Ghraib correction facility in a No-
vember 6, 2003, working paper submitted to CJTF–7 officials. Who received the No-
vember 6, 2003, ICRC working paper?

General SANCHEZ. The November 6, 2003, ICRC working paper was transmitted
by ICRC letter dated November 12, 2003, and delivered by the ICRC to an officer
of the CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advocate’s office on November 16, 2003. It was addressed
to the Commander, 800th MP BDE.

29. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, was there a ‘‘process’’ in effect at Abu Ghraib
facility in October 2003 by which detainees would be segregated and deprived of
light and clothing for days at a time, in order to secure their cooperation in interro-
gations?

General SANCHEZ. Not to my knowledge. Such a ‘‘process’’ would have violated the
CJTF–7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Polices, as well as command policies
that mandate the treatment of all Iraqis, including prisoners and detainees, with
dignity, respect, and humanity. (See, for example, the October 5, 2003, policy memo-
randum, Subject: Proper Treatment of the Iraqi People During Combat Operations,
which is enclosed.)
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30. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, did you approve the use of these practices
at Abu Ghraib or other detention facilities in Iraq?

General SANCHEZ. I never approved these practices at Abu Ghraib or any other
detention facility within my command. Over a 7-month period, I approved approxi-
mately 25 requests for segregation in excess of 30 days. Subject to safeguards, seg-
regation from the general detainee population was authorized for up to 30 days for
the purpose of security and to prevent collusion of persons believed to possess sig-
nificant intelligence information. Requests for segregation in excess of 30 days had
to be approved by me on an exceptional basis. I did not approve the deprivation of
light and clothing. This is not authorized under the CJTF–7 Interrogation and
Counter-Resistance Policy.
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31. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, would such a ‘‘process’’ be consistent with
the interrogation guidelines issued by CJTF–7, either on September 14 or October
12, 2003?

General SANCHEZ. Absolutely not.

32. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, when were the ICRC working paper and con-
cerns about this ‘‘process’’ or these practices brought to your attention?

General SANCHEZ. The existence of the ICRC working paper was brought to my
attention in mid-January 2004 during the same timeframe that the CID investiga-
tion and the Army Regulation 15–6 investigation were initiated. I learned of the
specific contents of the ICRC Working Papers for visits in October 2003 in February
2004 during an update on the status of the ongoing Abu Ghraib investigations.

33. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, was the November 6, 2003, working paper
provided to General Karpinski?

General SANCHEZ. Yes.

34. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, did CJTF–7 ever recommend the establish-
ment of a ‘‘give-and-take policy’’ at Abu Ghraib facility in order to improve the effec-
tiveness of interrogation operations? If so, was such a policy established based on
the recommendations of the Miller report?

General SANCHEZ. I have no knowledge of a ‘‘give-and-take policy.’’

35. Senator LEVIN. General Sanchez, at the May 19 hearing, there was discussion
of a December 24, 2003 letter, which members of your staff helped to prepare, in
response to the ICRC November report. Please provide the committee a copy of that
December 24 letter.

General SANCHEZ. A copy of the letter is enclosed.
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36. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, when were the ICRC working paper and con-
cerns about the practices described above brought to your attention?

General ABIZAID. I did not become aware of the contents of the November 6, 2003,
working papers until shortly before I prepared for my testimony before the Senate
Armed Services Committee.

37. Senator LEVIN. General Abizaid, did General Sanchez, or anyone else, alert
you to ICRC concerns about the treatment of detainees at the Abu Ghraib prior to
January 2004?
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General ABIZAID. I did not become aware of the contents of reports authored by
the ICRC until shortly before I prepared for my testimony before the Senate Armed
Services Committee. Historically, the ICRC determines at what level they would
like to air their concerns and views their communications as confidential. The ICRC
exercises their prerogative to address officials at the level they deem appropriate.
It has been our practice in the CENTCOM area of responsibility (AOR) to address
the ICRC’s concern at the level of command to which they were raised. I have since
changed that practice and directed that copies of ICRC reports be forwarded
through the chain of command to me.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY

ICRC VISITS AND REPORTS

38. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller, it
would be helpful for the committee if you would clarify and complete the various
pieces of testimony on the ICRC visits and reports by having the witnesses answer
the following questions. For each answer indicate the witness or witnesses who are
the source of the information, whether the information is from personal knowledge
or from inquiries or review of records, and that each witness has reviewed the an-
swer and does or does not have additional or conflicting information.

What were the dates and locations of the visits the ICRC made during the period
from September 11, 2001, to the present to detention or interrogation facilities or
other holding facilities of any kind in Afghanistan, Guantanamo, or Iraq operated,
controlled, or directed in whole or in part by the United States Government, the
CPA, or any related entity?

General ABIZAID. Historically, the ICRC determined at what level they would like
to air their concerns and viewed these communications as confidential. The ICRC
exercised its prerogative to address officials at the level they deemed appropriate
which was generally the lowest level possible. It has been our practice in the
CENTCOM AOR to address the ICRC’s concern at the level of command to which
they were raised, and, as I testified at the hearing, with one exception, ICRC re-
ports were not normally surfaced all the way up through the chain of command.
That exception is a report, dated May 12, 2003, concerning facilities in Iraq that
was provided directly to the CENTCOM Director of Policy and Plans (J–5).

General SANCHEZ. Dates and locations of ICRC visits to facilities in Iraq are listed
on the enclosed summary. A succession of commands has been engaged in continu-
ous combat operations in Iraq since March 2003. CJTF–7 records reasonably avail-
able are provided from the date of CJTF–7’s inception on June 14, 2003, to the
present. CJTF–7 does not have records that may have been kept by other com-
mands, such as CFLCC or the 800th MP BDE.
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General MILLER. I defer to U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM) to respond on
any ICRC visits to Guantanamo.

39. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
who at any level of the CPA was aware of the visit before or at the time it took
place? Who was informed of the visit after it occurred?

General ABIZAID. I am not aware of whom, if anyone, in CPA was involved with
ICRC visits.

General SANCHEZ. I do not know who within CPA was aware of the October 2003
ICRC visit to Abu Ghraib before or after it took place. In early February 2003, I
attended one meeting with Ambassador Bremer and representatives of the ICRC
which included discussion of the working papers pertaining to the ICRC’s visits in
October. As a matter of practice, I understand that the CPA Office of General Coun-
sel frequently had representatives at meetings with the ICRC at which visits were
discussed and reports were provided. Meetings between CPA and ICRC representa-
tives at which CJTF–7 personnel were not present occurred periodically throughout
the period of occupation.

General MILLER. I was assigned to CJTF–7/Multi-National Force–I on April 12,
2004, and am unaware of events which occurred during the October and November
time frame in regards to CPA and ICRC visits.

40. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller, in
what form, on what date, and, if oral, to whom was each ICRC report made? To
whom was each written report delivered?

General ABIZAID. Please see my response to question #38.
General SANCHEZ. Detailed information on ICRC reports in Iraq is provided in the

enclosed summary. Prior to January 2004, ICRC reports were addressed to the Com-
mander, 800th MP BDE or one of its subordinate organizations, with a copy fur-
nished to the CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advocate. Reports were actually delivered to a
CJTF–7 Judge Advocate or to a representative of the CPA Office of General Coun-
sel. From January until April 2004, ICRC reports were addressed to the Com-
mander, CJTF–7 and delivered to a Judge Advocate from CJTF–7. Starting in April
2004, ICRC reports were addressed to the Deputy Commanding General, Detention
Operations, and delivered to a Judge Advocate from CJTF–7. The procedure for the
ICRC is to provide an oral out-brief to the camp commander at the end of each visit.
The out-brief observations form the basis of the subsequent ICRC written report.
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General MILLER. Prior to April 12, 2004, I do not know who received reports from
the ICRC. Since April 12, 2004, I have served as the single point of contact for all
matters related to the ICRC and detainee operations.

41. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller, to
whom was each report disseminated by the person who first received it and by each
successive recipient and when? If the witnesses do not know and cannot determine
all the recipients, explain why.

General ABIZAID. The May 12, 2003, ICRC report delivered to the CENTCOM J–
5 was provided by him to the CENTCOM Chief of Staff. It was not brought to my
attention and I do not know if it was disseminated further.

General SANCHEZ. Information on ICRC reports in Iraq is provided in the pre-
viously enclosed summary. Originals of reports were provided to the addressee. Cop-
ies of reports or extracts of the reports were typically disseminated within the com-
mand to C–2 (Intelligence), C–3 (Operations), Provost Marshal, Engineer, Surgeon,
and Staff Judge Advocate. All of the recipients of each report cannot be determined
with specificity. The command was conducting continuous combat operations during
this period.

General MILLER. Prior to April 12, 2004, I do not know who received reports from
the ICRC. Since April 12, 2004, I have served as the single point of contact for all
matters related to the ICRC and detainee operations.

42. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
who wrote or otherwise gave any summaries, memoranda, reports, or other descrip-
tions of each report, when and to whom were they disseminated and re-dissemi-
nated?

General ABIZAID. In Afghanistan, the CJTF Staff Judge Advocates have, in the
past, designated a point of contact (POC) who routinely met with the ICRC and re-
ceived reports together with other representatives from the detention center and the
command. In Iraq, MG Miller has instituted detailed procedures for handling ICRC
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correspondence. MG Miller met with the ICRC and established himself as the single
POC for all ICRC matters to include documents, working papers, visit coordination,
and any other ICRC-related issues which may arise.

General SANCHEZ. Information on summaries, memoranda, and reports is pro-
vided in the enclosed summary. All of the recipients of each report cannot be deter-
mined with specificity. The command was conducting continuous combat operations
during this period.
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General MILLER. Prior to April 12, 2004, I do not know who received reports from
the ICRC. Since April 12, 2004, I have served as the single point of contact for all
matters related to the ICRC and detainee operations.

43. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
please provide copies of each report or document describing the report not already
provided and identify any report which has already been provided to the committee.
Please provide all summaries, memoranda, reports, or other descriptions of each re-
port.

General ABIZAID. It is my understanding that copies of all documents responsive
to your request have or will be provided by the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Legislative Affairs.

General SANCHEZ. All known and available reports have been provided.
General MILLER. All known and available reports have been provided.

44. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
were there outstanding orders, Field Manual provisions, or other SOPs at any level
anywhere for the handling of requests for visits and visits from the ICRC? If so,
what were they? Please provide copies of all versions since September 11, 2001, in-
cluding any written, oral communications, orders, or other statements altering or
providing exceptions to the stated procedures.

General ABIZAID. Appendix 1 to Annex E to the CENTCOM Operational Plan
1003V, EPW, Retained Persons, Civilian Internees, and other Detainees, dated Sep-
tember 25, 2002, paragraph 5(f), briefly addresses ICRC visits. In addition, an inter-
nal memo outlining procedures for ICRC visits was developed by CJTF–7 in Feb-
ruary 2004. The following official documents may be consulted generally on the sub-
ject of ICRC visitations: DODD 2310.1; Joint Publication 1–0, Appendix T; and
Army Regulation 190–8.

General SANCHEZ. An internal memo outlining procedures for ICRC visits was de-
veloped by Judge Advocates within the command. This memo, dated February 7,
2004, is enclosed. In addition, our Judge Advocates rely upon guidance contained
in the Operational Law Handbook, which discusses visits by the ICRC and, in par-
ticular, the role Judge Advocates play in the process. I am enclosing the appropriate
section from the handbook, as well as a portion of a cited field manual (FM 71–100–
2) dealing with the same topic.
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General MILLER. Prior to April 12, 2004, I do not know who issued specific guide-
lines, field manuals or SOPs for dealing with the ICRC. Since April 12, 2004, I have
served as the single point of contact for all matters related to the ICRC and de-
tainee operations and as such I receive all reports from the ICRC directly.

45. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
were there outstanding orders, field manual provisions, or other SOPs at any level
anywhere for the dissemination and handling of, or responses to, such oral or writ-
ten reports? If so, what were they? Please provide copies of all versions since Sep-
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tember 11, 2001, including any written, oral communications, orders, or other state-
ments altering or providing exceptions to the stated procedures.

General ABIZAID. The tri-service regulation on EPWs and civilian internees, Army
Regulation 190–8, paragraph 3–16, briefly addresses handling of ICRC reports and
requires that they be forwarded by the relevant camp commander through Army
channels to Headquarters, Department of the Army. As I stated in my testimony,
I believe the reporting process for ICRC reports was broken and subsequent to that
hearing I directed my staff to conduct a review of these procedures. Consequently,
CENTCOM has recently implemented a new policy which requires subordinate units
to provide copies of all ICRC correspondence within 48 hours of receipt to the Office
of The Staff Judge Advocate, CENTCOM. Additionally, subordinate units are to im-
mediately provide CENTCOM with responses to all ICRC concerns. ICRC cor-
respondence is immediately analyzed in light of the unit responses, and submitted
to my Chief of Staff (through the Joint Security Director) for review and any nec-
essary action by me.

General SANCHEZ. I am not aware of any outstanding orders, field manual provi-
sions, or other SOPs that prescribe how to handle ICRC reports. In January 2004,
I orally directed that ICRC reports would be addressed to me and provided to my
Staff Judge Advocate section. In April 2004, I directed that ICRC reports would be
received by the Deputy Commanding General, Detention Operations.

General MILLER. Prior to April 12, 2004, I do not know who issued specific guide-
lines, field manuals or SOPs for dealing with the ICRC. Since April 12, 2004, I have
served as the single point of contact for all matters related to the ICRC and de-
tainee operations and as such I receive all reports from the ICRC directly.

DOD INQUIRY OF ABU GHRAIB

46. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
have you been the subject of, participated in, or become aware of any internal DOD
inquiry into or investigation of the matters raised by these questions or the issues
raised at the May 19 hearing? If so, please provide the name of the person and office
conducting that inquiry or investigation, the date it began, and copies of any mate-
rials or information you provided for that purpose. If you were interviewed, please
provide the date of the interview, the name of the interviewer, and a copy of any
notes, summary, transcript, or other record of the interview. If there has been a re-
port, summary, or other document or oral presentation arising out of such inquiry
or investigation, please provide a copy or if oral your knowledge of the contents of
the oral presentation.

General ABIZAID. I am aware of the following investigations/inquiries:
a. Schlesinger Panel.
b. Interrogations Special Focus Team (Admiral Church)
c. Sec Navy Detainee Review
d. Jacoby Assessment (CFC–A)
e. Taguba AR 15–6
f. MG Fay Procedure 15
g. Miller Report
h. Ryder Report
i. Formica AR 15–6
j. Army Inspector General (IG) Report
k. Army Reserve Review of Training

To the best of my knowledge, the Taguba, Miller, and Ryder reports are complete
and available. In addition, I have provided an interview for the Schlesinger Panel
and the Interrogation Special Focus Team (Admiral Church).

General SANCHEZ. I am aware of the investigation initiated on January 19, 2004,
at my request by MG Antonio Taguba and conducted under the provisions of Army
Regulation 15–6. This investigation is complete and I understand that a copy of the
report of investigation has been provided to Congress.

I am also aware of the ongoing investigation initially appointed by me under the
provisions of Army Regulation 15–6 in which MG George Fay is the investigating
officer. At my request, a superior appointing authority was named by the acting Sec-
retary of the Army. I have not been interviewed by MG Fay.

I am also aware of the appointment of a DOD Independent Commission on Deten-
tion Practices, appointed by the Secretary of Defense in May 2004. I was inter-
viewed by this body on June 24, 2004. Because its report has not yet been com-
pleted, I refer you to the Commission for any records of my interview.
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I am aware of the investigation being conducted by Vice Admiral Church, also at
the direction of the Secretary of Defense. I have not been interviewed by Vice Admi-
ral Church.

Additionally I am aware of an ongoing USACIDC investigation. I have not been
interviewed in this investigation.

General MILLER. Yes. I have been interviewed by the OSD Schlezinger Independ-
ent Panel to Review DOD Detention Operations and MG Fay’s investigation. As all
investigations/panels remain ongoing, I cannot comment on them at this time.

NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENTS

47. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
there are reports that persons with information potentially relevant to our inquiry
have been asked to sign non-disclosure or other agreements precluding their disclos-
ing what they know and that others may have been threatened with courts martial
or other reprisals if they disclose what they know. Please tell us everything you
know about these allegations.

General ABIZAID. I am not aware of persons being asked to sign nondisclosure
statements or threatened with courts-martial or reprisals for providing information
to investigators.

General SANCHEZ. I am not aware of any such agreement within my command,
nor do I know anything about the allegations.

General MILLER. I have no knowledge of any actions of this nature.

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL OFFICERS

48. Senator KENNEDY. General Abizaid, General Sanchez, and General Miller,
there have been published allegations that JAG officers have been excluded from
the legal decisionmaking and implementation of policies in the field of interrogation
and detention practices, and have been displaced by civilian attorneys and officials
at DOD. Please tell us everything you know about the substance of these allega-
tions.

General ABIZAID. I am not aware of JAG officers being excluded from the legal
decisionmaking and implementation of policies in the field of interrogation and de-
tention practices at CENTCOM. I actively seek and routinely rely on the advice and
counsel of my Staff Judge Advocate on all such matters.

General SANCHEZ. This is not the case at the task force level. Judge Advocates
are integral members of my command, full participants in operations, and relied
upon to provide legal advice and support in the field of interrogation and detention
practices in the field. I have no knowledge of the role of JAG officers at higher lev-
els.

General MILLER. I have no knowledge of any actions of this nature.

ICRC REPORTS

49. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, apparently you received one or more ICRC
reports yourself (as will be indicated in full in the answers to the previous ques-
tions). Who determined, and on what basis, that you should receive those reports?

Colonel WARREN. CJTF–7 Judge Advocates typically received copies of the reports
from the ICRC at our periodic meetings. If a representative of the 800th MP BDE
was not present at the meeting, we would also receive the original report and pro-
vide it to the Brigade or the CJTF–7 Provost Marshal’s office. This protocol was self-
imposed and was not determined by superior authority. In January 2004, we in-
formed the ICRC to address reports to LTG Sanchez and provide the original re-
ports to me or to a CJTF–7 Judge Advocate. Previously, CJTF–7 was given copies
of reports (often with my name on the ‘‘copy furnished’’ line) that were addressed
to commanders within the 800th MP Brigade. It is certainly possible that one or
more reports would have been given to me at a meeting, either as copies or sealed
originals for another addressee. However, I recall receiving only other correspond-
ence that was addressed by name to LTG Sanchez. After the bombing of the ICRC
headquarters in the fall of 2003, most meetings with the ICRC were held at the
CPA. There, ICRC meetings were also attended by one or more attorneys from the
CPA Office of General Counsel, as well as MP officers (and MI officers as available
as well). If a CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advocate officer was not present at a meeting,
a CPA General Counsel attorney would receive the report.
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50. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, what did you think your responsibilities
and obligations required you to do with those reports? Which of the following did
you think you were receiving them on behalf of: the facility Commander, JTF–7,
CENTCOM, JAG, MI, DOD, or OSD? Which of those, and who else, did you dissemi-
nate the reports or descriptions of the reports to? Who told you whom to dissemi-
nate them to? Why did you not disseminate them to each of those people or entities?

Colonel WARREN. The reports were directed to the addressees. Starting in January
2004, I began accepting original reports on behalf of CJTF–7. For this reason, I had
my officers ensure that the reports had been or were provided to activities that had
responsibilities for the facilities: C–2, C–3 (PMO), 800th MP BDE, 205th MI BDE,
and the camp commander. As a result of the October 2003 ICRC visit to Abu Ghraib
and the delay in responding to the November 2003 ICRC report, I recommended to
the Commander, CJTF–7 that, as a matter of procedure, all future ICRC reports be
addressed to the Commander, CJTF–7 and given to a CJTF–7 Judge Advocate.
Starting with the January 2004 ICRC visit to Abu Ghraib, this was the practice fol-
lowed until changed by the Deputy Commanding General, Detention Operations in
April 2004.

51. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, what was your personal reaction when you
saw or heard those reports?

Colonel WARREN. For purposes of questions 51 through 55, I assume you are refer-
ring to the reports pertaining to the October 2003 ICRC visit. My reaction was one
of surprise and disbelief. The report seemed so implausible as to be unbelievable.

52. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did you think the activities described were
consistent with applicable policy?

Colonel WARREN. Not if the report was accurate.

53. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did you think the activities described were
consistent with the Geneva Conventions?

Colonel WARREN. Not if the report was accurate.

54. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did any of the activities described surprise
or outrage you?

Colonel WARREN. Yes. Please see my response to question 51.

55. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did you think that the reports required
remedial action?

Colonel WARREN. Yes. Remedial action was taken as described in my responses
to questions 5 and 10.

56. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did you express your opinions on the pre-
ceding four questions, or on any other questions raised by the reports to anyone in
any form? To whom and in what form? Please provide copies of any materials in
any form containing or reflecting those opinions.

Colonel WARREN. I do not specifically recall to whom I stated my opinion at the
time, although I am sure that I commented on the report to officers in my section,
and to MP and MI officers. The only documents that I am aware of that could be
considered as reflecting an opinion are those referred to in my response to question
5.

AUTHORITY TO TAKE ACTION

57. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did you think it was your responsibility
as a legal advisor to take remedial action yourself?

Colonel WARREN. Yes. In addition to my responsibility as a legal advisor, I believe
it is my duty as a member of the U.S. military to ensure that captured persons are
protected and treated humanely. I regret that I did not recommend a more formal
inquiry into the allegations of the report. While this would not have prevented the
abuse documented in the USACIDC report, which occurred in November, a more for-
mal inquiry might have resulted in an earlier initiation of the CID investigation.

58. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did you have authority to take that action?
If so, what did you do? Please provide any documentation. If not, whose responsibil-
ity did you think it was or to assure that remedial action was taken? Did you inform
that person promptly and fully? Please provide documentation.
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Colonel WARREN. The primary authority and responsibility to take remedial action
rested with the MP commanders of the camps and the facilities, and with their
chain of command. Having said that, early on in the war and throughout the fall,
in an effort to assist those efforts, I was personally involved, along with my officers,
in arranging for and obtaining food, water, shelter (including tents), showers, and
other supplies for prisoners, as well as obtaining detention facilities.

PRISONER CATEGORIES AT ABU GHRAIB

59. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, we have heard that the prisoners at Abu
Ghraib fall into three categories: common criminals, EPWs, and security internees.
Could you explain the difference between an EPW and a security internee?

Colonel WARREN. An EPW is a person who meets the criteria of a lawful combat-
ant in accordance with the Third Geneva Convention (Geneva Convention Relative
to the Treatment of Enemy Prisoners of War, August 12, 1949). In Iraq, a security
internee is a person who is a civilian (not meeting prisoner of war criteria) who is
interned as an imperative threat to security in accordance with the Fourth Geneva
Convention (Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Civilian Persons in
Time of War, August 12, 1949). Both EPWs and security internees are ‘‘protected
persons’’ under the Geneva Conventions.

60. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, could you elaborate on what circumstances
of capture would lead to a determination that someone is a security internee? Is
that decision reviewed, and if so, when?

Colonel WARREN. Authority to capture or detain is stated in the ROE. Upon cap-
ture, a person is to be treated humanely and with dignity and respect. Their status
is irrelevant. Within 72 hours (until the summer of 2003, 21 days) after induction
at a detention facility, a Magistrate reviews the circumstances of capture to deter-
mine whether a reasonable basis exists to conclude that the detainee is an impera-
tive threat to security. This review exceeds the legal requirement of the Fourth Ge-
neva Convention, which mandates a review within 6 months of detention. Whether
detention should continue is reviewed by the Review and Appeal Board, which also
considers appeals from orders of internment.

61. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, is a security internee an unlawful combat-
ant? If a security internee is an unlawful combatant, does that mean the Geneva
Conventions do not apply to them?

Colonel WARREN. Not all security internees are unlawful combatants. An unlawful
combatant is a person who engages in hostilities against a lawful combatant without
legal privilege. Simply put, legal privilege attaches when a person meets the criteria
of Article 4 of the Third Geneva Convention. The significance of this legal privilege
is that it means that the person cannot be prosecuted for lawful ‘‘warlike acts.’’
While an unlawful combatant can be prosecuted for warlike acts, the Geneva Con-
ventions still apply to them. If captured, they, like security internees who are not
unlawful combatants, are protected persons under the Fourth Geneva Convention.

62. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, does some lesser standard of Geneva Con-
ventions apply to the security internees?

Colonel WARREN. The four Geneva Conventions afford different protections to dif-
ferent categories of individuals. At one end of the spectrum are the protections af-
forded by the Third Geneva Convention to EPWs during international armed con-
flict. This includes immunity from all lawful pre-capture acts, and is the highest
protection afforded by the Geneva Conventions. The Fourth Geneva Convention ap-
plies to civilians, who are afforded many, but not all, of the protections and privi-
leges afforded POWs. Security Internees (persons who present an imperative threat
to security) are a category of civilian internees who are afforded fewer protections
than civilian internees not suspected of being a security threat. The latter point pro-
ceeds from a plain reading of the Fourth Geneva Convention and in Pictet’s Com-
mentary to the Geneva Conventions. See, for example, Pictet’s comments on ‘‘coer-
cion’’ under Article 31 of the Fourth Geneva Convention.

63. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, why would the Geneva Conventions apply
to unlawful combatants in Iraq, but not in Afghanistan?

Colonel WARREN. The Geneva Conventions apply in Iraq because there was a
state of international armed conflict, then occupation, triggering the application of
the Conventions by their terms. I refer you to the DOD for an analysis of the appli-
cability of the Geneva Conventions in Afghanistan.
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CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING THE STATUS OF PERSONS CAPTURED BY THE UNITED
STATES

64. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, did the United States military change
their criteria for determining the status of persons captured by United States mili-
tary personnel after May 1?

Colonel WARREN. No. The criteria are not set by the military, but by international
law. Specifically, in situations such as Iraq where it is applicable, Article 5 of the
Third Geneva Convention would require a presumption of POW protection in cases
‘‘where status is in doubt.’’ In these cases, POW protections could only be denied
based up action by competent tribunal convened under Article 5.

CJTF–7 conducted such tribunals through the summer of 2003 where status of
captured personnel was in doubt. POW protections were accorded to Saddam Hus-
sein, captured in December 2003, without action of an Article 5 tribunal because
CJTF–7 concluded that his status as a POW was not in doubt.

However, for the majority of persons captured after May 1, the date of the an-
nounced end of major combat operations, no doubt existed as to their status as
POWs. By May 1, 2003, the Iraqi military had disintegrated and had been abolished
by CPA order. U.S. and U.K. military forces were under effective control of Iraqi
territory and Iraq was occupied territory. Virtually all persons detained after May
1 simply did not meet the criteria of the Third Geneva Convention as members of
the Armed Forces, or of a militia, volunteer corps or levee en masse, in order to be
accorded POW status.

65. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, what was the number of EPWs captured
after May 1? How many security detainees have been captured after May 1? If there
was a change in criteria after May 1 , why does this date have legal significance?

Colonel WARREN. Those numbers are not available to me, but I believe they can
be obtained from the National Detainee Reporting System database. The criteria by
which we discerned the status of POWs has never changed throughout the conduct
of the war and is governed by the Third Geneva Convention. The significance of
May 1 is discussed in the response to question 64.

66. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, were the implications of the change dis-
cussed with Pentagon leadership, Pentagon legal counsel, State Department leader-
ship, State Department legal counsel, the White House, or White House legal coun-
sel?

Colonel WARREN. The distinction between international armed conflict and occu-
pation was and is a widely known fact, consistent with applicable international law,
specifically the law of war and the law of occupation. The distinction explains the
difference between the Third and Fourth Geneva Conventions. It was a matter of
continuous discussion and implementation. One example of its implementation is
the establishment and operation of the Central Criminal Court of Iraq (CCCI),
which has had a number of prosecutions and convictions of unlawful combatants for
attacks on coalition forces. Their very status as unlawful combatants makes defend-
ants susceptible to prosecution. Were they POWs, they would be afforded legal privi-
lege (immunity) for their acts. I discussed this matter with the DOD General Coun-
sel and the JAG of the Army, and their staff.

SCOPE OF GENEVA CONVENTION

67. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, could you please provide a list of all legal
and military treatises, texts, authorities, regulations, journals, and manuals that
you relied upon as authoritative or informative for defining the scope of the Geneva
Conventions relative to limits on interrogation and detention?

Colonel WARREN. To the best of my recollection:
a. Third Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Enemy Prisoners of

War, August 12, 1949.
b. Fourth Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Civilian Persons in

Time of War, August 12, 1949.
c. The Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, Commentary. Jean S. Pictet, 1958.
d. FM 27–10, The Law of Land Warfare, July 18, 1956.
e. FM 34–52, Interrogation Intelligence, September 28, 1992.
f. DA Pam 27–1 Treaties Governing Land Warfare, December 7, 1956.
g. CENTCOM Reg 27–13, Captured Persons, February 7, 1995.
h. CFLCC Operations Orders.
i. CENTCOM Operations Orders.
j. DOD Directive 2310.1, DOD Enemy POW Detainee Program, August 18, 1994.
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k. SECDEF Memorandum, Subject: Interrogation Techniques in the War on Ter-
rorism (S), April 16, 2003.

l. AR 190–8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and
other Detainees, October 1, 1997.

m. AR 190–14, Carrying of Firearms and Use of Force for Law Enforcement and
Securities Duties, March 12, 1993.

n. AR 190–40, Serious Incident Report, November 30, 1993.
o. AR 381–10, U.S. Army Intelligence Activities, July 1, 1984.
p. Israeli Supreme Court decision on ‘‘Torture’’ (Judgment Concerning the Legal-

ity of the General Security Service’s Interrogation Methods).
q. U.S. Code, Anti-Torture Statues, 18 USC 2340A/B.

TIME LINE OF CJTF–7 INTERROGATION POLICY

68. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, could you provide a time line describing
the development of the CJTF–7 interrogation and counter resistance policy signed
by you on October 12, 2003?

Colonel WARREN. I did not sign the policy, which is a CJTF–7 command policy
memorandum.

The following timeline describes the development of the policy:
September 10, 2003: Draft Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy

memorandum circulated for comment.
September 14, 2003: Policy memorandum issued, provided to CENTCOM

for review.
September 14–October 12, 2003: Review of the policy within CJTF–7 and

between CJTF–7 and CENTCOM.
September 28, 2003: Second draft circulated for comment.
October 4/5, 2003: Third draft circulated for comment.
October 12, 2003: Final policy memorandum issued.

69. Senator KENNEDY. Colonel Warren, could you provide a time line describing
the evolution of the chart provided to the committee by MG Alexander and described
as the CJTF–7 Interrogation Rules of Engagement that appear several times in the
Taguba report annexes?

Colonel WARREN. I cannot from personal experience. However, I understand that
the chart was prepared at Abu Ghraib in late September or October 2003. It was
not a CJTF–7 command product.

DETAINEES AT ABU GHRAIB

70. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, were you aware of the number of detain-
ees who were there on average at Abu Ghraib in the fall and winter of 2003? How
many?

General SANCHEZ. Yes. A report is forwarded daily to the National Detainee Re-
porting System database, which is maintained by Headquarters, Department of the
Army. During the fall and winter of 2003, the detainee population varied between
5,000 and 6,700.

71. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, were you aware of the number of detain-
ees who were processed in and released on a daily basis? How many?

General SANCHEZ. I was not aware of the number of in-processed and released de-
tainees on a daily basis as the Commanding General, CJTF–7. Periodically I re-
viewed snapshots of detainee numbers in order to maintain situational awareness
of ongoing developments in the detainee population. Examinations of the databases
for Abu Ghraib indicate the following numbers in-processed during the months from
October 2003 to March 2004:

October – 2,429
November – 1,980
December – 2,105
January – 1,922
February – 1,143
March – 961

The daily report of releases may be obtained from the National Detainee Report-
ing System database, maintained at Headquarters, Department of the Army.
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PRISONER TRACKING SYSTEM

72. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, were you aware of the prisoner tracking
system at Abu Ghraib?

General SANCHEZ. Yes. At first, a manual tracking system was used, but this was
replaced by the Biometric Automated Track Toolset (BATS) system in the latter
part of 2003. This system has vastly improved our ability to account for those in
the custody of coalition forces.

73. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, were you aware of the problems the mili-
tary had with keeping track of who was at the prison?

General SANCHEZ. Yes. That is why we transitioned to more technologically ad-
vanced systems such as BATS. For several months, we had enormous problems with
the identification of detainees. This was caused by difficulties in entering and main-
taining the correct data in non-standard databases developed by the 800th MP BDE.
Problems ranged from transliteration and disarrangement of detainees’ multiple
names through misunderstanding of the Arabic language to false names provided
by some detainees. Early in the war, some prisoners had no capture tags or docu-
mentation. These problems were exacerbated by the use of at least two numbering
systems for detainees and maintenance of at least three populations: EPWs, crimi-
nal detainees, and security internees.

MILITARY POLICE AT ABU GHRAIB

74. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, did you have sufficient MPs at Abu
Ghraib to maintain security and aid in detention operations?

General SANCHEZ. Yes.

INTERROGATION RULES OF ENGAGEMENT

75. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, do you believe that it was appropriate
to use the tactics listed on the right hand side of the slide titled ‘‘Interrogation
Rules of Engagement (IROE)’’ provided to the Committee by MG Alexander on the
prisoners at Abu Ghraib when you didn’t even know who was there and if they de-
served such treatment?

General SANCHEZ. The IROE slide was not approved or produced by CJTF–7. The
slide was prepared by a subordinate command in order to summarize the interroga-
tion and counter-resistance policy. The CJTF–7 interrogation and counter-resistance
policy was stated in two memoranda, the first dated September 14, 2003 and the
second dated October 12, 2003. Both memoranda were furnished to the committee
on May 19, 2004.

The September 14, 2003 policy authorized the methods listed in the right column
of the IROE chart, except for ‘‘sensory deprivation’’ and ‘‘sleep deprivation.’’ Use of
the authorized methods was subject to the general and specific safeguards listed in
Enclosure 2 of the Policy, as well as the implementation guidance of the com-
mander, 205th MI BDE. The September policy remained in effect for less than 1
month, until superceded by the October 12, 2003, policy.

The October 12, 2003, policy which remained in effect for 7 months, authorizes
the methods listed at its enclosure 1, subject to the safeguards listed at its enclosure
2. These methods do not include sleep deprivation, presence of military working
dogs, or excessive noise. Use of any methods not listed at enclosure 1 of the October
12 policy is not authorized without a written exception to policy granted by me, as
well as legal review and review by the command’s senior intelligence officer. The
methods listed in the right column of the IROE chart are similarly not authorized
under the October 12 policy.

Except for segregation in excess of 30 days, I have neither received nor approved
any requests for the use of any methods requiring an exception to policy. Except
for segregation in excess of 30 days, I have not approved the use of any of those
methods for a particular prisoner.

Safeguards for all interrogation methods included: limited use of the techniques
only by trained personnel; medical evaluations of all candidates prior to employment
of interrogation approaches and their combinations; interrogation plans with specific
attention to proposed limits on duration, intervals between applications of interroga-
tion approaches, termination criteria, and the presence of qualified medical person-
nel; appropriate supervision; provision for adequate sleep, food and water; monitor-
ing for adverse medical or psychological effects during segregation; adequate super-
vision of the use of interrogation approaches.
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By its terms, the October 12, 2003, policy enunciates the purpose of interviews
and interrogations to obtain the ‘‘most information from a security internee with the
least intrusive method, applied in a humane and lawful manner with sufficient over-
sight by trained investigators or interrogators. Further, ‘‘Interrogators must ensure
the safety of security internees, and approaches must in no way endanger them.’’

Additionally, interrogations were subject to a October 5, 2003, command policy
memorandum entitled ‘‘Proper Treatment of Iraqi People During Combat Oper-
ations’’ which emphasized treatment of all persons under coalition forces’ control, in-
cluding prisoners and detainees, with dignity, respect, and humanity. This memo-
randum was reissued by order in January 2004. Similar memoranda and orders
were issued in April and March 2004.

Finally, the slide itself reiterates adherence to these standards outlined above:
‘‘[a]pproaches must always be humane and lawful, [d]etainees will NEVER be
touched in a malicious or unwanted manner—[t]he Geneva Conventions apply with-
in CJTF–7. . . . VIOLATIONS MUST BE REPORTED IMMEDIATELY TO THE
OIC.’’ The slide concludes with the reiteration that the use of all the techniques are
subject to general safeguards as well as guidance from the 205th MI BDE Com-
mander, CJTF–7 Commander and FM 34–52, Interrogation Intelligence.

76. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, could you describe your rationale for the
development of the October 12 guidance for IROE and the October 5 memorandum
on the CJTF–7 Interrogation and Counter Resistance Policy? Are these documents
different? If so, how? Please provide copies of both and any earlier drafts of both
documents.

General SANCHEZ. The October 12 memorandum was the ‘‘Interrogation and
Counter-Resistance Policy.’’ There was no CJTF–7 document termed IROE. There
was an October 5, 2003, memorandum entitled, ‘‘Proper Treatment of the Iraqi Peo-
ple During Combat Operations.’’

The October 12, 2003, memorandum was developed to state the command’s policy
on Interrogation and Counter-Resistance. It was preceded by the September 14,
2003, policy on the same subject, and a series of drafts, all of which are enclosed
in classified form (enclosures retained in committee files). The October 5, 2003,
memorandum on Interrogation and Counter-Resistance was a draft that reflects the
process leading to the October 12, 2003, policy.

The October 12 document is very different from the October 5 memorandum. The
October 5, 2003, memorandum applies to Interrogation and Counter-Resistance only
generally in that it requires the treatment of all persons, including detainees, with
dignity, respect, and humanity. There were no prior drafts of this memorandum.
The rationale behind the October 12 policy was to ensure that the command had
a single interrogation policy that comported with the Geneva Conventions. The ra-
tionale behind the October 5 memorandum was to reemphasize to soldiers that they
had an obligation to follow the law of war and treat all persons, including detainees,
with dignity, respect, and humanity.

77. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, did you adopt General Miller’s rec-
ommendations from his September report in your October 5 memorandum? To what
extent did you accept General Miller’s recommendations? If you rejected any of his
recommendations, could you explain why?

General SANCHEZ. The October 5 memorandum was developed to reinforce the ob-
ligation of coalition forces to treat the Iraqi people with dignity, respect and human-
ity. This obligation specifically extended to detainees. MG Miller’s recommendations
had no connection to the drafting or issuance of the October 5 memorandum. A copy
of the memorandum is enclosed.
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There was an October 5, 2003, unsigned draft of the CJTF–7 Interrogation and
Counter-Resistance Policy. The draft led to the final policy, issued on October 12,
2003. The promulgation of a command Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy
was based on the recommendations of MG Miller’s assessment. With regard to the
observation that CJTF–7 should have a specific interrogation policy, no aspect of
MG Miller’s recommendation was rejected.

78. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, did you coordinate recommendation of
MG Miller with anyone in the Pentagon? Was this policy coordinated with interroga-
tion policies in any other theaters or with any other agencies? Who approved this
policy?

General SANCHEZ. I did not coordinate MG Miller’s recommendations with anyone
in the Pentagon and I am not aware of any such coordination by my staff. I under-
stand that the September 14 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy was mod-
eled on the policy from Guantanamo Bay, modified for use in a theater of war in
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which the Geneva Conventions were applicable. I understand that other policies
were consulted in the development of the CJTF–7 policy, but I am unaware of any
coordination with other agencies.

COPPER GREEN

79. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, I would like to ask you a question that
may require a classified response. If such a response is necessary, I would appre-
ciate it if you would provide unclassified and classified answers for the record. Are
you aware of the existence of a program that was called ‘‘Copper Green’’?

General SANCHEZ. No.

SPECIAL ACCESS PROGRAM

80. Senator KENNEDY. General Sanchez, are you aware of any Special Access Pro-
gram to gather intelligence from detainees at Abu Ghraib?

General SANCHEZ. No.

ASSESSMENT OF DETAINEE OPERATIONS

81. Senator KENNEDY. General Miller, after you completed your assessment of de-
tainee operations on September 9, did you provide recommendations to LTG
Sanchez? Did you provide those recommendations to Colonel Pappas?

General MILLER. I gave an outbrief to LTG Sanchez and MG Fast covering those
topics covered in the Assessment of DOD Counterterrorism Interrogation and De-
tention Operations in Iraq (MG Miller Assistance Visit Report). This included rec-
ommendations in detention, information management and fusion, and interrogation
operations. Colonel Pappas, though present during visits to Abu Ghraib and con-
sulted at Camp Victory, was not provided with a copy of the final report by the as-
sessment team.

[Whereupon, at 12:21 p.m. the committee adjourned.]

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00679 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00680 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



(675)

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY INSPECTOR
GENERAL REPORT ON DETENTION OPER-
ATION DOCTRINE AND TRAINING

THURSDAY, JULY 22, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m. in room SD–

106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, McCain, Ses-
sions, Talent, Levin, Kennedy, Reed, Akaka, Bill Nelson, E. Ben-
jamin Nelson, Clinton, and Pryor.

Committee staff members present: Judith A. Ansley, staff direc-
tor; and Leah C. Brewer, nominations and hearings clerk.

Majority staff members present: Charles W. Alsup, professional
staff member; Ambrose R. Hock, professional staff member; Paula
J. Philbin, professional staff member; Lynn F. Rusten, professional
staff member; Scott W. Stucky, general counsel; and Richard F.
Walsh, counsel.

Minority staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, Democratic
staff director; Daniel J. Cox, Jr., professional staff member; Peter
K. Levine, minority counsel; and William G.P. Monahan, minority
counsel.

Staff assistants present: Alison E. Brill, Andrew W. Florell, and
Nicholas W. West.

Committee members’ assistants present: Christopher J. Paul, as-
sistant to Senator McCain; John A. Bonsell, assistant to Senator
Inhofe; James P. Dohoney, Jr., assistant to Senator Collins; Clyde
E. Taylor IV, assistant to Senator Chambliss; Meredith Moseley,
assistant to Senator Graham; Christine O. Hill, assistant to Sen-
ator Dole; Russell J. Thomasson, assistant to Senator Cornyn;
Mieke Y. Eoyang and Jarret A. Wright, assistants to Senator Ken-
nedy; Erik Raven, assistant to Senator Byrd; Elizabeth King, as-
sistant to Senator Reed; Davelyn Noelani Kalipi and Richard
Kessler, assistants to Senator Akaka; William K. Sutey, assistant
to Senator Bill Nelson; Eric Pierce, assistant to Senator Ben Nel-
son; Andrew Shapiro, assistant to Senator Clinton; and Terri
Glaze, assistant to Senator Pryor.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. The committee meets today to continue its
series of hearings relating to allegations on prisoner abuse and oth-
erwise the manner in which the Department of Defense (DOD),
particularly the Department of Army, maintains and conducts its
detention and interrogation of the prisoners. This is a very impor-
tant segment of the U.S. commitment in the ongoing war on global
terrorism.

Today’s hearing will focus on the Department of Army Inspector
General’s Detainee Operations Inspection Report that focuses on
detention operations, doctrine, and training. I welcome our wit-
nesses this morning: the Honorable Les Brownlee, Acting Secretary
of the Army; General Peter J. Schoomaker, Chief of Staff of the
United States Army; and Lieutenant General Paul Mikolashek, In-
spector General (IG) of the Army. Good morning, gentlemen, and
thank you for coming.

General MIKOLASHEK. Good morning, sir.
Chairman WARNER. On February 10, 2004, the Secretary of the

Army as executive agent for the Department of Defense, Enemy
and Prisoner of War Detention Program, issued a directive for the
Army IG to establish an assessment team to complete a functional
analysis of the Department’s internment, enemy-prisoner of war,
and detention policies, practices, and procedures.

Secretary Brownlee took this action after allegations of detainee
abuse and inadequate training for soldiers involved in the deten-
tion of prisoners came to the Secretary’s attention.

I have the full text of that directive here, and I ask that it be
placed following my opening statement in the record. It is here for
anybody to inspect.

I apologize to my colleague for the short notice about this hear-
ing, but Senator Levin and I feel as these matters become available
we should bring them to the attention of our colleagues promptly
with a hearing, and we have done so this morning.

I want to thank the Department of Defense and the Department
of the Army for making this information available to the committee
in a timely and a forthright manner. I have been in consultation
with the Secretary for a week or 10 days about the timing, and he
assured me that it would be forthcoming as soon as it has been
completed, and that has been done. So I thank you, Mr. Secretary.

At a time when the Army is decisively engaged around the world,
especially in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Army is also committed to
rigorously and thoroughly reviewing its practices and procedures
and making constructive adjustment and changes along the way. I
commend you, Mr. Secretary, the Chief, and others for that course
of action.

As a result of allegations of abuse of prisoners and the related
scrutiny of interrogation policy and procedures, the Department
has directed 11 senior-level reviews—that is the Department of De-
fense—in addition to many unit-level reviews and criminal inves-
tigations. That list of reviews was provided to the committee at the
last hearing, but basically five of these reviews are now complete
and have been provided to the committee in their entire text. Five
of the remaining six senior-level reviews are estimated to be com-
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pleted over the course of the next several months, including the
Fay report on interrogation procedures at the Abu Ghraib prison
and Dr. Schlesinger’s independent review together with Secretary
Harold Brown of the DOD detention operation. That review was di-
rected specifically by the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF).

I wish to remind members of the committee that the report that
will be presented this morning is not, and I repeat, is not, an inves-
tigation of specific allegations of abuse. Rather, it is an IG inspec-
tion, which is focused on the adequacy of current Army training
and doctrine to prepare soldiers to properly and safely capture,
care for, control, and interrogate prisoners in a combat theater of
operations.

It is intended to examine the presence or absence of systemic
issues, not just individual cases. It must be viewed in that context.
It is but one piece of a larger picture, but in my view a very impor-
tant piece, and it is a timely public disclosure of that piece.

As the committee has conducted its oversight responsibilities, we
have learned that detention operations are complex and are not
limited to the operation of just prisons. Detention operations start
at the moment of capture, often in the heat of battle and the ensu-
ing confusion, and continue through the screening, transportation,
interrogation, and in some cases the long-term internment.

Prior to September 11, few people in our military had experience
in the detention of prisoners. It was a skill not often practiced.
That has changed since operations began in Afghanistan and now
continuing through Iraq.

In the case of the Abu Ghraib prison, we have experienced an
unacceptable breakdown in military discipline. This represents an
extremely rare chapter in the otherwise extraordinary proud his-
tory of our Armed Forces. It defies common sense and contradicts
all the values that Americans stand for and that our military de-
fends. Once again, I commend the Department of Defense and spe-
cifically the Department of the Army for the manner in which it
is proceeding under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ)
to hold those accountable where they have been determined to have
broken the Military Code and the Geneva Conventions.

Of our uniformed personnel, 99.9 percent are performing difficult
tasks humanely and honorably and in some cases making the ulti-
mate sacrifice of life and limb to win the war on terror. Each of
us on the committee has nothing but the strongest support for our
brave men and women in uniform and their families.

Congress has the responsibility to get at the facts, to make sure
that the conditions that have allowed this misconduct to occur have
been identified and corrected, and to ensure that systems are in
place so that the misconduct of this type never happens again. But
as we conduct our necessary oversight, it is just as important to en-
sure that the Armed Forces have the ability to vigorously conduct
the missions required to defend our Nation and to win the global
war on terrorism. Intelligence-gathering is at the very heart of
that.

I thank our witnesses for their service and their dedication to do
the right thing for the Army and our Nation.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Chairman WARNER. Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN
Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me join you in

welcoming our witnesses and thanking them on behalf of the entire
committee for their service to the people of the United States and
what we represent.

Today we receive testimony on the Army Inspector General’s
analysis of the Army’s prisoner detention operations doctrine and
training.

General Mikolashek, your report examines whether there were
systemic problems with detention operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan that may have contributed to abuse of detainees in U.S. cus-
tody, including the abuses, which were so graphically depicted in
photos from Abu Ghraib.

When General Abizaid appeared before this committee in mid-
May, he testified that one of the preliminary findings of the Army
IG’s investigation was that, ‘‘Our doctrine is not right.’’ Based on
a very quick perusal of the final report, which we just received, it
claims that the incidents of abuse in Iraq and Afghanistan were
not the result of systematic problems. Nonetheless, the report finds
that Army doctrine needs to be adapted to the environment in
which our soldiers are working to provide security, and in this re-
gard the report makes over 50 recommendations for improving
Army detention operations.

The findings and recommendations of this report will need to be
closely examined in light of the additional allegations of abuse and
legal and policy memoranda that have emerged in the last few
months. This additional information includes the February 2004
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) report, which
documents a wide variety of ‘‘methods of ill treatment’’ in the de-
tention and interrogation of detainees in Iraq. It reports that these
methods were used ‘‘in a systematic way,’’ and, quoting again from
the ICRC February 2004 report, ‘‘appeared to be part of the stand-
ard operating procedures by military intelligence personnel to ob-
tain confessions and extract information.’’

Interrogation techniques witnessed by the ICRC during their vis-
its to Abu Ghraib appear consistent with techniques that we now
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know were approved and later rescinded by high-level Defense De-
partment officials or by in-theater commanders in Iraq. In light of
the frequently changing ‘‘rules of engagement,’’ as they were called,
for interrogations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere, it is difficult
to believe that there were not systemic problems with our detention
and interrogation operations.

The report that we receive today is the first of a half dozen re-
ports that we expect to receive over the next several weeks, includ-
ing a report from Generals Fay and Jones on the role of military
intelligence personnel at Abu Ghraib. Each of these reports will be
helpful to us and the Nation in understanding what really hap-
pened with the detainees in Iraq.

I look forward to your testimony. I also want to thank our chair-
man because he continues to pursue the reports and to schedule
hearings, when appropriate, when these reports are received. Very
strong oversight by this committee is surely appropriate under the
circumstances we face.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin. Again, in con-

sultation with you we have arranged today in S–407 of the Capitol
to have additional matters relating to the ICRC available for in-
spection by members and such other material as has been made
available by the Department relative to the overall question of the
prisoners throughout the world.

Secretary Brownlee, we welcome you before our committee, that
you remember with, I hope, great fondness. You were our Chief of
Staff under a series of chairmen. We just admire so much your
work in the Department of Defense, your love for the United States
Army, the men and women in uniform and their families, and the
around-the-clock care that you try to provide for your family in the
Army. Thank you, sir, for your service.

STATEMENT OF HON. LES BROWNLEE, ACTING SECRETARY OF
THE ARMY; ACCOMPANIED BY GEN PETER J. SCHOOMAKER,
USA, CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE ARMY; AND LTG PAUL T.
MIKOLASHEK, USA, INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE ARMY

Mr. BROWNLEE. Mr. Chairman, Senator Warner; Senator Levin;
and distinguished members of the committee, I appreciate the op-
portunity to be here today along with our Chief of Staff of the
Army, General Schoomaker, and our Inspector General, General
Paul Mikolashek. I might add, sir, that the lavish praise that you
just heaped on me should be spread among all these people in uni-
form and those serving around the world, because it is their service
and sacrifice that really counts.

Chairman WARNER. You have followed that same message ever
since you were a platoon leader.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Which I might still should be doing, sir.
But we are here this morning, sir, to offer testimony on the De-

partment of Army Inspector General’s report on the detention oper-
ations. When I last appeared before you on 7 May to testify about
detainee abuses at Abu Ghraib, the Inspector General’s inspection
was ongoing. It is now complete.

Let me begin by emphasizing again that this is a report of an
assessment of detention operations across the Central Command
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area of operations. It is not the result of an investigation of a single
incident.

In mid-January 2004, credible reports led senior commanders in
the Central Command area of responsibility to begin investigations
into allegations of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib Prison. Concerned
that there might be systemic problems in the planning, doctrine, or
training of how the Army was conducting detention operations in
Central Command, on 10 February I directed the Inspector General
of the Army, Lieutenant General Paul Mikolashek, to conduct a
functional analysis of the Department’s internment, enemy pris-
oner of war, and detention policies, practices, and procedures.

General Mikolashek conducted a thorough and balanced inspec-
tion in the following 5 months. He and his team looked at ongoing
detention operations in Central Command with assessment visits
to 16 detention facilities in that theater. During the course of their
inspection, they interviewed some 650 soldiers, noncommissioned
officers, and officers.

Three key findings emerged based on this inspection: First, all
the leaders and soldiers interviewed by General Mikolashek and
his team understand the requirement and obligation to treat all de-
tainees humanely, and they are doing so.

Second, while the inspection revealed some deficiencies, short-
falls, and required adjustments, we were unable to identify system-
wide failures that resulted in incidents of abuse. This inspection in-
dicates that these incidents of abuse resulted from the failure of in-
dividuals to follow known standards of discipline and Army values
and in some cases the failure of a few leaders to enforce these
standards of discipline.

Third, just as the current operational environment demands that
we adapt, so too we must adapt our organization, doctrine, and
training. We are making these adjustments.

General Mikolashek’s team concentrated on two key components
of detention operations: the capture, security, and humane treat-
ment of the detainees; and the conduct of interrogation operations
in order to gain useful intelligence. While he did not find any sys-
temic failures that led directly to the abusive situations we re-
viewed, his report makes recommendations to improve the effec-
tiveness of detention operations. We are reviewing those rec-
ommendations. We are implementing them as quickly as possible.

It is worth noting that our soldiers are conducting operations
under demanding, stressful, and dangerous conditions against en-
emies who do not follow the Geneva Conventions, who take hos-
tages and ruthlessly execute them, who maim and kill noncombat-
ants indiscriminately and without remorse, who fight from inside
mosques and other protected sites.

Our soldiers are in an environment that demands significant vol-
umes of human intelligence, particularly at the tactical level, where
the need for this actionable intelligence is most critical to protect
our forces and the intelligence itself is most perishable.

They understand their duty to treat detainees humanely and in
accordance with the laws of land warfare and report incidents of
abuse when they occur. I am proud of our soldiers, as I know all
of you are. They are indeed doing their duty every day under
harsh, difficult, dangerous conditions, and the allegations and re-
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ports of abuse have in many cases come from the soldiers them-
selves, who saw something wrong and informed their chain of com-
mand.

We have developed, trained, and educated our leaders to adapt
to the environments in which they find themselves. They under-
stand their tasks, conditions, and standards and to the best of their
abilities and capabilities have adapted their tactics, techniques,
and procedures to accommodate this operational environment.

Institutionally, we are expanding our doctrine on detainees to
provide our commanders greater flexibility and adaptability within
well-defined principles. Our training and education at the individ-
ual, unit, installation level, and institutional levels must continue
to be thorough and reflect the intensity of the environment in
which we now operate.

During the course of his inspection, General Mikolashek’s team
noted that since October 2001 U.S. forces have detained some
50,000 individuals in Afghanistan and Iraq. As of June 9, 2004,
which was the cutoff date for General Mikolashek’s report, there
were 94 cases of confirmed or possible abuse of any type, which in-
clude theft, physical assault, sexual assault, and death. The Army
has initiated criminal investigations into these allegations and,
where appropriate, legal action has been and will be taken.

The Inspector General’s review of all reported cases of abuse de-
termined that these incidents resulted from the failure of individ-
uals to follow known standards of discipline and Army values and,
in some cases, the failure of a few leaders to enforce those stand-
ards of discipline. These incidents are not representative of Army
policy, doctrine, or soldier training. These actions, while regret-
table, are aberrations when compared to the actions of the hun-
dreds of thousands of our soldiers who have served and continue
to serve around the world with distinction and honor.

Mr. Chairman, all of you are aware that these incidents of de-
tainee abuse have occurred. Army soldiers and leaders were in-
volved in these incidents, and the Army is responsible for their ac-
tions. As the senior civilian official in the Army, I accept this re-
sponsibility.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this
distinguished committee today. I thank you and the members of
the committee for your continuing support of our men and women
in the Army, and we look forward to answering your questions.

Let me just say as I yield to my friend here what a great pleas-
ure it is to serve every day with General Pete Schoomaker. He
brings such great leadership to the Army and our soldiers, and I
am so proud just having the honor on a daily basis to work with
a soldier like this.

Chairman WARNER. I share those views.
Mr. Secretary—General, if you will just wait a minute—you and

I met earlier this morning on a subject, which is not directly before
the committee today, and that is the reported problems with the
Army budget. I wonder if you would just provide the committee
with a brief synopsis of what we discussed because one or more
members may wish, given the opportunity here to have you this
morning, to probe into this budget matter. I think you can bring
some clarity to it.
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Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. The article certainly reflects that there
are continuing demands for resources through our efforts in Iraq
and Afghanistan. The Department has met with us and the other
Secretaries, Chiefs, and the staff of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) has worked closely with us. A plan was in place and
we have all taken actions to defer some things into the next fiscal
year where possible.

But also, we want to be sure and express our sincere apprecia-
tion to the members of this committee and the entire Congress be-
cause the appropriations bill, the defense appropriations bill that
is now before the Senate and we hope will pass today. This bill has
within it a $25 billion bridge supplemental, which includes a provi-
sion that will make that $25 billion accessible to the Department
upon enactment of the bill, which is a little unusual. Normally it
would be available at the first of the fiscal year.

But Congress, recognizing the demand for resources, the situa-
tion we were in, and some of the deferrals we were making, recog-
nized this and took steps. Sir, we are greatly appreciative.

Chairman WARNER. I hope you can assure us that this shortfall
has not in any way affected the combat operations or deprived any
soldier, sailor, or airman working with the Army of the means by
which to carry out their missions?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, to my knowledge there is no shortfall any-
where as a result of these kinds of issues. We would ensure that
that did not happen.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
General Schoomaker.
General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. You also joined in the discussion with the

Secretary this morning, and I presume you can give us the same
assurances?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I can, and I would just amplify the
Secretary’s comments there, that the Department of Defense
helped us with the corporate decision of a little more than $4 bil-
lion to fulfill——

Chairman WARNER. Added it to your cash?
General SCHOOMAKER. Added it to us, to ensure the continuity of

operations and that we did not have to do things that were not in
our best interests. So we appreciate their support as well.

Sir, thank you very much for your kind statements. Chairman
Warner, Secretary Levin, distinguished members of the committee,
I appreciate the opportunity to appear here today with Secretary
Brownlee and with General P.T. Mikolashek.

We currently have more than one million soldiers in the Army
and more than 300,000 of them are deployed around the globe in
over 120 countries. The vast majority of our soldiers are performing
their duties with honor, dignity, courage, and respect.

We are, have been, and will remain a value-based institution.
When I was sworn in as Chief of Staff in August of last year, I said
our values will not change. That was true in August, and it is true
today. Our values will not change, and they are nonnegotiable. Our
soldiers are warriors of character. They exemplify our values every
day and are the epitome of the American spirit. They are the heart
of our Army.
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As the Chief of Staff of the Army, as the senior uniformed officer
in the Army, I am responsible to train and equip soldiers and grow
leaders. I am also responsible to provide ready and relevant land
power to the combat commanders and the joint team. Although I
am not in the operational chain of command, I am responsible for
our soldiers’ readiness, and it has been made very clear over the
last couple of months that we could have prepared our soldiers bet-
ter, and I feel a great deal of responsibility for the actions of our
soldiers, both good and bad.

Having said that, I believe the inexcusable behavior of a few is
not representative of the courageous and compassionate perform-
ance of the majority of our soldiers. The IG report confirms that be-
lief. As the Secretary has already stated, the report focuses on the
training, material, leadership, personnel, facilities, standards, force
structure, and policy. It identifies what went right as well as where
we could do better as related to the internment of enemy prisoners
of war and other detention operations and intelligences procedures.
It also recommends actions to begin addressing the identified short-
falls right away.

Commanders and leaders at every level have a duty to respect
the established international laws of armed conflict, to treat those
within our military detention facilities with dignity and decency in
the same ways that we expect to be treated as Americans. This in-
spection shows that our commanders and leaders in nearly every
case know this and did this.

Abuses that did occur by a few have hit at the very core of the
values of our institutions, caused us grave concern, and prompted
us to take a very focused and thorough review of this matter. I am
pleased that the Inspector General has completed this very impor-
tant review.

In our Army we expect all soldiers to demonstrate the basic core
values of dignity and respect for others, to include those we have
detained. We remain steadfastly committed to dealing expeditiously
with any complaint or allegation of mistreatment, and I am con-
fident that our commanders have been taking appropriate action.

Thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
General Mikolashek.
General MIKOLASHEK. Chairman Warner, Senator Levin, I appre-

ciate the opportunity to speak to you and the members of this com-
mittee on this important subject. As has already been mentioned,
the Secretary did direct us on February 10 to conduct this func-
tional analysis of how the Army conducted detention operations in
the context of our doctrine, organization, current and future organi-
zations, training material, leadership, and soldiers, and recommend
changes to those as we saw fit.

While this inspection began with this directive on 10 February,
the Army had already begun to assess detention operations inter-
nally. An assessment of interrogation operations as well as an as-
sessment by the Provost Marshal General regarding corrections op-
erations in theater had been completed. Further, commanders of
forward-deployed units were using their own inspectors general to
conduct assessments of detention operations in both Afghanistan
and Iraq. While a catalyst for this specific inspection was the ini-
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tial report of the crime at Abu Ghraib, we had been looking at
these processes for some time.

This inspection represents one of several ongoing inspections and
investigations. It is not a criminal investigation. The Criminal In-
vestigation Department (CID) will continue to conduct investiga-
tions into the specific crimes involving detainee abuse. This inspec-
tion does not seek to find culpability or fix responsibility regarding
questionable activity by military intelligence personnel, as the Pro-
cedure 15 report seeks to accomplish that task.

This inspection, as previously stated, was not an investigation of
a particular incident or a unit or solely focused on abuse, but a
comprehensive, broad examination of all our systems that influence
the conduct of these operations in both Iraq and Afghanistan and
how the Army prepares and supports its soldiers in the execution
of these tasks.

We approached this mission with an eye toward the future by of-
fering recommendations as to how the Army can adjust its doc-
trine, organizational structures, training, and other key systems.
To some degree, it does represent a snapshot in time. Even during
the conduct of our visits, we noticed continual adjustments and im-
provements by the commanders and soldiers in the field. Many of
the recommendations contained in this report are already being
acted upon.

We conducted this inspection, as the Secretary mentioned,
through the use of interviews, sensing sessions, surveys of over 650
soldiers from private to major general. We visited sites from the
point of capture to the internment and resettlement facilities in
both Afghanistan and Iraq. We visited our combat training centers
at Fort Polk and Fort Irwin, as well as the Army’s Survival, Eva-
sion, Resistance, and Escape Training Center. We visited units and
soldiers who had redeployed to the continental United States
(CONUS) and Reserve component soldiers who were demobilizing
who had been conducting detention operations in theater. We vis-
ited the Military Intelligence School, the Military Police School, as
well as reviewed all known previously conducted reports and inves-
tigations regarding detention operations.

We also analyzed 125 case summaries of alleged abuse in an ef-
fort to establish a pattern, a trend, or a root cause. We did conduct
a thorough review of the systems affecting detention operations
through the eyes of the soldiers and the leaders who are tasked
with executing those operations. We looked for systemic issues and
problems, and we defined a systemic problem as one that is wide-
spread or presents a pattern. We attempted to determine what
problems exist within these systems and to determine if any di-
rectly related to abuse.

This report must also be taken in context of the world in which
our soldiers are operating. We see that this is a tough, demanding,
dangerous, and different environment that is in a constant state of
flux. The enemy we face is ruthless and determined, who seeks to
accomplish their objectives through terror, murder and intimida-
tion. They seek to hide among the people and gain support from
the populace as well as from external sources. They adapt as we
adapt.
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This environment puts a tremendous burden on our soldiers who
confront this enemy and their supporters eyeball-to-eyeball every
day. You will see our soldiers have responded to this challenge very
well.

This kind of battlefield puts a premium on knowing the enemy
in detail on virtually a personal basis, and thus a premium on
human intelligence, particularly at the tactical level.

In order to examine these operations, we determined that there
are fundamentally two components of detention operations: first,
the capture, care, and control of detainees; and second, the interro-
gation process itself. These components enable the goals of deten-
tion operations: first, to keep the enemy off the battlefield in a hu-
mane and secure manner; and then to gain intelligence from those
who would do us harm.

In summary, during our inspection we found that, as the Sec-
retary mentioned, our soldiers and leaders do understand the re-
quirement to treat people humanely. They are doing so. They also
understand their duty obligation to report incidents of abuse and
they do so. They also have done a remarkable job of adjusting their
procedures to the environment that I described.

While we did find shortcomings and flaws in each of the systems
we looked at, we also found that in our analysis of those abusive
situations that did occur they were not the result of any wide-
spread systemic failure. In those cases that we reviewed, the result
was of an individual’s failure to adhere to known standards of dis-
cipline, training, or Army values, or in some cases an individual
failure that was accompanied by the failure of a leader to enforce
discipline, provide supervision and oversight.

We found that the current operational environment puts de-
mands on our soldiers and leaders to adapt rapidly, and they are
doing so. We saw that our soldiers and leaders, when confronted
with the difficult and unexpected, responded exactly the way they
should have: creatively, rapidly, and aggressively. Our leader de-
velopment doctrine and process produced these leaders who are
unafraid to take risks and, despite a wide range of adversities and
uncertainty, adapted and are getting the job done.

Our training doctrine teaches that we train to a task, condition,
and a standard. But when the conditions become so different new
tasks are created, our soldiers and leaders must respond and react,
and they are doing so today.

However, as I mentioned, not all of these systems function per-
fectly and, just as our soldiers and leaders in the field are adapt-
ing, our doctrinal, organization, and training systems must also
continue to adapt to support these soldiers in these kinds of oper-
ations.

Throughout the report we identify 8 significant findings, 15 other
observations, and suggest 52 recommendations that, when imple-
mented, will assist our soldiers and commanders in accomplishing
their mission. I will discuss the major findings in the context of the
two key components of detention operations.

Regarding the capture, care, and control of detainees, as I pre-
viously mentioned, we find that commanders, soldiers, and leaders
at all levels throughout the process do treat them properly and em-
phasize the importance of doing so. We found that leaders are visi-
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ble during the conduct of detention operations from the point of
capture up through the internment and resettlement operations.
We found that soldiers are aware of that responsibility to report in-
fractions and they do report them. In fact, during the course of our
inspection five soldiers came forward and reported to my inspectors
incidents of abuse.

We examined all known cases of abuse that had been reported
in Army channels as of June 9, 2004. As of that time, there were
125 reports of abuse cases. We recognize that since that time other
reports of alleged abuse have come forward and you have probably
seen a different set of numbers, and those differences can be ac-
counted for by the time gap since our data cutoff and what has
gone on since then. Our information only includes Afghanistan and
Iraq, not Guantanamo. Our reports are based on those made to the
Army CID or to Army units as of that cutoff date of June 9.

Having said that, for the purpose of our analysis the use of the
all known reports at that time, the study of those 125 cases does
provide us a solid basis for analysis in an effort to determine if
there was a pattern, a root cause, or perhaps a systemic failure.

As mentioned before, we found that the abuse that did occur,
based on a review of those incidents, it was the result of an individ-
ual failure of discipline or compounded by the actions or failure of
actions of a leader at the tactical level to enforce those standards
of discipline, provide the right kind of oversight and supervision.

We defined ‘‘abuse’’ as wrongful death, assault, sexual assault, or
theft. As of June 9, we had reviewed 103 summaries of completed
and ongoing CID investigations and 22 unit investigations con-
ducted by the chain of command, hence the 125 total.

Not all of the investigations are closed, but nevertheless we at-
tempted, based on the information we had, to categorize each of
them in order to identify a pattern. We separated the 125 cases
into two categories where it was determined through the course of
the investigation that no abuse had occurred. There were 31 of
those cases, leaving 94 that abuse was confirmed, that was pos-
sible, or that was in an unknown or undetermined category.

As the Secretary mentioned, this number must be taken in the
context of the estimated 50,000 detainees that had been under U.S.
control for some period of time, not to mention the volume and
number of contacts with Iraqi people through checkpoints, patrols,
and other operations. We view the 50,000 as a conservative esti-
mate.

We then associated each case with a location on the battlefield.
We determined that nearly half the cases, 45 out of the 94, took
place at the point of capture. Of note, 20 of those 45 cases were
theft and 25 had some element of physical abuse associated with
them. The point of capture is the place on the battlefield that is
the most uncertain, dangerous, and violent.

Most of the allegations of abuse that occurred at the point of cap-
ture were the result of actions by a soldier or soldiers who failed
to maintain their self-discipline or follow procedures when dealing
with recently captured detainees. Some were a reflex or impulse ac-
tion on the part of the detainee or the part of the soldier. There
are a few incidents that clearly show criminal activity.
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Twenty-one of the cases took place at internment and resettle-
ment facilities, including the highly publicized case at Abu Ghraib.
There were 19 incidents that occurred at division and brigade level
collection points throughout the battlefield. Our review of those
cases also establishes that abuse was caused by an individual or
individuals acting criminally or failing to follow the known stand-
ards, or the failure of a leader to be involved and intercede to stop
potentially abusive situations from occurring.

There are nine other cases for which the location precision of
what happened is unknown or undetermined, and that accounts for
the 125.

Our report also identified several other findings regarding secu-
rity, administration, medical support, organization, training, re-
garding the capture, care, and control of detainees.

We also examined and inspected all the four internment and re-
settlement facilities and found among all of them only Abu Ghraib
was in an undesirable location based on its proximity to hostile fire
and the location near an urban area.

Regarding interrogation operations, we looked at the process and
the necessity to gain valuable information from those we detain.
We recognize that this environment has placed a premium on
human intelligence, particularly at the tactical level. We found that
our commanders recognized this quickly and adapted their proce-
dures in an effort to meet this demand. They realized the necessity
to hold detainees long enough at the tactical level to take advan-
tage of the knowledge that both the command has of the environ-
ment and the possible information that the detainee may have.

The commanders then must provide, however, for their security,
medical care, accountability of the detainees and then be able to
conduct more extensive questioning interrogation at that tactical
level.

We found that our doctrine must be expanded to further define
the relationship between military police (MP) and military intel-
ligence (MI). Both must understand not only their roles, but also
the roles and limitations of the other.

We also must provide our commanders more precise guidance on
how to establish and operate joint-interrogation facilities. We found
that our commanders need more interrogators and interpreters,
particularly at the tactical level, and that contract interrogators,
while providing considerable value, must be trained on military in-
terrogation techniques, procedures, and policy.

We found that our tactical intelligence officers have the need to
conduct complex human intelligence missions and must be able to
manage the full spectrum of human intelligence (HUMINT) assets
that are being used now in this current environment. Our training
of these officers must be expanded to include these types of oper-
ations.

We reviewed the existing command policies developed for the
conduct of interrogations to determine their compliance with law
and policy. We found that the approved command policies regard-
ing interrogation approach techniques developed for Operations En-
during Freedom (OEF) and Iraqi Freedom (OIF), along with the
published safeguards, were generally consistent with law and pol-
icy. We also found, however, that training and oversight of these
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policies was inconsistent, but could also find no confirmed instance
involving the application of an approved approach technique that
led to abuse.

We also identified another series of observations. We provide rec-
ommendations that will clarify our policy, expand our doctrine, ver-
ify our ongoing organizational efforts, improve the living conditions
for our soldiers and detainees, and refine our training to support
these operations and better enable our commanders to accomplish
the mission in its current environment and into the foreseeable fu-
ture.

Our recommendations have been reviewed and an action plan
has been developed that tasks the Army staff and the subordinate
commands for further review and implementation.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide this summary of our re-
port and look forward to your questions. Thank you.

[The Department of the Army Inspector General’s Detainee Oper-
ations Inspection follows:]
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1 Senate Armed Services Committee, ‘‘Hearing to Continue to Receive Testimony on Allega-
tions of Mistreatment of Iraqi Prisoners.’’ Wednesday, May 19, 2004, 8:30 a.m.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much. I am impressed by
your report, General. It seems to me to track very carefully within
the prescribed guidelines issued by the Secretary.

If I might inform our witnesses and all others present, there will
be three votes stacked at 11 o’clock. Furthermore, my distinguished
colleague the ranking member has to be on the floor at 10:30 to ad-
dress the issues in one or more of those votes. So it is the intention,
I will announce it now, of the chairman to continue this hearing
to approximately 11:15 and then, if Senators are unable to come,
I will entertain with the ranking member the option of keeping this
hearing open. We will almost take an hour hiatus. So I am certain
those who are monitoring the hearing will let us know in that
event.

Now I will yield to the distinguished ranking member and then
follow him, and then we will have a first round of questions with
those members who are here.

I also advise the witnesses that unexpectedly the leadership an-
nounced this morning that all Senators were invited to a briefing
on the 9–11 report. Consequently, there are a number of conflicts
that made it unable for Senators to attend this morning.

Senator Levin.
Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you for yielding to me. I ap-

preciate that very much.
General Mikolashek, you have testified that your inspection did

not find systemic problems in doctrine and training. But General
Abizaid told us on May 19 that he had reviewed the preliminary
findings of the IG’s inspection, and at that time he told us that,
‘‘Our doctrine is not right. It is just not right. There are so many
things out there that are not right in the way that we operate for
this war. This is a doctrinal problem of understanding what do the
MPs do, what do the military intelligence guys do, and how do they
come together in the right way. This doctrinal issue has to be fixed
if we are ever going to get our intelligence right to fight this war
and beat this enemy.’’ 1

I am just wondering how that statement of his squares with your
testimony here.

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, it squares perfectly. Let me just em-
phasize that what we found was that none of those—well, we did
find doctrinal problems, and they are laid out in the report. But as
we went back, we looked at each of those cases of abuse, what
caused them: was it a doctrinal problem, was it a problem with our
training, our organization, and when the leadership failed was it
a result of a large-scale widespread leadership failure in each of
those specific cases? In that kind of autopsy, we found that, while
there were problems and there are problems in our doctrine, our
organization, how we train and prepare soldiers for this kind of op-
eration, we found no direct linkage to each of those cases of abuse
that we reviewed.

We do make a considerable number of recommendations regard-
ing our doctrine that specifically addresses the points that you ad-
dressed regarding the MI and MP relationship, the doctrinal and
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organizational structures for our interrogation facilities, and how
those interview approach techniques should be applied and safe-
guards applied to make sure they are done in a safe manner.

We also again addressed the training issues.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
The February 2004 ICRC report that has been published—it is

on the Internet—says that several military intelligence officers con-
firmed to the ICRC that it was part of the military intelligence
process to hold a person deprived of his liberty naked and in a com-
pletely dark and empty cell for a prolonged period, to use inhu-
mane and degrading treatment, including physical and psycho-
logical coercion. Then they went into details of some ill-treatment
and abuses.

Then they said: ‘‘These methods of physical and psychological co-
ercion were used by the military intelligence in a systematic way
to gain confessions and extract information or other forms of co-
operation from persons who had been arrested in connection with
suspected security offenses or deemed to have an intelligence
value.’’

Did you read that report?
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Do you disagree with those conclusions?
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, if those occurred as they described—

and of course those matters are under investigation by the Proce-
dure 15 report that will determine those kinds of activities and de-
termine the outcome of those. But if you assume for a minute that
they did occur, that still they were not the result of an approved
technique, based on our investigation. They still would have been
an individual breakdown in following orders, following the proce-
dures that had been published, and a failure of the leaders who
should have known that those kinds of incidents are wrong and
should have been stopped.

Senator LEVIN. That makes it much more systematic.
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. You make a distinction between systematic and

systemic.
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir, we do make a difference between

systematic and systemic.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
Did you review who received the November ICRC report?
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we did not, and I know there are

other people looking at the audit trail on how that report was pro-
vided to the command and others.

Senator LEVIN. Now, you made some findings relative to the sub-
ordination of MP custody and control mission to the need for intel-
ligence and indicated that this need for intelligence can create set-
tings in which unsanctioned behavior, including detainee abuse,
could occur and that failure of the MP and the MI, the intelligence
personnel, to understand each others’ specific missions and duties
could undermine the effectiveness of safeguards associated with in-
terrogation techniques and procedures.

General Taguba raised in his report concerns about the rec-
ommendation of General Miller that an MP force be subordinate to
the commander at the Joint Interrogation Center. General Taguba
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recommended that the military police should not be involved with
setting ‘‘favorable conditions’’ for subsequent interviews.

I am wondering, General, whether you agree with General
Taguba’s recommendation regarding subordinating MPs to the in-
telligence command and whether or not the policy of subordinating
MPs, military police, to the military intelligence’s need for intel-
ligence contributed at least indirectly the prisoner abuse by creat-
ing a setting in which unsanctioned behavior, including detainee
abuse, could occur.

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, that strikes at the heart of one of our
recommendations regarding the MI–MP relationship. To answer
perhaps your last question first, our effort to look at that particular
process was an effort to ensure that we put our doctrine in place,
that we provide our commanders how to organize these facilities,
that we provide the right kind of direction, guidance, and training
to both our MPs and our MIs, MI personnel, to prevent the kind
of situation that may occur.

While we did find no direct relationship to any of those to an
abuse situation, because the cases we looked at, the most notable
ones in Abu Ghraib, were outside the confines of interrogations. I
would rather defer to the other investigations that will look at the
environment, because we were not able to interview the people di-
rectly involved in that or we decided not to interview them because
of the ongoing criminal proceedings.

Senator LEVIN. Could there have been at least an indirect con-
nection?

General MIKOLASHEK. But our——
Senator LEVIN. Could there be an indirect contribution of the

failure of the Army doctrine to clearly address the role of military
police in the interrogation process? That absence of doctrine, could
that have indirectly contributed to the problem?

General MIKOLASHEK. In that case I do not think so, sir, because
again what I know and what we looked at from Abu Ghraib, it was
outside the bounds of interrogation. But it does demand that we
look at how the MPs are trained and prepared and how the MI per-
sonnel are trained and prepared. They need to acknowledge and be
aware of other people’s roles and responsibilities. We need to pro-
vide the guidance as to how they organize these facilities to pre-
vent those things in the future or, if that were the case, that envi-
ronment did ensue, that we would find a way to help prevent that.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
I will save the balance of my questions
Mr. BROWNLEE. Could I add one thing to that, sir, just about doc-

trine in general? We do have doctrine, and we go to war with that
doctrine. These are guiding principles. But as you well know, war
is a fluid, dynamic situation. Things change; the environment
changes. We went from a rather linear kind of battlefield to an
urban insurgency. As the environment changed, the nature of the
detainees changed. We did not have large bodies of compliant sol-
diers who were coming in with their hands up. We were detaining
individuals who were suspected of perhaps acting against the coali-
tion. We in some cases had hardened criminals in these groups.

It was a different environment, and in different environments we
educate our soldiers, leaders, and commanders to adapt to these
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environments. The doctrine will catch up with this, and it is al-
ready doing that. But the same is true of our organization and our
training. Much of this stems from these changing environments.
But that is the reason we train our leaders and soldiers to be
adaptable and not to follow in a rote sense a plan or even a doc-
trine.

Chairman WARNER. Chief, you wish to reply. Go right ahead.
General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I would just like to add something,

and I would ask General Mikolashek to confirm this. But it is in
the report if you read it, there is a difference in the MP doctrine
that articulates what the MP’s role is in this process. If you go to
the military intelligence doctrine published, the manual, you will
find a nuance in there that indicates that the MPs are part of the
process. This is one of his findings and one of the corrections that
we need to make, and that is the reconciliation of this Joint Intel-
ligence Center operation so that we remove the confusion that may
have existed in this.

I would just ask, is that accurate?
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, that is exactly right.
Senator LEVIN. That is doctrinal.
General SCHOOMAKER. Exactly.
Mr. BROWNLEE. But even with that, sir, it is important to add,

even if there was a nuance between the two field manuals in the
doctrines, that would not have given anyone the notion that they
had approval to engage in some of these abusive acts.

General SCHOOMAKER. I did not mean to indicate it was an ex-
cuse for anything. Still the bottom line is the actions that we are
most concerned about are breakdowns in discipline and people
doing things that fundamentally they knew to be wrong.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. Thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin.
Again, Secretary Brownlee, you touched on the fact that our

forces in the rapid advancement up through and into Baghdad
were encountering a lot of unanticipated factors, among them it is
my recollection Saddam Hussein opened the doors of all the pris-
ons.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. At least some, I have heard, 60,000——
Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. I have heard up to 70,000, sir.
Chairman WARNER. 70,000 individuals——
Mr. BROWNLEE. Criminals.
Chairman WARNER.—just out into the nation, across the nation

again. Those are individuals that through some means or for some
reason had been incarcerated for actions contrary to whatever the
law was in Iraq. That was an enormously complicating factor for
our forces moving in.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. And dangerous to them.
Mr. BROWNLEE. Probably led to a great deal of the looting that

occurred.
Chairman WARNER. I share that view.
Mr. Secretary, the United States quite justifiably has refused to

enter into international treaties that would subject U.S. military
personnel to an international court of criminal justice. However, it
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is imperative that the U.S. demonstrate to the world a firm resolve
to vigorously investigate potential criminal actions by members of
the Armed Forces and that appropriate actions are taken under the
United States Uniform Code of Military Justice.

Are you satisfied the Army is thoroughly investigating all allega-
tions of potential criminal activity?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. In fact, I have a periodic update on that.
I need to be careful here that I do not indicate in any way to influ-
ence it or cause command influence. But I am convinced that the
allegations and incidents of abuse that we know about are being
thoroughly investigated and will be pursued where appropriate
with legal action under the UCMJ.

By the way, sir, we brief your staff on that periodically also.
Chairman WARNER. That is correct.
General Schoomaker, we have heard the Inspector General dis-

cuss what he observed and his recommendations for what he needs
to be fixed. Please summarize for the committee what the Army
has already done to better prepare the units, especially tactical
units, for the environment they will face in Iraq and Afghanistan
and the detention operations and tactical human intelligence they
will have to conduct to be successful?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, we have a continual process of rolling
the things that we are learning back into the training and mobili-
zation process of our units. We have affected all the way from the
point of how we are alerting units, how we are preparing them for
deployment, what their post-mobilization training is, the reinforce-
ment of the individual annual recurring training on the Geneva
Conventions and the law of land warfare, reinforcing with the lead-
ership the challenges that they will face in this highly violent envi-
ronment that requires a great deal of adaptation and judgment.

We have rolled it into our combat training center so that we offer
specific replication of actual incidents that have been experienced
in theater. We have brought soldiers from theater or that have re-
cently served in theater into these training centers to address their
specific experiences and setting the specific scenarios that we train
on.

Of course, we are doing a comprehensive review of our doctrine,
and as we speak there is a detailed action plan that the Depart-
ment of the Army has put together. Many of these actions are al-
ready being implemented. But we have a matrixed action plan that
we will follow up through and do a very comprehensive—it is going
to take us months to do.

Having said all of that, as we get ourselves set we are going to
continue to roll lessons learned in, to monitor the adaptations and
the nuances of the environments that we find ourselves in, and this
is going to be a continuing, evolving process.

But again, I would like to reemphasize: the principles, the val-
ues, the standards do not change. Having an Army of character,
with soldiers of character that understand the values of the Amer-
ican people, that understand the values of our government, that
understand the values of our institutions, are fundamental. Those
do not change. We have to continue to reinforce them. We have to
continue to reinforce the leadership aspects of what we have.
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So this is something that as we go into the 21st century is going
to continue to be a challenge for us to deal with.

I would just wrap up one thing. As you heard, the majority of
the incidents of abuse occurred at the point of capture. You have
to remember that at the point of capture you are transitioning from
a very high level of violence, where the very same people you have
captured have been trying to kill you just seconds before, where it
is in the middle of a rumble that this is occurring. It is understand-
able that there can be misjudgments, and that is why we have to
train our leadership and remind our leadership that it is at this
point that they have to be very well-prepared to control the aggres-
sion and the instincts of people that are in this situation.

You can remember having your adrenalin up before and how
sometimes what you think might be a minor shove turns out to be
something else.

Chairman WARNER. I am glad you brought that point up, because
you can speak, as can Secretary Brownlee and indeed General
Mikolashek, from personal experience under those circumstances in
your earlier years of military service.

Mr. BROWNLEE. I might say, sir, that not only might these people
have been the ones who were trying to kill you, but they may also
have just killed some of your squad members.

Chairman WARNER. That is a very important point.
My last part of that question, I want to go back to it, and that

is as a consequence of all of this recognition now that we have a
problem, whether it is at the point of initial contact of the detainee
following a firefight or other combat activities all the way through
the prison system, I hope the pendulum has not swung so far that
we are not fully exercising our obligation to those combat forces to,
within the framework of the several treaties, Geneva treaties, and
Army doctrine, to continue to get the intelligence that is essential
for that battlefield soldier.

If you could just touch on that and then perhaps amplify it for
the record, I would be appreciative.

General MIKOLASHEK. I can promise you that is of the highest
concern to me. We must be very careful that we must not mistake
the fact that this is a very dangerous environment and one which
is going to continue our leadership and our soldiers, and one in
which we must be very careful that we do not overreact and fail
to or put in place such things that they make fatal mistakes, fatal
hesitation, or we fail to do what we are allowed to do and what is
proper to do and what we must do to ensure the safety and the suc-
cess of our operation.

[The information referred to follows:]
The Commander of U.S. Central Command can provide the most authoritative as-

sessment as to the effects of the investigations, inspections, and assessments of Abu
Ghraib, as well as detention and interrogation operations, on intelligence produc-
tion.

Chairman WARNER. Secretary Brownlee, do you have anything to
add to that?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I share the concern. We all worry about it.
I have talked in some detail with our G–2, General Alexander, that
you know well. We have all discussed that some of these abuses
that occurred, many of them, most of those that occurred at Abu
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Ghraib, did not occur with detainees who were even being interro-
gated, were not even the subjects of interrogation. But unfortu-
nately, some of the measures that may have been effective are no
longer used.

But sir, we would never want our soldiers to engage in anything
that was inhumane anyway. The intelligence experts that I have
talked to tell me that these abusive methods are usually not very
effective anyway.

Chairman WARNER. I have to move along. If you wish to amplify
that for the record——

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. We trust that our people are going to
find ways to be effective within the right constraints.

Chairman WARNER. I say to colleagues, we went out of order of
our regular order to accommodate Senator Levin. So I will go back.
Senator Sessions, and then we will come to this side.

Senator Sessions.
Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to express,

Secretary Brownlee, my appreciation for the effective way the mili-
tary has dealt with this issue from day one. I remember distinctly
that when the first report of these abuses in Abu Ghraib were
made, investigation was commenced the next day. Within just a
few days, people were suspended from their positions. People are
being charged criminally who have been abusing privileges.

Mr. Chairman, it is good for America, the military, the people of
Iraq, and the world to know that we will not tolerate the kind of
abuses that we saw there.

It is a very dangerous and stressful area of the world. It is hos-
tile. Our enemy, which we do not spend enough time talking about,
decapitate their prisoners. They have no mercy for their prisoners.
They for the most part overwhelmingly do not qualify for treatment
under the Geneva Conventions. That is a fact. We have had that
hearing in the Judiciary Committee a number of times, and we
have discussed it here. They are not lawful combatants; they are
unlawful terrorist combatants. But we give them the protections
anyway because we have high standards of character and discipline
and decency, and I appreciate that.

General Schoomaker, it is absolutely correct that we should not
overreact. We want our soldiers right up to the limit of what they
legally can do to obtain good intelligence, to help save our lives, to
help save the lives of President Karzai or Prime Minister Allawi or
our soldiers that we sent there, our sons and daughters who are
there. Intelligence saves lives.

I have to tell you, I came back from Iraq the week of July 4 with
Senator Lieberman and Senator Nickles. Several others were not
able to make it at the last minute. We had a nice group that went
there. I heard on two different occasions that our soldiers are wor-
ried. They are tentative in interrogations. They feel that if they vio-
late some rule, they are not real sure what that rule is, they might
get prosecuted, be held up before some Senate committee, be sec-
ond-guessed by people who are not in combat, not at risk, and that
the intelligence, the level of intelligence has dropped off noticeably.

General Schoomaker, can you share any thoughts on that?
General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I share your feelings. I have no evi-

dence that intelligence has dropped off as a result of anything that
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has happened over there. But I do not have daily insights into that
anyway, so your observations may be much more accurate than
mine.

Senator SESSIONS. I will just say this. I heard it from two dif-
ferent sources from people absolutely in a position to know. In both
cases it was raised early in the conversations to me spontaneously.
So I hope that when we come up with the regulations, Mr. Sec-
retary, that we do not overreact and deny our people legitimate
techniques, just like sophisticated detectives use in America and
other things. You do not have to give people steak three times a
day. There are things you can do to create a situation that would
enhance the possibilities of obtaining information that do not vio-
late standards of decency.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, if I could just add. Those of us in this
room and the American people ought to understand how dangerous
this enemy is and how dangerous a situation we are in. Folks that
are underestimating the challenge that we face in this century and
today are making a serious mistake.

That does not excuse unlawful conduct, unethical conduct, and
the rest of it on our part. But I absolutely subscribe to what you
just said. We have to be darn sure that we are not overreacting in
a way that is removing lawful tools or setting conditions that will
cause people to be hesitant, to second-guess, and to think that we
would not stand behind them if they are acting in good faith to do
what is proper in the situation.

If you have never been in one of these places, been in proximity
to these prisoners, and seen what kind of people they are, what
goes on, and the kind of pressure that these soldiers are under day
in and day out, having to live and deal with these people, and the
things that they do and the things that they want to do, you cannot
comprehend the pressure psychologically, physically, emotionally,
and all the rest of it, that these soldiers are under.

That is one of our most important responsibilities, the Secretary
and myself, to ensure we prepare these soldiers for that environ-
ment and that we do everything that we can to stand behind those
that are attempting to serve honorably and do what is right for this
Nation.

Senator SESSIONS. You said something else, General Schoomaker,
that is correct. I was a Federal prosecutor and most of the abuse
situations do occur at the conclusion of the hostile act. The police
officers I have had to investigate and prosecute, are pumped up at
that moment. They have been afraid. Their life has been at risk.
This is a life and death struggle, and it is hard to just stop that
and be perfectly nice. Sometimes they cannot control themselves or
do not control themselves. They should. So that is difficult.

With regard to the regulations, between the MP and the MI, that
is a minor nothing. That is what General Abizaid was expressing
frustration about, not that the doctrines had caused this abuse. He
was frustrated about the doctrines that did not make sense, that
an MP may have been a police sergeant back in the United States
and could not in any way participate in assisting an interrogation.
I hope that when you write the doctrine you break down that wall.
It makes little sense to me.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01012 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1007

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield to Sen-

ator Reed for this round and reclaim my right after that.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Reed.
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Mikolashek, Secretary Rumsfeld has acknowledged that

he ordered an individual in Iraq, a detainee, to be hidden. General
Taguba in his report indicated that he observed on several occa-
sions individuals who were being hidden from the International
Committee of the Red Cross. This seems to be a pattern. Did you
examine this issue?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we looked at detainee accountability.
We asked those questions about the so-called ‘‘ghost detainees.’’
During the conduct of our inspection we found no evidence of the
so-called ghost detainees that were in existence. However, we did
find that our processes for accounting for detainees based on the
volume and the number of them, the automated processes we have,
the administration of those, are overwhelmed. The systems are
complicated. They do not interact.

So it is certainly——
Senator REED. Let me understand your response, General. Today

there are no ghost detainees that you found?
General MIKOLASHEK. That we have found during our inspection,

no, sir.
Senator REED. Are you disputing General Taguba and the Sec-

retary of Defense?
General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, I am not.
Senator REED. But you chose not to look into how that hap-

pened?
General MIKOLASHEK. We did not go back and do a postmortem

on that particular issue.
Senator REED. So how can you conclude today that there has

been no systemic problems with respect to the treatment of detain-
ees in Iraq?

General MIKOLASHEK. Again, we looked at during our inspection
whether those people existed, and we could find no evidence at the
time.

Senator REED. There is evidence that they did exist. There is evi-
dence that that is contradictory to our obligations under the Gene-
va Conventions. There is certainly a suggestion that an order was
given by the Secretary of Defense that had to be transmitted
through the chain of command, which would include higher rank-
ing officers. You looked at none of that?

General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, we did not look at that detail into
that specific line on that particular issue. We looked at how we ac-
counted for and took care of the detainees.

Senator REED. General, the premise of your report, that there
has been no systematic problems, is undercut by the fact that you
didn’t look at some systematic problems. That was one.

General MIKOLASHEK. We viewed the system as accountability of
detainees, sir, and that was our approach.

Senator REED. Let me go back to another situation and that is
the command climate that existed, not just as you inspected but
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prior to the inspection. Did you indicate or did you ask people
about what policies, either verbal or whatever, were in effect? Was
there any condoning of this or any encouragement?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, again, as we looked at all the abuse
cases, and we did—I think your question gets right at the Abu
Ghraib case in particular, and that was just one of many—we did
talk to the soldiers who were not necessarily involved in the crimi-
nal side of that investigation. In terms of leadership and command
climate, it did present some problems. In terms of an environment
that would condone this kind of behavior in an overt way, we did
not see that, but probably in an omissive sense.

Senator REED. How far did you go up the chain of command in
your climate survey?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, our climate survey, we really focused
on the soldier level.

Senator REED. So you cannot offer a conclusion with respect to
anything above the battalion or brigade headquarters? You did not
look at that, is that correct?

General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, in terms of command climate—I
am not sure—the soldiers participate in the survey and they gave
us a lot of feedback on the command climate across the board, be-
cause these surveys went throughout the population and not,
again, focused on an individual unit. But in our look at that one
particular case, interviews with soldiers who had redeployed, it was
a less than ideal command climate.

Chairman WARNER. Excuse me, Senator.
I understood you to say in your opening comment that your in-

spection went up to the major general level.
General MIKOLASHEK. We did; we interviewed. We interviewed,

but they did not necessarily participate in the command climate
type survey.

Senator REED. Did you follow up the results of the survey, which
suggested a very poor climate, however you define it, with higher
ranking officers at the major general level and above?

General MIKOLASHEK. I am not sure I understand your question,
sir.

Senator REED. The finding is that there is a poor command;
there is a poor climate, presumptively in the situation where orders
about treatment, recordkeeping, all of this. Soldiers are telling you,
‘‘we just did not get the direction, no one cared about it,’’ which
would suggest I think to you as a professional officer there is a real
problem here. Did you pursue that problem?

General MIKOLASHEK. How far up did that go is your question.
Yes, sir, that probably extended up to the brigade level.

Senator REED. Did you go beyond the brigade level?
General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, because we think it ended there.

That is where the problem was and the solution was.
Senator REED. You are defining the investigation to limit the in-

vestigation. I find that to be unsatisfactory.
One other systemic issue is the responsiveness of the chain of

command at the highest levels to reports of abuse. I think you
would agree that is a systematic issue. Last fall, in October, the
ICRC gave a report to General Sanchez’s headquarters, which sug-
gested in very detailed terms that there were abuses, blatant
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abuses: naked prisoners, prisoners being abused, prisoners’ phys-
ical marks, not—well, I do not have to go any further.

Did you look into whether that complaint was responded to effec-
tively by General Sanchez and his chain of command?

General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, we did not follow that thread from
the ICRC reports. We did know that the command was concerned
about the treatment of the detainees and hence the Miller and
Ryder reports that investigate, or inspection visits were called for.
But again, when those ICRC reports were made available we did
not go back and do the postmortem as part of this inspection. But
I know that there are others that are looking at that.

Chairman WARNER. I would put a word of caution in. The com-
mittee is guarding meticulously the material of the ICRC. It is clas-
sified. It has been made available by the Department of Defense.
So in your colloquy, continue your questions, Senator.

Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, I have a public report from the
ICRC which was placed on the web by somebody, which we have
had access to for years. So any questions about the report, I can
refer it back to that report.

Just a final comment. It seems to me, General, that it is very dif-
ficult to reach the conclusion that there was no systematic prob-
lems in the treatment of detainees. You have not looked seriously
at the ghost detainees situation. You have not looked at the re-
sponses of the chain of command to evident explicit reports of
abuse. This is just again reinforcing the conclusion that there were
five or six aberrant soldiers, and I do not think you have done the
job that you have to do. Maybe you were told not to do it, but I
do not think you have done the job.

General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, we were clearly not told not to do
it, sir.

Mr. BROWNLEE. May I respond, sir? May I respond?
Chairman WARNER. I think it is an important question. Take

such time as you need yourself, Mr. Secretary and the General, be-
cause he is raising an issue that is of concern to a number of Sen-
ators, and that is the level of accountability, whether or not it is
confined to the soldier level or it goes on up.

It is clear in your opening statement that you interrogated gen-
eral officers at the rank of two stars. Am I not correct in that?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, I would say we interviewed rather
than interrogated.

Chairman WARNER. Let us check the dictionary, but anyway.
Secretary Brownlee.
Mr. BROWNLEE. Let me just re-emphasize, sir, that this was a

theater-wide investigation of detention operations or inspection of
detention operations to determine if there were problems else-
where. Now, when General Mikolashek went and did his inspection
he found no indication of detainees. When it was later revealed
there was one, it did not indicate to anybody that was a systemic
problem across the operation.

Second, what General Mikolashek said when he was talking
about command climate, when he found something less than satis-
factory, it was primarily in the soldiers that were in the units at
Abu Ghraib.
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General MIKOLASHEK. A few others across the theater, mostly
having to do with quality of life and austere living conditions and
so forth, sir.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Which we had determined, and those are still
under investigation and some of the cases are now within the pur-
view of the UCMJ.

Chairman WARNER. We have made a determination that this
hearing will continue after the votes, so we will have an oppor-
tunity for a second round. But I want to make sure that the Inspec-
tor General had adequate opportunity to explain exactly what
questions he did pose to general officers and did it relate to the cul-
ture issue, which was one brought up by Senator Reed.

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, when we talked to the senior leader-
ship we were trying to find out what their expectations were, the
difficulties they were having in managing these operations. So we
looked at it from a perspective of what kind of problems are you
having.

We also asked some specific questions about how the decisions to
make the organization of some of those interrogation facilities
were—we talked to General Taguba about his findings. So it was
more on the line of the details of the inspection and a look at how
those operations were conducted, rather than on their perspective
of the command climate.

Chairman WARNER. We will have to return to this issue.
Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, if I may.
Chairman WARNER. Yes, I will give you adequate opportunity be-

fore this hearing is concluded.
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Talent.
Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I do not resist the conclusions that you have reached. This Sen-

ator never doubted for a minute, and said so repeatedly at home
and here, that no senior leader in the United States Army or in the
Government in any administration would tolerate inhumanity or
cruelty to prisoners. I never doubted it for a minute, and I am not
surprised that that is what you concluded.

Nor did I ever doubt for a minute, given my experience with the
men and women in America’s military, your conclusion that the
overwhelming majority of our leaders and soldiers understood the
need for humanity and fulfilled their duty and their obligations.
That would be their instinct as well. We are talking about Amer-
ican soldiers, by training, by instinct, not just within the Army but
within our culture as a whole. I should hope that they are not peo-
ple who would abuse prisoners. I just never doubted for a minute,
and I am not surprised that that was your conclusion.

I saw those pictures. It looked to me like what it is. It was a
sicko scrapbook that a few bored people who were inadequately su-
pervised—and I think we need to find that out—decided to compile
about their experiences in Iraq.

The question that I have always raised, and I am confident that
these court-martial proceedings will clear this up, is where was the
immediate chain of command in that prison. People need to be held
responsible for what happened.
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The other concern that I have, and I will reflect what Senator
Sessions said, is that we do not in our scrupulousness about this,
which is very appropriate, and in these oversight hearings, which
are very appropriate because they are leading to a conclusion that
is vindicating our leaders and our soldiers and it ultimately will
benefit the effort, that we do not create an overincentive not to do
what they need to do to collect intelligence.

It is going to take a lot of courage on your part, but I hope that
you and the senior officers will make clear to our people we have
to get this intelligence. Ultimately this is about winning this war,
and we need intelligence to win this war.

I appreciate you all being here. I would encourage members to
ask questions about the process by which this report reached its
conclusions. But as I said, I am not at all surprised. I would have
been very surprised if any other conclusion had been reached,
knowing what I know about the United States Army. You can com-
ment on that if you want. That is really my only statement, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, first of all, we appreciate your comments.
Just to reiterate, one of our great concerns remains that we con-
tinue to get intelligence, useful intelligence, that is useful at the
tactical level, which is where we really need it in this urban insur-
gency in which we now find ourselves.

These kinds of changes in environment have changed our re-
quirements somewhat. One of the things we found with the urban
insurgency as compared to a large linear battlefield with large ar-
mies arrayed is that the demand for human intelligence increased
our requirement for interrogators and interpreters. It also caused
us to relook how we were training our intelligence officers and,
rather than training them spending most of their training time on
how to use technical overhead means, to use human intelligence.

So we are adjusting to this and our soldiers in the field are ad-
justing.

Senator TALENT. Mr. Secretary, I would not want my comments
to be interpreted as meaning that I do not think there is more we
could do to get intelligence or that I am shocked by isolated type
instances or would be shocked by more isolated instances. It hap-
pens. War is very messy.

But anything that I have seen about this in the classified docu-
ments and in the open hearings supports your conclusion. As soon
as this happened in a prison and as soon as senior officers—first
of all, a soldier came forward—

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir.
Senator TALENT. —at considerable risk. As soon as senior officers

outside that brigade found out about it, it stopped. In fact, it
stopped before that. But I remember, and I was very proud of that
fact, General Taguba went in there and within like 48 hours it
stopped, and it stopped before. Senator Sessions and I were talking
about that. But that put a stop to it.

So I am not at all surprised by the conclusions.
Yes, General?
General SCHOOMAKER. Senator Talent, if I could, I would just

like to reinforce something here. First of all, I feel very strongly
that those people that broke the law or knowingly violated regula-
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tions should be held accountable for that, regardless of where they
are, whether they are soldiers, noncommissioned officers, or com-
manders that were involved here.

But going back to the line that you had and what Senator Ses-
sions had, we all are going to have to be very careful here, and es-
pecially members on this committee, those on the Hill, and those
in the Department, that we do not take a great big broad brush
and paint everybody that was anywhere near this business and
taint them. If we send that message to our leadership, to our non-
commissioned officers, and to our soldiers that that is what this is
about, we will have exactly what you do not want, and that is over-
caution. We will have people that do not believe that we stand up
behind them when they were in positions under great pressure
making decisions. We are going to have to be very careful that we
pay attention to this in a way that this does not become something
I do not think anybody in here wants it to be.

I do not mean to editorialize, but I am concerned as a profes-
sional officer because I have seen this occur in the past. When you
start putting that kind of pressure down on people and they be-
come overcautious—this business about zero defects. If you have
not been under these conditions that these soldiers are operating
in before, and nobody has ever tried to kill you and you do not un-
derstand what this is about, you cannot appreciate it.

We have to think about it. We have to stand up behind people
that are trying to do right, underwrite some things that need to be
underwritten, and hold those accountable who failed in their re-
sponsibilities or who knowingly violated our standards, our values,
our laws, our regulations. They should be held accountable.

Senator TALENT. I am done, Mr. Chairman. I will just say, one
of my staff people who is a former Army officer, as soon as this
thing broke he sent me an e-mail, just incensed. He said that these
knuckleheads would have imperiled what 900 of their comrades
have died to achieve. That e-mail was the spirit of the United
States Army.

Thank you.
General SCHOOMAKER. Thank you, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
I thank you, General, for your observation. I share that observa-

tion. To the extent I and other members of this committee have
been able to address this issue, we have done it fairly and we have
done it openly, so that the world can see that in the United States
when there is a wrong we address it. We hear all parties, and that
is precisely what we are doing.

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. No one is trying to push this under the rug.

But at the same time, those that are accountable will be held ac-
countable, and in no way should their actions taint the heroic serv-
ice of the 99.9 percent, as I said in my opening statement.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, first of all, I appreciate that, and I
know that is what you are doing. I am making a statement that
was not an allegation that anything like that was occurring.

Chairman WARNER. This hearing gives you that opportunity to
make that statement openly and to the Nation, as you are the
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Chief of this Army. You proudly carry out your duties, and I thank
you for it.

Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you. Thank you very much.
All of us at the outset of these hearings are enormously im-

pressed by the courage and the training that our personnel have
received in a very general way and the extraordinary heroism in
which they are performing their duties. As someone that was in the
Army a number of years ago, the level of the training for infantry
members is just absolutely extraordinary, and all of us are very
much aware of it.

What we are talking about are some policy issues and also some
actions. But before getting into that, and I know I have limited
time, but first of all, Secretary Brownlee, I want to thank you for
all your good work on the up-armoring of the high mobility multi-
purpose wheeled vehicle as well as the arming of the military, the
trucks and other activities. You have just been enormously respon-
sive to these challenges and been very responsive to any of us who
have been interested in trying to follow this. I am very grateful for
all you have done. You have been very proactive, gone out and vis-
ited these plants and factories, taken a great interest in it, and we
are very appreciative of your leadership.

I want to ask you, Mr. Secretary, just before getting into these
other issues. On the front page of the New York Times today, it
paints a rather frightening picture of the Army recruiting. I have
limited time, and I want to get into the other, but ‘‘in my lifetime
I have never seen the Army as strained as it is today . . .’’ and
‘‘you have already taken the drastic measures to ensure enough sol-
diers—the recruiting, the retention benefits, the stop-loss expan-
sion, the extensive Reserve and National Guard call-ups.’’

Then we have the final part of the column: ‘‘By dipping into the
personnel bank, some recruiters say the Army is eating their seed
corn; they are stealing from its future to accomplish their current
mission, said one Army recruiting officer, referring to the enlist-
ment of recruits sent to basic training.’’

What will you do if you miss the recruiting goals this time? Just
a quick response on this if you would, please.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I want to tell you that the Army takes that
very seriously. One of our highest concerns is our levels of recruit-
ing and retention. I have told the Army many months ago. They
know that the Army is under stress. I have told them: You watch
the dashboard and do not come in and tell the Chief and I when
the light is red; you come in and tell us when one flickers amber.

We have meetings on that. We just had one this week. We are
staying abreast of it. We will take such measures as necessary to
continue to meet our goals. We are concerned as you are that this
gets more challenging as we go.

But we have never fought a war like this with a volunteer force
and it is a challenge. I can only say that every American can be
proud of these wonderful young men and women who have volun-
teered to serve their country in uniform during time of war. That
is both active and Reserve components.

Senator KENNEDY. Thank you. We will have another chance to
go through this.
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General Mikolashek, part of the sense that you are probably feel-
ing here is many of us have had the opportunity to go through
these ICRC reports. We are also mindful that, even under the DOD
detainee-related investigations, they are looking at currently, you
are looking at 23 deaths—this has been announced by the Sec-
retary—of individuals that died in detention, and 68 detainee
abuses, now that they are getting into. The Secretary talked about
it. There are a number of detainee deaths, some 30 cases, which
have been closed, and a number of them are standing for court-
martial.

I mean, so we have that kind of activity that the Secretary has
commented on. We have, as has been mentioned, the public ICRC
report that talks about beatings with hard objects, legs, lower back,
groin, being stripped naked, solitary confinement, paraded naked,
acts of humiliation.

Their conclusion: These methods of physical and psychological co-
ercion were used by the military intelligence in a systematic way.
The ICRC used the words ‘‘systematic way.’’ We are not just mak-
ing this up. This is in this report.

The list of reports that go on have been well-documented, and
this represents only a part of them. Some of them demonstrate the
progress that has been made after these matters were brought to
the attention.

So this is a very important measure, and it is something that
some just say, ‘‘well, it is just an occasional, a few bad apples.’’ But
if you take the numbers of different camps where these things were
happening, the numbers of people that have been actually killed,
even the court-martials, which are under now being considered be-
cause of abuses, they are not insignificant.

Now, in your report, in your summary, your report on page 3,
you say: ‘‘Officially approved Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF)’’—
that is Iraq—‘‘and CJTF–180, Afghanistan, and early CJTF–180’’—
again, Afghanistan—‘‘practices generally met legal obligations
under U.S. law, treaty obligations and policy, if executed by trained
soldiers under the full range of safeguards. The Department of the
Army Inspector General (DAIG) team’’—your team—‘‘found that
policies were not clear and contained ambiguities.’’

This is your report. ‘‘The DAIG team found implementation,
training and oversight of these policies was inconsistent.’’ This is
your report. It is not ours. ‘‘The DAIG team found the policies were
not clear and contained ambiguities. The DAIG team found imple-
mentation, training, and oversight was inconsistent. The team con-
cluded, however, that, based on the review, that no confirmed inci-
dent of detainee abuse was caused by the approved policies.’’

Well, this is what we are getting at. Is your report just about the
approved policies or is it the total kind of picture, which includes
the kinds of not clear, found that they were not clear and contained
ambiguities? What was going on in those kinds with regard to de-
tainees and training? Where you did not, the DAIG team found im-
plementation of these policies was inconsistent; well, what hap-
pened when you had this inconsistent part?

I do not question or doubt that where everything was going well
you are getting your results. What many of us are concerned about
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is in your own report you say that was not always the way; it was
not going on. But we evidently did not deal with that issue.

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, our attempt to look at those policies
that you described was twofold. One was to determine if they were
within legal bounds; and the second was to determine if those that
either applied within legal bounds or outside legal bounds did re-
sult in a case of abuse.

The report as written there talks about these are very high-risk
measures that require an awful lot of oversight, supervision, and
insurance. They were not always disseminated fairly, properly, and
well-understood, nor were there all the safeguards in place or the
risk mitigation efforts in place to ensure that those techniques
were applied properly.

Then we looked at the abuse cases. We looked at the 94 that we
had, went back and tried to find what caused those abuse cases.
We could not find any direct link to one of those approach tech-
niques that was used either properly that resulted in abuse or an
approach technique that was used inappropriately as an intent.

But what we did find was that when people really stepped out
of the bounds of those approach techniques or just the normal
bounds of discipline and behavior, that is when abuse occurred. Or
most of our cases, half of them, were the result of incidents right
at the point of capture, so it did not involve interrogation. Actually,
of the 94 there are somewhere around 8 or so that were involving
interrogation processes themselves.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, General.
Senator Clinton, there are just a few minutes left on our vote.

So you take such time as you need and I will see that that vote
is held for you.

Senator CLINTON. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. I appre-
ciate your courtesy as always.

Let me say at the outset that I agree with the report’s conclusion
that the vast majority of soldiers serving in our theaters of oper-
ation are serving with distinction. I also agree and endorse strongly
General Schoomaker’s passionate description of the dangers and
threats that we face in this challenging environment. I say that be-
cause, at least speaking for myself, what I am attempting to under-
stand and to point out are the ways in which our actions and the
ways they are viewed around the world either assist or undermine
our ultimate objective.

The 9/11 Commission is reporting today and in the executive
summary among the recommendations which it makes is to pre-
vent the continued growth of Islamist terrorism. Obviously that has
to be one of our paramount goals.

In that, they make two points that I would just put into the
record here: ‘‘Define the message and stand as an example of moral
leadership in the world. To Muslim parents, terrorists like bin
Laden have nothing to offer their children but visions of violence
and death. America and its friends have the advantage. Our vision
can offer a better future. Where Muslim governments, even those
who are friends, do not offer opportunity, respect the rule of law,
or tolerate differences, the United States needs to stand for a bet-
ter future.’’
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Then finally: ‘‘Develop a comprehensive coalition strategy against
Islamist terrorism using a flexible contact group of leading coalition
governments and fashioning a common coalition approach on issues
like the treatment of captured terrorists.’’

So I wanted to put that into the broader context because, al-
though I agree with the conclusion that the vast majority of our
soldiers and other military personnel are serving with distinction,
it is a mistake to refer to the Abu Ghraib Prison abuses merely as
regrettable. That sends the wrong message.

I do not see the conflict between being as forceful in going up the
chain of command, wherever that leads, in prosecuting those who
have committed these abuses, and in recognizing we have to send
a very clear message to all of those who are facing the daily dan-
gers that General Schoomaker described so poignantly and effec-
tively, that we do expect them to use their best judgment, their dis-
cretion; we know they are in a dangerous situation.

Several times the Secretary has made reference to the urban in-
surgency that we face, and we know that in an urban insurgency
the track record is not good. You know what? When you look at
urban insurgencies, governments and militaries like ours do not
have a record of success. So we are starting to a great extent be-
hind the eight-ball, and therefore we have to be smart about the
strategies we employ. We also have to be smart about how we com-
municate what we do.

When someone like Senator Reed, with all of his experience and
his deep love and devotion to our military and particularly to the
Army, asks these questions, they are asked from a perspective of
how are we going to win. Winning means we have to be smart
about what we do, the example we set, the moral leadership we
continue to hold in the world.

Now, there are many specific questions, but we have run out of
time. I wanted to put that in context because I know that some-
times it seems a little bit as though there is total division even on
our committee, which probably operates in a more bipartisan way
than any committee in the Senate, thanks to our leader and our
ranking member. Some people use their time very appropriately to
defend and say very strong statements of support for the military.
Others use their limited time to ask very hard questions. Both ap-
proaches are trying to get to the same point, but language matters.
‘‘Regrettable’’ is not strong enough, and failing to go up the chain
of command is not smart.

So that is where many of us find ourselves, because we want to
both recognize and support the dangers we face and, frankly, the
uphill struggle we have against an urban insurgency that is popu-
lated by people who have no compunction about dying themselves.
This is new for us, and we have to hold on to the moral leadership.

I would strongly recommend that perhaps a process could be
started in line with this recommendation, one of the very excellent
recommendations in the 9/11 Commission, that we would look at a
new way to deal with this whole issue of interrogation and deten-
tion. There is a different imperative when you capture someone on
a battlefield. But when they are inside a prison, that is a different
environment as well. We have to begin to make better distinctions
and communicate those.
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I thank you for your work. But I would hope, General
Mikolashek, that we could perhaps take another look at some of
the ways what you have found were described. In the other reports
that are being done, I hope we do go into the climate and up the
chain, into the Secretary of Defense’s office, not just because there
are those of us who would like answers, but because we need to
send that message.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
We will resume the hearing. I intend to initiate it as the third

vote is taking place, for all members. Then we will wait to see if
any further come. Thank you very much.

[Recess from 11:24 a.m. to 12:13 p.m.]
Chairman WARNER. The hearing will resume.
Before turning to Senator Nelson, I would like to first put into

the record regarding Senator Levin’s opening questioning and the
reply by General Mikolashek, the entire set of comments made by
General Abizaid, and then invite our witnesses to make any fur-
ther comments with respect to Senator Levin’s question in the con-
text of the entire statement by General Abizaid.

[The information referred to follows:]

SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE HEARING TO CONTINUE TO RECEIVE TESTI-
MONY ON ALLEGATIONS OF MISTREATMENT OF IRAQI PRISONERS, WEDNESDAY, MAY
19, 2004, 8:30 A.M.

Senator COLLINS. General Sanchez, I also want to follow up on your November
order putting MI in charge of some aspects of the prison. I also want to explore with
you the role of MI, in general.

In the Taguba Report, the General says that the recommendation of General Mil-
ler’s team that the guard force be actively engaged in setting the conditions for the
successful exploitation of the detainees would appear to be in conflict with the rec-
ommendations of General Ryder’s team and AR 190–8, that MPs do not participate
in MI-supervised interrogation sessions. He also says that having MPs actively set
the favorable conditions for interviews runs counter to the smooth operation of a de-
tention facility. Didn’t your order, where you involved the MPs in some aspects of
the supervision of the prison, run counter to the regulation cited by General
Taguba?

General ABIZAID. Senator Collins, may I address this?
Senator COLLINS. Yes, General.
General ABIZAID. First of all, we do not have all the facts. I think it is important

for the committee to understand that. We need to see what we are going to hear
from the 205th MI Brigade. What was in the mind of that commander? What did
he think?

So if we can set that aside, let me share with you one of the findings that came
out of the Department of the Army IG investigations but are preliminary. They are
not approved. I am sure they will be shared with this committee. Our doctrine is
not right. It is just not right. There are so many things that are out there that are
not right in the way that we operate for this war. This is a doctrinal problem of
understanding where you bring—what do the MPs do? What do the MI guys do?
How do they come together in the right way? This doctrinal issue has to be fixed
if we are ever going to get our intelligence right to fight this war and beat this
enemy. So we have problems that have to be looked at from top to bottom in order
to ensure that there is no confusion. Because, you see, the Ryder Report says one
thing, the Taguba Report will say one thing.

Senator COLLINS. Exactly my point.
General ABIZAID. You are going to see that the Fay Report says something else.

It is not because anybody is lying to anybody; it is because the system is not right.
There are a lot of systems that are wrong out there that we had better fix if we
are going to beat this enemy.

Senator COLLINS. But, General, I guess what concerns me is, when you have all
these contradictory doctrines or all these contradictory findings, it suggests to me
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that there was great confusion at the prison, and that confusion can set the stage
for the kinds of unacceptable abuses that occurred. That is my concern.

General ABIZAID. It is a concern that I share, Senator, and we will find out the
facts. But I would like to ensure that you understand that there is great confusion
in a combat zone all the time—almost as much as there is here in Washington, but
not quite.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, General.

Chairman WARNER. Second, I want to give the witnesses an op-
portunity—I will let you lead off, Mr. Secretary—with regard to
questions proposed by Senator Reed. Then I did a series of follow-
up questions about, first, any restrictions on the Inspector General
whatsoever to go up the ladder and talk to senior officers. He indi-
cated in his opening statement he went to the two-star level, and
was there some reason he did not go to the three, if necessary to
the four. There is some need to have that part of the record clari-
fied.

So if you would like to address that now, we would be pleased
to receive your clarification, and then such additions as you desire
to make to the record.

General MIKOLASHEK. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the
opportunity to respond to Senator Reed’s and your comments as
well regarding those important issues.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Reed, and to the extent I joined in,
raised a question which is very much on the mind of many Sen-
ators. The question is well put, and we want to make certain that
you had full opportunity to respond to it.

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we had no restrictions placed on us
other than the guidance that was issued to conduct this inspection
to assess the whole system as was described.

Chairman WARNER. But that guidance in no way limited your
ability to go all the way up?

General MIKOLASHEK. It did not if we would have seen it nec-
essary, and our estimate was that our inspection concept and plan
did not necessarily require that, although I think in retrospect had
we found some need to go up we certainly could have and would
have. But based upon where we were going and what we had
found, we found that unnecessary.

We are also not bounded by the fact that if we found a crime that
took place or another matter of concern or any other adverse ac-
tion, we had the authority certainly to report that to the proper in-
vestigatory channels. We would not have pursued that as an inves-
tigation since that was not our intent, to investigate specific inci-
dents that may have cropped up.

I mentioned the five cases that soldiers came to us and referred
to as matters of abuse. We took those and reported them to the
CID for their investigation. So when those things happened, we
certainly referred them to the right channel.

To get at Senator Reed’s question—and we may have been talk-
ing by one another as he was asking questions about command cli-
mate. I believe what he was asking—and I am going to put words
in his mouth, but I think his question——

Chairman WARNER. You will have the opportunity to examine
the record. Say what you can now and then examine the record and
if necessary have a chat with him by phone.

General MIKOLASHEK. I will, yes, sir.
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Chairman WARNER. I just spoke with him on the floor. He just
was unable to get back over, but I want to make sure that that line
of questions to my satisfaction is completed. We are concerned that
so much emphasis—and the early facts clearly led to young and en-
listed individuals, in most instances, obviously some officers in the
intelligence chain of command. We want to clearly project, not only
to the Army, to the DOD, to Congress, and to America, that we are
looking at this thing top to bottom.

General MIKOLASHEK. Thoroughly and fully.
I think his question, if I could restate it, had to do with not so

much the command climate as we described around the attitude of
the soldiers—and I will talk about that in a minute—but I think
his question was, did we find a command environment that existed
anywhere that would have condoned, permitted, encouraged, or
looked the other way when abusive situations took place or could
have taken place.

We, our team, interviewed soldiers that were capturing people on
the ground, that were detaining them at the forward collection
points, up through all the internment and resettlement facilities.
We talked to the commanders that were responsible for those facili-
ties. I talked to the general officer level commanders at the division
and task force level that had been involved in that.

I spoke with General Metz, who at the time of our visit was the
commander of what is now the Multinational Corps in Iraq. I
talked to him about our inspection and what we had seen, at least
in the immediate aftermath of our visit. I spoke with Lieutenant
General McKiernan, who is the land component commander in Ku-
wait who was overseeing the Taguba investigation at the time.

So we did speak with them and tried to get this assessment of
that command environment, if that was his question. We found
again, across all those commands and down to the tactical level
commanders at almost any level, that they did understand their re-
sponsibility to treat these people humanely. It was very evident
that it was a sincere, well understood, important requirement that
they had to treat these people humanely.

So we found no evidence, again, in all those across the breadth
of our inspection that there was that environment that permeated
CJTF–7 or CJTF–180. We found very well-disciplined brigade, bat-
talion commanders, and soldiers who understood that.

His second part of that I believe deals with the situation at Abu
Ghraib.

Chairman WARNER. Take a moment to read your paper there.
General MIKOLASHEK. I did. Actually, it says ‘‘Tell him about

Abu Ghraib.’’ [Laughter.]
Chairman WARNER. Note where it came from. [Laughter.]
General MIKOLASHEK. So I think he was trying to hone in on the

Abu Ghraib situation.
Chairman WARNER. And understandably.
General MIKOLASHEK. Exactly. It is certainly the most egregious,

visible, and really horrible. It is off the scale.
So we did look at that and tried to determine, based on the infor-

mation we had, without trying to contaminate or duplicate the
criminal investigations that were ongoing or to confound the Fay
investigation under Procedure 15 that is looking at the MI activi-
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ties. So what was the command environment there? Was there this
case of permission, encouragement, or just looking the other way?

We sought to determine that environment by talking to the sol-
diers who had redeployed, because they at the time of our inspec-
tion were in the demobilization process or had demobilized. So we
looked at this through the eyes of the soldiers.

What we found, as I mentioned, was not a good picture. The sol-
diers told us that their living conditions were—and that is the case
at Abu Ghraib—austere, the chain of command perhaps not as re-
sponsive to improving their living conditions; their security require-
ments there, that when mortar attacks started to occur or when
the situation changed and became dangerous, the leadership failed
to show up, was not present, beyond the people who were perma-
nently stationed there; that visits were not—basically stopped from
the chain of command.

Chairman WARNER. You mean the senior officers after a mortar
attack on the prison compound just did not appear?

General MIKOLASHEK. This is the perspective of these soldiers
who told us these things, and yes, sir, that is correct.

Chairman WARNER. Did you confirm the accuracy of those obser-
vations by the soldiers?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, if you review the Taguba report it
generally agrees with what we found.

Chairman WARNER. That they found that to be correct?
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, I think what we have to do is balance

what these soldiers told us and what the Taguba report says, and
they are generally in coincidence. So our assessment then again,
based on the information that we had, is exactly that. Probably to
go much further would now get into an investigation of that case
and we did not want to cross that line.

Chairman WARNER. Did you have occasion to talk to Colonel
Pappas or to General Karpinski?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we talked to General Karpinski and
Colonel Pappas about the guidance that they received and how
they understood the orders that were communicated to them to
conduct these kinds of operations.

Chairman WARNER. What about the environment or the culture,
which is the subject of the——

General MIKOLASHEK. We did not ask that question specifically,
but you can deduce from their statements and their responses that
they were concerned mostly about the how-to piece. At least cer-
tainly Colonel Pappas was. But we did not find again across the
breadth of our inspection that kind of environment.

Within Abu Ghraib it was a unique set of leadership cir-
cumstances that were unfortunate.

Chairman WARNER. You mean the improper leadership?
General MIKOLASHEK. Exactly, yes, sir, to go beyond that now

gets into——
Chairman WARNER. Then you’re into the investigation.
General MIKOLASHEK. Gets into the investigation which General

Fay is doing and which the——
Chairman WARNER. Did you talk to General Fast?
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir, we did, as part of our inspection,

and again it was to achieve an understanding as to how the process
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was set up, how the internment or the joint interrogation and de-
briefing center was established, the decisions that she made on
how to establish it and who to put in command. That was to help
us gain an understanding of how our doctrine did or did not sup-
port what she was trying to do and how our training and so on and
so forth.

Chairman WARNER. What conclusions did you reach from what
she advised you?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, not only just from what she advised
but also from our own observations and interviews of the soldiers
who were there, it is reflected in our conclusion about the need for
more precise doctrinal specificity on how to organize these kinds of
facilities, how to separate and more clearly define the independent
and interdependent roles of the MPs and the MI; and then also to
make sure that our training events replicate as close as possible
those kinds of interactions that take place. All of those are con-
firmed in our report.

Chairman WARNER. General Fast had overall responsibility
there, did she not? She is the two-star general who is the——

General MIKOLASHEK. She is the intelligence officer.
Chairman WARNER. —intelligence officer for General Abizaid; is

that correct?
General MIKOLASHEK. For General Sanchez, now General Casey.
Chairman WARNER. General Casey.
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, in terms of the interrogation process

and the intel systems, she is as a staff officer responsible for that.
Now, since our inspection they have established a position of the

deputy commanding general for detainee operations and in terms
of the administration, in terms of the resettlement facilities, that
has been transferred to him.

Chairman WARNER. Are General Fast’s actions being further
scrutinized in the several inquiries going on?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, I believe that—I am almost certain
that under the Procedure 15, the General Fay report, that she is
a witness.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, if I could, we need to clarify. General
Fast is the——

Chairman WARNER. If I said ‘‘Fay,’’ I meant ‘‘Fast.’’
General SCHOOMAKER. ‘‘Fast,’’ yes. Major General Fast is the in-

telligence staff officer——
Chairman WARNER. That is correct.
General SCHOOMAKER. —for now General Casey, previously Gen-

eral Sanchez, not to be confused with being in the chain of com-
mand. However, General Mikolashek is correct. I believe her re-
sponsibilities and her interaction is being looked at under the Pro-
cedure 15, which is the intelligence investigation going on now.

Chairman WARNER. I just want to make sure that that is being
examined.

General SCHOOMAKER. But the chain of command, again, ran
through General Karpinski at Abu Ghraib, through the military
chain of command.

Chairman WARNER. But this committee, you may recall, Mr. Sec-
retary, was specifically asked to move her promotion expeditiously,
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and we did that based on the recommendations from the Pentagon.
I am just concerned about that situation.

Colleagues, thank you for indulging the chairman. I think Mr.
Akaka is next.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you for being so patient.

I want to thank our witnesses also for being patient. General
Mikolashek, I am interested in your finding 22 in your report,
which refers to civilian contractors. Some quick questions here.
Were all of the contractors U.S. citizens?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, let me—I believe so. Of the 31 interro-
gators, I believe so, if I could ask one of my officers. Yes, sir, they
were. Those are all U.S. citizens, the interrogators.

Senator AKAKA. Who did the contractors report to in the military
chain of command?

General MIKOLASHEK. There is a military intelligence supervisor
or detachment commander that they reported to for their day-to-
day work, as stated in the contract.

Senator AKAKA. Who in the military was responsible for over-
seeing or keeping track of the activities of the contractors?

General MIKOLASHEK. The immediate supervisor is responsible
for how they perform their mission, their security, and what they
did. Of course there is a contracting officer that then ensures that
the contract was being followed. But in terms of what they did and
how they performed, their oversight on a day-to-day basis was that
military supervisor, that MI person in that organization to whom
they reported.

Senator AKAKA. Since I read stories in the media and the men-
tion of contractors I have been interested in knowing where they
fit and who they were, the reason for my questions.

This question is to the Secretary and to General Schoomaker as
well as you, General Mikolashek. You have testified that contract
interrogators and translators were of considerable value in Afghan-
istan and Iraq and state that in the future all such interrogators
would receive formal military training in interrogation techniques.
However, our laws provide that inherently governmental functions,
including functions that call for the exercise of sovereign govern-
ment authority and those that may significantly affect the life, lib-
erty, or property of private persons—and this is what I want to un-
derscore—must be performed by government employees.

An Army memorandum dated December 26, 2000, and still in ef-
fect today made the express determination that gathering tactical
intelligence is an inherently governmental function. The memoran-
dum states that intelligence at the tactical level is integral to the
application of combatant power by the sovereign authority. The
memorandum concludes: ‘‘At the tactical level, the intelligence
function under the operational control of the Army, performed by
the military in the operating forces, is inherently a governmental
function, barred from private sector performance.’’

Now, my question to all of you: Are you aware of this Army
memorandum? In view of the memorandum, what is the legal basis
for the Army’s decision to contract out inherently government func-
tions?

Mr. BROWNLEE. May I respond to that, sir?
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Senator AKAKA. Mr. Secretary.
Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. Sir, we have reviewed that memoran-

dum. There is another place in that memorandum where it says
that if these—I do not recall the exact wording, but if these func-
tions are performed by contract interrogators under an entity,
which in this case was Central Command or CJTF–7 specifically,
then they would not be considered inherently governmental.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you. That answers it.
To all of you: One of the concerns that has been raised about the

use of contract employees as interrogators and translators is that
they stand outside the chain of command. The Taguba report
states:

‘‘In general, U.S. civilian contract personnel do not appear
to be properly supervised within the detention facility at
Abu Ghraib. During our on-site inspection, they wandered
about with too much unsupervised free access in the de-
tainee area. Having civilians in various outfits in and
about the detainee area causes confusion and may have
contributed to the difficulties in the accountability process
and with detecting escape.’’

A draft DOD directive included in the Army’s September 2003
guidebook for contractors accompanying the force specifically notes
that commanders lack the authority to directly discipline contractor
personnel. The directive states: ‘‘Commanders have no penal au-
thority to compel contractor personnel to perform their duties or to
punish any acts of misconduct beyond the Military Extraterritorial
Jurisdiction Act of 2000. Contractor employees are disciplined by
their contracted business entity through the terms of the employee
and employer relationship.’’

Do you see any problem with accountability under a system
which provides that, absent emergency circumstances, a contract-
ing officer rather than a commander of a facility like a prison is
responsible for providing direction to a contractor and the contrac-
tor’s employees? Mr. Secretary?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, may I respond? Yes, sir. Sir, clearly any con-
tract employee like that, especially a contract interrogator, is sup-
posed to work under the direct supervision of an officer or non-
commissioned officer who would be the supervisor of that person.
So these procedures are in place and if they were not followed then
somebody was not following the law, the procedures.

The contract person of course can be terminated in terms of the
contract. They can be fired. If the commander or the supervisor is
unhappy with their actions, they can request that that person be
terminated. If it is a criminal act they are subject to U.S. law and
can be prosecuted under U.S. law.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. My times has expired.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Senator Ben Nelson, you have been very patient.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, there have been so many reports and investigations

that it is almost like a mosaic. Some of the pieces are in place, and
many of the pieces are not in place. We are not always sure when
they are all going to be in place or what will be the next piece put
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in, which gives it an appearance that it is not all done, which is
accurate.

The question I have is that at the end of the day, whenever that
is, and all the investigations are in and all the reports are in, can
you assure this committee and the American public that we will
have not only gotten to the bottom of it, but have also gotten to
the top of it, whether it goes to the highest uniformed officer or the
highest civilian officer?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I can assure you that these matters are
under investigation and that I trust our legal system and the
UCMJ and the U.S. legal system.

Senator BEN NELSON. So that there will not be any question left
about whether, well, that was not part of my investigation, but it
was not part of any investigation? That is one of the things that
my colleague from Rhode Island was trying to get to: at the end
of the day do we have enough to know that every uniformed officer
who might be involved has been interviewed, interrogated, or what-
ever is required, and that nobody will be left out of the process or
out of the investigation process when it is all said and done?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, our intention is certainly to investigate this
to the absolute limit and, when appropriate, prosecute it under the
UCMJ.

Senator BEN NELSON. By saying that I am not trying to prejudge
complicity here. I just want to make sure that we do not find out
that was not looked into or it did not go that high or this is in an-
other investigation, so that we know when it is all said and done
that everything has been done that needs to be done.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, if I could attempt to do this.
Senator BEN NELSON. Yes.
General SCHOOMAKER. This is less like a puzzle and more like an

architecture here. It has probably not been well-explained over
time, but if you take a look at the Taguba report, that was done
under the provisions of the investigative authorities of AR 15–6,
which is our normal way of investigating, called upon by the com-
mander in theater that had the problem. So that was one of them.

Another one was the Ryder report, which you are familiar with.
The third one was the——

General MIKOLASHEK. Miller.
General SCHOOMAKER. The Miller report. Those three were all

initiated early on in the situation here and were foundational.
The Secretary then directed the Department of the Army Inspec-

tor General, General Mikolashek, conduct an inspection, a broad-
based inspection across the system, to find out not just in theater
but across the whole system, to look at everything within the pur-
view of what his charter is that you have seen. That excluded the
things that are being actually investigated under Procedure 15 and
the intelligence business.

I would say that the Miller, the Taguba, and the Ryder reports
are like the foundation, that one of the pillars of this building now
is this DAIG report of inspection. Another one will be the Fay in-
vestigation under Procedure 15.

There is also a Church investigation going on, and there is a
Schlesinger one. I would say that is more like the umbrella over
these columns that are there.
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In all of these, if there is criminal activity or suspected criminal
activity or malfeasance, it is referred to the Criminal Investigation
Division. It is then investigated as a criminal matter, regardless of
what the source of the information was on it. That is where in my
view I am very confident that all of these allegations, regardless of
where they may appear, will be investigated for their criminal as-
pect of it.

Senator BEN NELSON. Is the ghost detainee issue under inves-
tigation? Because there is an authorization, is that currently being
investigated?

General ALEXANDER. Yes, sir, in the Fay——
Chairman WARNER. If the gentleman will kindly stand and iden-

tify himself.
Mr. BROWNLEE. This is General Alexander, our G–2, sir.
General ALEXANDER. Sir, it is being looked at in two areas, by

the Central Intelligence Agency, by their Inspector General; and it
is also addressed in the Fay report as we understand it.

Senator BEN NELSON. So that at the end of the day if there is
any kind of inappropriate activity or questionable activity or illegal
activity associated with that under the Geneva Conventions or in
violation of any internal rules, it will be fully investigated? Or is
it possible that that is a waiver that might be issued that will not
involve any violation of any rules, it may be a waiver of rules? Or
do we know?

Mr. Secretary?
Mr. BROWNLEE. I do not know of any waiver, sir. What General

Schoomaker said I would have said also, is that as these other in-
vestigations are ongoing and as they emerge and activity is identi-
fied that appears to be criminal, we will then have the Criminal
Investigation Division of the Army investigate those events and in-
cidents to determine criminal liability and if necessary prosecute
them under the UCMJ.

Senator BEN NELSON. No matter whether it is above you or
below you in terms of command or authority?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Above?
Senator BEN NELSON. Someone superior to your position within

DOD as well as below you. I think that is what we are really trying
to get to. It will not stop somewhere.

Mr. BROWNLEE. If it is criminal activity involving a person in the
United States military and is investigated by the CID and deter-
mined that then it would be referred to the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice.

Senator BEN NELSON. What if it is civilian?
Mr. BROWNLEE. Civilians, sir, are subject to U.S. law.
Senator BEN NELSON. My point is that at the end of the day

these investigations are not just related to military personnel, or
are they related to military personnel? That is what I would like
to get clear: all these investigations, the architecture that you are
talking about, General. I am not trying to trap anybody here. I am
just trying to understand where it ends. I think I know where it
begins, but I do not know where it ends, and then what happens
for investigation of civilian authority.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, even the General Taguba report identified
civilians and recommended appropriate action be taken.
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Senator BEN NELSON. But nobody above General Taguba’s rank.
I am just trying to find out how you get investigations and reports
above your rank.

General SCHOOMAKER. Maybe it should help, our authority, the
Secretary of the Army’s authority, extends to the Army. The crimi-
nal activity that is identified that resides within the Army, the Sec-
retary of the Army has the authority. He has UCMJ authority; I
do not. He is the ultimate authority in the Army under UCMJ.

If there is indication of criminal activity that extends beyond the
boundaries of the Army, it is referred to the appropriate investigat-
ing agency to be criminally prosecuted, whether that be the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) or something in the civilian sense or
whether it might be——

Chairman WARNER. Excuse me a minute. Senator, I think what
you are trying to ascertain is, will some group of individuals or
body look at, frankly, the senior presidential appointees in the De-
partment of Defense.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is exactly
what I am trying to say, without saying it.

Chairman WARNER. May I point out the following.
Senator BEN NELSON. Yes.
Chairman WARNER. That is that our committee initiated its hear-

ing with the Secretary of Defense. Secretary Cambone came before
the committee. We may have others before this committee in due
course.

Second, the Schlesinger panel really has no limits. They can ex-
amine whomever they wish. So in the course of these matters there
will be a review of the actions and inactions of those in the chain
of command as it relates to the civilian control of the Department
of Defense.

Senator BEN NELSON. But that will be generally, if I might ask,
Mr. Chairman, within the oversight of this committee rather than
within the purview of the military investigations?

Chairman WARNER. The Senator is correct, together with the
Schlesinger panel, the Schlesinger-Brown.

Senator BEN NELSON. I appreciate the clarification.
Chairman WARNER. I thank the Senator.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. In order of rotation, Senator McCain would

be next. Thank you very much.
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General, in your summary here it says: ‘‘We are unable to iden-

tify system failures that resulted in incidents of abuse.’’ Then later
on you say: ‘‘Officially approved CJTF/CJTF–180 policies and early
CJTF–180 practices generally met legal obligations under U.S.
law.’’

I am very troubled by the statement ‘‘generally.’’ What does that
mean? What was not if it was ‘‘generally’’? It is either specifically
they were complied with or they were not. Now, what does ‘‘gen-
erally’’ mean?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, this reflects back on one of Senator
Sessions’ earlier questions regarding ensuring that we had the abil-
ity to use the best approaches to gain information from these de-
tainees. What we found as we looked through this process in terms
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of the development of the command policies, the commanders
struggled to identify what approach techniques they could use
within the bounds of legal limits to get the most information from
these detainees.

Senator MCCAIN. They were either legal or they were illegal.
‘‘Generally’’ does not satisfy me.

General MIKOLASHEK. What we attempted to do was determine
if intrinsically in any one of those approaches did they violate the
standards of U.S. law.

Senator MCCAIN. Were there violations?
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, in terms of the individual approach

technique, we looked at each one of those to determine if in and
of itself, if applied properly, would be illegal, and with the appro-
priate safeguards and risk mitigation efforts. We found that if all
those things were in place they would be within the bounds of U.S.
law.

Senator MCCAIN. Were they or were they not, General?
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, they were, as with all those qualifiers,

within the bounds.
Senator MCCAIN. If the qualifiers need to be far more specific:

Unmuzzled dogs, is that in keeping with those policies or in viola-
tion of those policies?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, unmuzzled dog to be used in interro-
gation is in violation.

Senator MCCAIN. Yet those were approved by General Sanchez.
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we found no evidence of an unmuzzled

dog to be approved by General Sanchez, based on our look.
Senator MCCAIN. We did.
What about the ghost prisoners? Does it not require a degree of

coordination to move prisoners around a prison in order to avoid
the ICRC?

General MIKOLASHEK. Prisoner accountability. Yes, sir, it re-
quires that——

Senator MCCAIN. Was that in keeping with the approved CJTF–
7 and CJTF–180 policies?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, those policies that we talked about,
they specifically address the approach, the interrogation tech-
niques, is what we are talking about.

Senator MCCAIN. So you do not even look at whether prisoners
were moved around a prison in order to avoid ICRC interviews?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we looked at accountability measures
and how those——

Senator MCCAIN. Did you or did you not look at the situation
which has been well-documented, where prisoners were moved
around a prison in order to avoid interviews with the ICRC?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, during our inspection, the time of our
inspection, we did look to see if that was taking place. We could
not find any evidence of a——

Senator MCCAIN. There has been testimony before this commit-
tee that it happened.

General MIKOLASHEK. I think prior to our inspection that had
taken place and was documented elsewhere. But in terms of
our——

Senator MCCAIN. So it did not come to your attention?
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General MIKOLASHEK. During the time that we visited these sites
and talked to the commanders, we did not see that was taking
place, although they did have struggles with and difficulty with ac-
counting for the detainees in terms of administration.

Senator MCCAIN. A well-documented case of moving prisoners
around to avoid ICRC interviews, which is in clear violation of any
rule of war and treatment of prisoners of war, you did not address
that issue?

General MIKOLASHEK. Those were being investigated under other
means and our inspection attempted to look at what were those
safeguards that would have prevented that from happening in
place. In other words, the accountability, the documentation, the
transfer of detainees between other governmental agencies or with-
in our system, were those in place.

We found that, while the procedures were established, in terms
of execution, it was not up to task. There were a lot of difficulties
in accountability, processing.

Senator MCCAIN. But General, you say ‘‘officially approved poli-
cies and the early CJTF practices generally met legal obligations
under U.S. laws.’’ Is moving prisoners around to avoid the ICRC in-
vestigation in keeping with CJTF–7 and CJTF–180 policies and ob-
ligations under U.S. law?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, those policies that I refer to in that
particular finding address only the interrogation techniques and
not the accountability.

Senator MCCAIN. So you did not address the issue of prisoners
being moved around?

General MIKOLASHEK. We did address the issue of accountability,
but it is in another——

Senator MCCAIN. Was it in keeping with approved—this is get-
ting a bit bizarre.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Senator, may I? I can help a little bit.
Chairman WARNER. Mr. Secretary.
General, these are important questions. Take such time as you

need to respond now. The Senator has tried to clarify.
Senator MCCAIN. Go ahead, General. I apologize if I interrupted

you.
General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, I understand. We did look at ac-

countability under a separate finding that we have in terms of how
detainees are being accounted for and managed and transferred.
The finding that you are referring to specifically addresses only the
interrogation policies that were published.

Senator MCCAIN. It addresses the treatment of prisoners if you
are moving them around in order to avoid an interview with the
ICRC. Maybe we are quibbling over words here, but the average
citizen would say is it or is it not a violation if you are carrying
out such practices, which are clearly in violation of every Geneva
Conventions, every rules for the treatment of prisoners of war that
I know of.

General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir, and the command policies that we
reviewed that we refer to in that quote that you gave speak only
of interrogation approach techniques.

Senator MCCAIN. But you see, that is not what your statement
says, though. What your statement says, ‘‘Officially approved

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01034 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1029

CJTF–7 and CJTF policies and early CJTF–180 practices.’’ It does
not say ‘‘interrogation practices.’’

General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir, and perhaps it should have. But
that was the intent behind that finding, to focus on the interroga-
tion practices. Elsewhere we address the accountability issue.

Senator MCCAIN. Did you want to say something, Mr. Secretary?
I thought you had something to add.

Mr. BROWNLEE. I was just going to say that the movement of de-
tainees around we did not find was an approved policy in CJTF–
7.

Senator MCCAIN. I am sure that cutting off their heads was not
an approved policy. To say that it was not an approved policy, so
therefore it does not need to be investigated——

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, there are established procedures on
how to account for detainees in terms of the forms that are re-
quired when you transfer a detainee from the military. Even from
an MP to an interrogator, if he is going to be moved outside of the
MP’s facility, there are procedures that have to be done and forms
to be filled out, and so on and so forth.

Senator MCCAIN. Were those procedures violated when they
moved the prisoners around to avoid ICRC interviews?

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we in our inspection did not find that
that particular thing was happening during the course of our visits
on the ground over there. But we did find that accountability proce-
dures overall in terms of in-processing the detainees——

Senator MCCAIN. Do you know now that that practice took place?
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir, and we believe that that was or

is being looked at or examined in one of these other investigations
that are ongoing. Since we did not investigate those particular inci-
dents——

Senator MCCAIN. Of course, then the question springs to mind,
what else did you not investigate? If we did not investigate a gross
and egregious violation such as that, I am curious what else you
did not investigate.

General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, our effort was to assess how all these
processes and systems are working across all those functions
throughout the commands in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Senator MCCAIN. Did you interview General Karpinski?
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir, we did.
Senator MCCAIN. She claims publicly that she was prohibited

from visiting certain interrogation areas. Did you get into that?
General MIKOLASHEK. Sir, we looked at the orders that she was

given and her understanding of them and our understanding of the
orders that were issued would be contrary to that. Much of that is
still under investigation; that is apart from our inspection.

Senator MCCAIN. I thank you, sir.
Chairman WARNER. We will return to your questions if you will

allow——
Senator MCCAIN. My time has expired.
Chairman WARNER. All right, let us have Senator Nelson, and

then we can have another round here.
Senator BILL NELSON. Mine will be very quick.
Mr. Secretary, earlier the testimony had suggested that a lot of

the abuse had taken place at the point of capture.
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Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir.
Senator BILL NELSON. There was an incident in the late 1990s

in Kosovo, an airborne battalion that you had familiarity with as
a former member of the staff of this committee, where there was
roughing up detainees. There was rape; there was murder. A lieu-
tenant had held a pistol to the head of a detainee.

So my question is, what are the lessons learned? What did we
do to try, as a result of that experience in Kosovo, to change the
doctrine and the training?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, again those actions you describe were cer-
tainly not a part of any doctrine or training that was a part of the
Army. These were individuals operating outside of that. These were
individual actions and the lack of proper supervision by leaders
where in this case the officers and the noncommissioned officers
failed and the soldiers failed as well.

Senator BILL NELSON. Certainly this is not a part of the doctrine.
Did we hold people accountable?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Of course, sir.
Senator BILL NELSON. All right. Then, Mr. Chairman, I would

like to submit several follow-up questions for the record——
Chairman WARNER. The record will remain open.
Senator BILL NELSON. —to find out how, if this battalion, if it

was held accountable, how that did not infiltrate through the orga-
nization so that we would have been more sensitive to this at the
point of capture than we were once we got into the different cir-
cumstances in Iraq instead of Kosovo.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Could I respond to that, Senator?
Senator BILL NELSON. Please.
Mr. BROWNLEE. I would like very much to.
Chairman WARNER. The record will remain open until close of

business tomorrow for purposes of questions related to this.
Thank you, Senator.
Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Secretary, I have to be on air in 3

minutes.
Mr. BROWNLEE. Twenty seconds, sir. If you look at the mag-

nitude of what our soldiers are facing there, we have had in our
custody over time over 50,000 detainees. We have had several hun-
dred thousand U.S. soldiers pass through this area of operations.
We have during this period of time that General Mikolashek looked
at 94 cases of abuse. The perspective of that would indicate to you
that the Army has paid attention.

The Army is not perfect. Mistakes were made. They are still
being made. This is a very dangerous and difficult environment,
where soldiers are under great stress and pressure. As General
Schoomaker pointed out earlier, many times down at the point of
capture a soldier who has just been in a firefight with some of
these people captures them. They have been trying to kill him.
They may have just killed some of his buddies, and now he has
them in his custody.

The American people should be greatly proud of the manner in
which our soldiers have conducted themselves in this kind of envi-
ronment.

Senator BILL NELSON. I do not dispute that. That is not the
point. The point is did we learn any lessons? The point is if we are
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in a war in another 5 years will we have learned the lessons from
what we are going through now, which maybe we should have
learned from the experience in Kosovo 5 years ago.

Mr. BROWNLEE. But Senator, I would assert that you cannot take
one incident that happened in one battalion and say the Army
should have learned from that and no soldier will ever make an-
other mistake.

Senator BILL NELSON. Was the commanding officer held account-
able? Was he disciplined?

Mr. BROWNLEE. I would like to talk to you about that.
Chairman WARNER. The Chief of Staff is nodding his head. We

cannot record that.
General SCHOOMAKER. The answer is yes, but it is inappropriate

for us to discuss the specifics of that in this forum.
Chairman WARNER. We will take that for the record.
General SCHOOMAKER. He was held accountable.
Chairman WARNER. Now we have Senator Sessions, and then we

will return to another round of questions here.
Senator SESSIONS. As a result of this, Secretary Brownlee, has

there been any enhancement in training for active and Guard and
Reserve who may find themselves handling prisoners? Has the
Army, as Senator Nelson raised, taken some steps for even greater
emphasis on how to treat prisoners?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I want to give the Chief of Staff of the Army
full credit here because he has totally revamped our training pro-
grams to reflect as near as is humanly possible the situation that
we find on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan. We have villages
in our national training centers and other training centers where
soldiers are exposed to conditions that some describe as even more
demanding, but with less death and injury, than they might find
there, with more difficult situations, dealing with people represent-
ing Iraqis, some of them are Iraqis, and in situations that will de-
mand the utmost of them under a lot of stress.

Yes, sir, we are doing the best we can to replicate that.
Senator SESSIONS. I understand that, and I am glad that you are

doing that. I thank you.
I would just note, I remember even in the early 1980s or late

1970s when I was in the Army Reserve I used to have to train our
soldiers on the Geneva Conventions and the rules of warfare. So it
has been taught for every soldier that has ever come through.
What you are talking about is you are going to enhance the empha-
sis on it, and I appreciate that.

With regard to the higher ups, I suggest if they are involved—
if they are involved, and I doubt that they are—in these kind of
activities, it will come out this way: When those soldiers get pros-
ecuted, if somebody either by written order or verbal directive told
them to do this, they are going to say who told them. They are
going to defend themselves by blaming whoever gave them author-
ity to do this.

In fact, the danger is some of them may blame higher ups just
to cover themselves, which is my experience in criminal justice.
You always have to wrestle with it.
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The aggressive approach you are taking to prosecute the people
first who you have evidence on will result in a lot of information
coming out. Will it not, General Schoomaker?

General SCHOOMAKER. Could I respond just quickly?
Senator SESSIONS. Yes, sir.
General SCHOOMAKER. What General Mikolashek was tasked to

do was to conduct a widespread inspection of the system during a
period of time, during a snapshot, a window of 5 or 6 weeks, where
the intent was to make sure we have the procedures in place and
the people understand, we understand, our responsibilities for the
future. Those points that came up during his inspection—not inves-
tigation, but inspection—that indicated that there might be some
reason to pursue this in a criminal sense, it was referred. But that
was not his task to do that, nor was it his task to recover ground
that has already been covered or is being covered by investigations
that are ongoing.

So what he is talking about here is, was he going and looking
at whether or not we have in place the proper procedures, policies,
and doctrine that, if followed, will have us be effective within the
law and within the purpose of which we operate. That was his
task, understanding, as I tried to describe in the architecture, that
he was not doing what the Fay investigation is doing in the intel-
ligence aspect of this. That is complementary to his efforts, and
then it will be covered in more detail as the Church and the Schles-
inger reports wrap it all together.

It is important. It is like an accident report. Almost every time
in an accident report, whether it is an aircraft or an automobile ac-
cident or something, one of the first questions is were there proce-
dures in place that, had they been followed, would have prevented
this? The answer is generally yes. The next question is, were those
procedures followed, and the answer is generally no when there
has been an accident. That is really what this is about in this in-
spection.

Chairman WARNER. I just want to thank the General. I think
that helped clarify precisely what this hearing—when we opened
this hearing I went into that in my opening statement. But it need-
ed to be repeated.

Thank you.
Senator SESSIONS. I agree that we do not have and should not

have any policies that allow prisoners to be moved around, to be
hidden from the Red Cross or any other group or that kind. But
General Mikolashek, the accountability problems you are talking
about, if the paperwork is done right and prisoners are properly ac-
counted for it either makes it impossible to do that or it makes it
easy to prosecute anybody who does that; is that correct?

General MIKOLASHEK. That is correct, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. That is what you have been focusing on, is

tightening up those procedures?
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir. The procedures are in place, and

it is sound. Now, there are some ways that we could improve it,
because it is fairly complex in many ways. It has created a backlog
for processing the detainees. Those are the things that we need to
fix. As I mentioned earlier, the commanders on the tactical level
are holding people longer, so they too need to have those systems
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in place to make sure they account for the detainees they do have
in custody or in movement.

Senator SESSIONS. With regard to the civilians, somebody raised
a question about their being able to be prosecuted. In 2000, I spon-
sored legislation that is the basis now of prosecuting civilians
abroad who violate law. They cannot be prosecuted under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice because they are not a soldier, but
they can be prosecuted under this law by the Department of Jus-
tice.

We reviewed it again and, Mr. Chairman, as part of the defense
authorization, bill language that will strengthen that a good bit.
We are in a stronger position than perhaps we used to be in the
ability to prosecute any contractor abroad who would violate the
law.

We found, General Mikolashek, that you never found any order
from any higher-up, either written or verbal, that would have au-
thorized the kind of abuses we saw at Abu Ghraib. Have you?

General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir. No, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. Has any report to your knowledge found that?
General MIKOLASHEK. No, sir, we did not see any.
Senator SESSIONS. The order that General Karpinski referred to,

I know General Taguba did not agree with her interpretation of
that, and you also do not agree with that?

General MIKOLASHEK. That is a correct statement.
Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
Senator McCain.
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you.
Let me just make one thing clear, General. One of the terrible

things, many terrible things about war, and one of the terrible
things throughout history is the brutality that is inflicted on the
battlefield. I do not think anyone that understands war—and I
think most Americans at least have some understanding—feels
that this is anything other than a situation where sometimes these
things happen. We try to prevent them. We try to train our mili-
tary personnel not to commit abuses on the field of battle. But they
happen.

What I am trying to get at here and what I hope that the focus
of your investigation was whether there was a systemic problem,
and that is what this is all about. I would appreciate very much
in writing if you would tell me what practices ‘‘generally’’ means,
in other words what exceptions were they and under what cir-
cumstances.

I am still troubled by this aspect of the ghost prisoners because
it seems to me that that should have been a subject of your inves-
tigation. Any violation should have been. So I hope that you will
take another look at that. Or maybe it is the subject of other inves-
tigations, but I do not see how you can judge the practices and
keeping with approved policies if this kind of violation took place.

[The information referred to follows:]
During my testimony on 22 July, you asked me several questions regarding the

policies in place regarding detainees. Specifically, you asked me to explain language
from the following finding: ‘‘The DAIG Team found that officially approved CJTF–
7 and CJTF–180 policies and the early CJTF–180 practices generally met legal obli-
gations under U.S. law, treaty obligations and policy, if executed carefully, by
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trained soldiers, under the full range of safeguards.’’ While this response is unclassi-
fied, the CJTF–7 and CJTF–180 policy documents that it refers to are classified.
Therefore, a meeting in a closed session may be a useful forum to explain the mean-
ing more completely.

The language in question is in Finding 8 of our report. The specific topic of that
finding was the ‘‘interrogation approach technique’’ policies that were in place in
CJTF–7 and CJTF–180. This finding had a singular focus—interrogation approach
techniques. As such, that specific finding statement did not relate to other policies
regarding administration and care of detainees. An ‘‘interrogation approach tech-
nique’’ is specifically defined in PM 34–52 as part of the interrogation process. It
relates to the atmosphere with which the interrogator will question the detainee.
As such it may relate to matters regarding security of the detainee.

We used the term ‘‘generally met’’ to indicate that the vast majority of the ‘‘ap-
proach techniques’’ were in compliance with legal obligations. A few of the tech-
niques, however, give rise to legal and practical concerns, hence the use of ‘‘gen-
erally.’’ In the classified version of this report, we have included greater discussion
of the specific techniques that gave rise to legal concerns. The major point that we
intended to make in our report, however was that the instructions that were trans-
mitted were fraught with legal peril, required an extraordinary degree of specialized
training and careful legal interpretation and close supervision during use of those
techniques. Legal obligations under treaties, U.S. law and policy established a mini-
mum standard of behavior. The published policies took soldiers right to the limits
of the law and, probably, required them to apply techniques that required great pre-
cision to avoid violating the law.

At the same time, I understand that the commanders and their legal advisors in
theatre were operating under extreme pressures. In the hopes of saving U.S. and
coalition lives, they created high-risk procedures. We could not say whether the pub-
lication of those procedures led directly to any case of detainee abuse. The policies
may have established conditions for abuse, but our assessment did not reveal where
this may have occurred. Other investigations, both administrative and criminal, ex-
amining specific incidents of abuse, have, and will be able to, shed additional light
on this connection.

During the hearing, you asked me if the policy regarding so-called ‘‘ghost detain-
ees’’ practice ‘‘generally met legal obligations under U.S. law, treaty obligations and
policy.’’ As noted above, the finding that included the language cited did not deal
with ‘‘ghost detainees.’’ We did make separate findings on prisoner accountability
systems and procedures. We found that our regulations require all detainees to be
accounted for properly. We found no direct evidence of the ghost detainees at the
time we inspected. Accordingly, we determined the policy stated in the regulation
to be proper. If ‘‘ghost detainees’’ were being held, that would appear to be a viola-
tion of that policy. Our Finding 8 noted above only applied to interrogation tech-
niques policies and did not apply to any other policy regarding detainees. Therefore,
your question regarding whether the ‘‘ghost detainee’’ practice ‘‘generally met’’ legal
standards is inapposite as it crosses between two unrelated issues.

As stated in Finding 12, we did find that there was a failure of prisoner account-
ability across the theatre. My inspectors did inquire into the ‘‘ghost detainees’’ and
found no hard evidence of them at the time of our inspection, only second-hand re-
ports, including those of the ICRC. Therefore, we were unable to make concrete con-
clusions in our report. Furthermore, my mandate to inspect did not include access
to programs being administered outside the Army, either by the Department of De-
fense or other agencies. We did find, as noted in Finding 12, a general failure to
administer prisoner and detainee accountability in accordance with law and proce-
dure. Other investigations have considered violations of the prisoner accountability
policy, to include reports of instances of ‘‘ghost detainees.’’ As you are aware, the
report by General Kern has made specific findings on this issue and recommended
further investigation by other Departments.

Our report was an inspection, not an investigation. It examined systems across
the Army. Where the systems failed, the inspectors attempted to make a determina-
tion of a root cause. Other reports—of investigations into specific acts of alleged mis-
conduct—should shed additional light on the issues you have raised.

Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Brownlee, one of the worst things I
have learned from Senator Warner is that occasionally we stray
from the subject at hand, and I am straying now. The General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) reports a $12.3 billion shortfall between now
and September. What can you tell us about that?
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Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I read that article this morning in the paper,
and I know that there is a shortfall.

Chairman WARNER. That was my first question to him this
morning.

Senator MCCAIN. I am sorry, I am sorry.
Chairman WARNER. I want him to repeat it for your benefit.
Senator MCCAIN. I can read it.
Mr. BROWNLEE. I would be happy to address it, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Let us repeat it for your benefit.
Go ahead.
Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, we of course have been having meetings in

the Pentagon frequently about these same issues. We knew what
the shortfall was. We addressed them. All the Services came for-
ward and identified items that could be deferred and dollars that
could be moved around, and the Army received an additional $4
billion in that exercise to help the Army.

In addition, Congress is considering an appropriations bill now
that includes a $25 billion supplemental for 2005, but the Depart-
ment would have access to those funds upon enactment. So that
could be used also to bridge this gap.

I was not aware it was $12.3 billion. I pretty much knew what
the Army’s shortfall was.

Senator MCCAIN. Here is my point. I am sure that Senator War-
ner made the same point. We are robbing Peter to pay Paul if we
are taking money out of the $25 billion for 2005 in order to pay
for 2004, because the 2005 $25 billion was to take care of problems
in 2005.

It would be very helpful to all of us if in September—and we are
going to be in session for 4 weeks in September—that DOD—and
the reason why I address you is the bulk of these expenses are
Army-related since the bulk of the mission is being carried by the
United States Army. I mean, certainly you could argue that, with
all deference to the outstanding job that the other Services, par-
ticularly the Marine Corps, are doing.

If you would give us some estimate—there is no reluctance on
the part of Congress that I have ever seen to providing the money
that is necessary to get the job done in Iraq. So I would hope that
you would carry the message back to Secretary Rumsfeld or who-
ever needs to ‘‘come and tell us what you need.’’ The worst thing:
we really feel that it is not in keeping with our responsibilities if
we have to read about a shortfall in the newspaper or get it from
the General Accounting Office, which is a branch of Congress, not
of the executive branch.

It would be helpful to us, because immediately people come to us:
Well, what do you think about the shortfall? Well, I do not know
anything about the shortfall because we have not been briefed on
it.

Chairman WARNER. Your objection is well-taken, Senator, if I
may say. Several colleagues have raised this today, and I intend to
write a letter to the Secretary of Defense broadening your question
to throughout the DOD structure, not just limited to the questions
primarily we discussed on the Department of the Army this morn-
ing. I intend to see that all Members get the Secretary’s response
to this, even though the Senate will not be in session.
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Senator SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, could I clarify one last ques-
tion I raised.

Chairman WARNER. Yes.
Senator MCCAIN. Could I ask? General Schoomaker wanted

to——
General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I just wanted to help clarify this a lit-

tle bit, because we appreciate exactly what you said. More than 2
months ago, we addressed this kind of at the DOD corporate level.
The figure at that time for us was a little closer to $6 billion. The
DOD helped us with the corporate decision to give us the bulk of
that money, the bridge supplemental, as you say.

There are plenty of things that we could defer, but it is not smart
to defer. We want to maintain our momentum for long, lead time
orders and things like that to keep our reset going. So the bridge
supplemental, as has been said, will allow us to do that. But it is
not for the Army in the magnitude of $12 billion something. It is
less than half of that.

Mr. BROWNLEE. I also know, sir, in line with what you said, that
there will be great care from the DOD, they have already told us,
in going into the 2005 money to use in 2004. That is not going to
be done lightly, I am told.

Chairman WARNER. I am going to step out with Senator McCain.
Would you continue, and then I will be back to close out the hear-
ing.

Senator SESSIONS [presiding]. General Mikolashek, with regard
to General Karpinski’s interpretation of a certain order, I want to
clarify things a little bit so people are not left with confusion. As
I understand it, her view was that an order from the command re-
lieved her from responsibility of monitoring interrogations, and in
fact she publicly stated that she could not go in that area of the
prison.

You have answered that question. But it did not in any way have
any language in it that suggested that any of these abuses would
be approved. The disagreement was not that the order authorized
abuses. It was simply whether she had responsibility over those
abuses.

General MIKOLASHEK. Correct, or the command of her soldiers
that remained intact, and that was not disputed.

Sir, Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence I would like to make
one correction to a statement I made earlier. I mentioned that we
talked to Colonel Pappas as part of our inspection. We did not.

Chairman WARNER [presiding]. In answer to my question you
said that.

General MIKOLASHEK. We talked to Colonel Foster Payne, who is
the current commander of the MI group out there, and Colonel
Pappas was under inquiry at that time.

Chairman WARNER. The Procedure 15 inquiry.
General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Those under the inquiry 15 Procedure,

UCMJ, I can clearly understand why you did not try and question
them.

General MIKOLASHEK. Yes, sir. Some of it had to do with the
time of who was present and who was the commander at the time
of our inspection.
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Senator SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Go right ahead, Senator.
Senator SESSIONS. Slightly off the mark, for General

Schoomaker.
When I was in Iraq over the 4th, General Abizaid in conversa-

tion—we were in a C–17 flying to Baghdad—shared with us his
view that he did not want to put more soldiers in Iraq, that he be-
lieved it was critical for us to bring the Iraqi force up and for them
to take responsibility. He thought it was the wrong step; it would
send the wrong message if we thought we could just send in more
forces to attack people.

Is that still his position and are you comfortable with that?
General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, first of all, I totally agree with that

position. Second, I believe that is still his position.
Senator SESSIONS. I know Congress wants to be supportive, but

we also need to listen to our commanders.
General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, the Secretary of Defense has made it

very clear that what the commander asks for he will get. We are
certainly constantly planning about all kinds of contingencies and
what we will do in case he asks for more, or what are we going
to do if we draw down, and all the rest of it. I subscribe to exactly
that. If I were the commander on the ground, I would want exactly
that same support.

Senator SESSIONS. He convinced me that we need, the Iraqis, the
good people in Iraq, need to know they have to step up, that we
are not going to continue. They can do it. They are going to do it.
I was impressed with that, Mr. Chairman, the courage that the
leaders are showing there. We met with the defense minister of
Iraq. We met the top two generals in Iraq. They were impressive
and determined and courageous. They are going to make this thing
work.

General Petraeus met with us. He is training, helping train those
soldiers. One of the little things I thought was good was that the
defense minister referred to him as ‘‘Brother Petraeus.’’ They had
a good personal relationship that can be successful in helping
strengthen the Iraqi forces.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, I thank you very much.
Gentlemen, this will conclude the hearing. In my judgment, and

several colleagues have shared with me, we have had an excellent
hearing. I think it is terribly important that the American public
and the world see that we address these matters in open, and we
see the responses from those who are in charge. I commend each
of you for what has been done by the Department of the Army to
date, and I am reassured that you are going to continue to press
on.

Thank you again.
The record will remain open for questions until close of business

tomorrow.
The hearing is adjourned.
[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

DETAINEE RIGHTS TO COMMUNICATE WITH THE INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE
RED CROSS (ICRC) UNDER ARMY REGULATION 190–8

1. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Brownlee, section 3–16 of Army Regulation 190–8
provides that prisoners of war have the right to ‘‘make complaints and requests to
camp commanders and the ICRC . . . regarding the conditions of their internment.’’
That section further provides that detainees who exercise this right to complain to
the ICRC may do so, among other ways, ‘‘in person to the visiting representatives
of the ICRC. . . .’’ Did the DAIG investigate whether procedures were in place in
OEF and OIF to fully implement detainee rights under section 3–16 of Army Regu-
lation 190–8? If so, what were the DAIG’s findings regarding the implementation
of section 3–16? If not, why not?

Secretary BROWNLEE. The DAIG inspected units involved in OEF and OIF to de-
termine if procedures were in place to implement Enemy Prisoner of War and Civil-
ian Internee rights in accordance with Army Regulation 190–8, chapters 3–16, 6–
4, and 6–9. The inspection team observed that procedures were in place that allowed
detainees, regardless of their classification, to lodge complaints to camp command-
ers through several different methods. Internee committees had been established at
the internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities that permitted members to forward com-
plaints on behalf of other civilian internees. I/R commanders at Camp Bucca and
Abu Ghraib had established weekly meetings with committee members to improve
communication. The inspection team observed unsupervised ICRC interviews with
detainees at the Bagram I/R facility. At a Mosul brigade collecting point, the inspec-
tion team observed city council members visiting with detainees offering another op-
portunity for detainees to make complaints. Additionally, through interviews and
sensing sessions with leaders and soldiers, the team found that detainees have the
opportunity and did communicate regularly, one-on-one, with guards and interroga-
tors to pass complaints through the chain of command. At collecting points, this was
the primary means of communicating complaints to the commander.

2. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Brownlee, section 3–16 also requires that ‘‘If [the]
ICRC . . . communicates directly with an Enemy Prisoner of War/Counterintel-
ligence (EPW/CI) camp commander about any matter requiring an answer, the com-
munication and commander’s reply will be forwarded to Headquarters, Department
of the Army; Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations and Plans (HQDA,
ODCSOPS) Department of the Army, Military Operations-ODL (DAMO–ODL) Na-
tional Prisoner of War Information Center (NPWIC), for proper action.’’ The Army
IG Report says that the Office of the Provost Marshall General has redesignated the
NPWIC as the National Detainee Reporting Center (NDRC). [p. 56] Did the Army
IG Report investigate whether any ICRC communications with camp commanders,
or any replies to such communications, were forwarded to the NDRC? If so, what
were the IG’s findings? If not, why not?

Secretary BROWNLEE. During the inspection, the Army Inspector General team de-
termined that no ICRC facility inspection reports addressed to camp commanders
had been forwarded to the NDRC.

CONTRACT INTERROGATORS

3. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Brownlee, an Army memorandum dated December 26,
2000, and still in effect today made the express determination that gathering tac-
tical intelligence is an inherently governmental function. The memorandum states
that ‘‘intelligence at the tactical level is integral to the application of combat power
by the sovereign authority.’’ The memorandum concludes: ‘‘At the tactical level, the
intelligence function under the operational control of the Army performed by mili-
tary in the operating forces is an inherently governmental function barred from pri-
vate sector performance.’’ Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A–76
expressly states that agencies ‘‘shall . . . Perform inherently governmental activi-
ties with government personnel.’’ At the hearing, you testified that ‘‘if these func-
tions are performed by contract interrogators under an entity, which in this case
was Central Command, or CJTF–7 specifically, then they would not be considered
inherently governmental.’’ What specific language in the December 26, 2000, memo-
randum do you read as establishing an exception for functions performed under
Central Command or CJTF–7?

Secretary BROWNLEE. The December 26, 2000, memorandum from the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs to the Assistant Deputy
Chief of Staff for Intelligence states in the first paragraph that ‘‘[m]y determinations
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do not apply to Army assets under the operational control of other Defense activities
or executive agencies.’’

4. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Brownlee, do you agree or disagree with the state-
ment in the memorandum that ‘‘intelligence at the tactical level is integral to the
application of combat power by the sovereign authority’’? If you agree with this
statement, on what basis do you believe that it is appropriate to contract out this
function?

Secretary Brownlee. I agree with the statement in the December 26, 2000, memo-
randum from the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs (ASA M&RA) to the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence that ‘‘intel-
ligence at the tactical level is integral to the application of combat power by the sov-
ereign authority.’’ The tactical level refers to the level of war at which battles and
engagements are planned and executed to accomplish military objectives assigned
to tactical units of forces. Thus, intelligence gathering at the tactical level is per-
formed as part of a combat operation. However, the ASA M&RA policy memoran-
dum states that operational and strategic level intelligence functions are not inher-
ently governmental. The policy allows for outsourcing operational and strategic level
intelligence functions in situations where there are not enough military and civilian
in-house employees to perform the function. Intelligence gathering at the Abu
Ghraib prison is considered at the operational or theater level as opposed to the tac-
tical level. Therefore, contracting out the interrogator function at the prison did not
violate the December 26, 2000, policy memorandum. That said, the Army is cur-
rently reexamining its inherently governmental and policy decisions in the intel-
ligence area and would like to build additional force structure so that operational
and theater level intelligence functions will be performed in-house in the future. Ad-
ditionally, we will explore the possibility of having civilian employees perform this
function.

5. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Brownlee, you also testified that a contract interroga-
tor ‘‘is supposed to work under the direct supervision of an officer or noncommis-
sioned officer who would be the supervisor of that person.’’ Section 37.104 of the
Federal Acquisition Regulation defines a ‘‘personal services contract’’ as a contract
in which ‘‘contractor personnel are subject to the relatively continuous supervision
and control of a Government officer or employee.’’ The same section states that:
‘‘The Government is normally required to obtain its employees by direct hire under
competitive appointment or other procedures required by the civil service laws. Ob-
taining personal services by contract, rather than direct hire, circumvents those
laws unless Congress has specifically authorized acquisition of the services by con-
tract.’’ In light of your statement that contract interrogators are under the ‘‘direct
supervision’’ of government personnel, it would appear that these personnel are
‘‘subject to the relatively continuous supervision and control of a Government officer
or employee.’’ Do you agree or disagree?

Secretary BROWNLEE. The contract under which the government obtained intel-
ligence services changed as of August 9, 2004. Since that date, the services are
being obtained through a personal services contract that was awarded by the Army
Contracting Agency. The personal services contract, awarded pursuant to the statu-
tory authority granted to the military departments by title 10 U.S. Code, Section
129b, permits the contract employees to be under the direct supervision of Multi-
national Forces-Iraq personnel and it also includes higher personnel qualification
standards than did the previous contract vehicle. The change to a personal services
contract was made in order to provide more positive controls over the contractor’s
employees in the performance of their intelligence support services. The Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology) approved the per-
sonal services aspect of the contract on July 30, 2004.

6. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Brownlee, in your view, was this contract a personal
services contract? If so, why is the contract not prohibited by section 37.104 of the
Federal Acquisition Regulation?

Secretary BROWNLEE. We understand that the contract through which intelligence
support services were obtained prior August 9, 2004, was a non-personal services
contract. The supervisory responsibility was performed by the contractor’s super-
visory chain. Therefore, we believe that this contract did not violate FAR 37.104.

7. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Brownlee, do you agree or disagree with the state-
ment in section 37.104 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) that the govern-
ment should be ‘‘required to obtain its employees by direct hire under competitive
appointment or other procedures required by the civil service laws’’? If you agree
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with this statement, on what basis do you believe that it is appropriate to contract
out this function?

Secretary BROWNLEE. I agree with FAR 37.104(a) that ‘‘[t]he Government is nor-
mally required to obtain its employees by direct hire under competitive appointment
or other procedures required by the civil service laws.’’ FAR 37.104(b) states that,
‘‘[a]gencies shall not award personal services contract unless specifically authorized
by statute.’’ With respect to the current intelligence support services contract, the
specific statutory authority to award a personal services contract is title 10 U.S.
Code, section 129b(d)(I) (A) or (B). Use of this authority is amply justified by the
circumstances. If the Army were to hire employees to perform these tasks, I agree
that competitive civil service procedures should be followed. However, in this case
the government was obtaining intelligence support services. Over the past year, the
intelligence operations support has proven to be essential to national defense. These
services enable effective collection and distribution of intelligence directly support-
ing military operations. We believe that the lives of several coalition forces person-
nel have been saved based on the intelligence data collected and distributed
throughout multinational forces-Iraq (MNF–I). The preponderance of the intel-
ligence services provided support the collection, analysis, and dissemination of
HUMINT. In MNF–I, U.S. Forces are not adequately staffed to manage the amount
of HUMINT operations required for daily operations. Without these vital intel-
ligence services, the coalition, at all levels, would lose a large portion of HUMINT
capability, essential to conducting military operations. The use of contractor pro-
vided intelligence support, allows military personnel to execute HUMINT operations
from forward operating bases. Without the additional intelligence support, military
personnel would have to remain in base camps, hampering effective intelligence col-
lection and analysis operations. In addition, the Department of Defense does not
have an adequate number of personnel available to execute the critical intelligence
support at the current level necessary to support MNF–I. The vast intelligence col-
lection requirements, needed to properly support the theater has stretched the mili-
tary intelligence military occupational specialty field to capacity and requires addi-
tional, skilled personnel, to assist the military in collection, analysis, and dissemina-
tion of intelligence products.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BILL NELSON

TRAINING AND LEADER DEVELOPMENT

8. Senator BILL NELSON. Secretary Brownlee and General Schoomaker, I recall
press reports of detainee abuse involving an Army battalion participating in peace
enforcement operations in Kosovo from September 1999 to March 2000. Apparently
soldiers and some leaders of this battalion were involved in misconduct and abuses
of authority including unauthorized interrogations, inappropriate handling of fe-
males, threatening detainees with the use of weapons, and, although not a detainee
incident, one soldier committed a rape and murder. Investigations by the Army sug-
gested that the chain of command failed to appropriately train the unit for a peace-
keeping mission, exceeded their authority in aggressively favoring one faction over
another, and tolerated misconduct by members of the unit. According to investiga-
tors, the battalion’s command climate fostered actions by troops that, ‘‘violated the
limits and terms of their military assignments by intimidating, interrogating, abus-
ing, and beating Albanians.’’

Detainee abuse in Iraq and Afghanistan echoes the incidents reported in Kosovo,
with the clear exception of the more dangerous and stressful conditions of combat
versus peace enforcement operations. This begs questions, however, about how the
Army may have used the lessons of Kosovo and will use the lessons of Iraq and Af-
ghanistan to better prepare leaders and soldiers for the realities of military oper-
ations today and tomorrow.

Press reports at the time of the Kosovo situation indicate that the Army ordered
detainee treatment training for U.S. based units. Can you determine if this training
specifically used the incidents in Kosovo as an illustration of what soldiers should
not do and what leaders should not allow to happen?

Secretary BROWNLEE and General SCHOOMAKER. The training of soldiers following
the Kosovo incident incorporated the Army’s experience with peacekeeping oper-
ations from the Sinai to the long-term missions conducted in the Balkans. This was
mandatory for all units before deploying on future peacekeeping missions. The train-
ing was a 2-week long peacekeeping scenario that forced soldiers to operate under
the realistic conditions they would encounter in a likely peacekeeping role versus
operating under a traditional combat role with a known enemy. The training took
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place at the Combat Training Centers, either at the Combat Maneuver Training
Center in Hohenfels, Germany, or the Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort Polk,
Louisiana. The training was formalized as a ‘‘Mission Rehearsal Exercise’’ in a
peacekeeping role. Through the use of role players and translators, the soldiers were
forced to deal with an unstable environment of opposing sides and multiple prob-
lems. The soldiers had to sort through the problems while facing escalating threats
and take the appropriate action to solve those threats.

Through the use of feedback by the observer controllers, the soldiers received after
action reviews of the actions they took to determine any strengths or weaknesses
and to include any consequences of the decisions made from their actions. Placing
the soldiers under these varying conditions addressed the similar shortfalls noted
by the battalion involved in the Kosovo abuse, which had difficulty transitioning
from a combat role to a peacekeeping role. Furthermore, Military Police units con-
ducting detainee operations in Kosovo requested and received correctional special-
ists who provided technical and training expertise on how to maintain and improve
the overall operations of a detention facility, especially with regard to the care and
treatment of detainees within those facilities. The assistance teams deployed to
Kosovo worked with the Military Police in improving the detention and correctional
operations until a Military Police Reserve component unit with enemy prisoner de-
tention skills arrived and assumed the detention mission.

9. Senator BILL NELSON. Secretary Brownlee and General Schoomaker, if specific
examples were not use, can you explain why not?

Secretary BROWNLEE and General SCHOOMAKER. Specific examples of proper and
improper ethical behavior are routinely used in training our soldiers and leaders on
the Law of War. The Kosovo incident has been used in classroom discussion and
as part of reading lessons during the leadership instruction at Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas where we train our brigade and divisional level staff officers (normally at
Major rank). Additionally, the U.S. Army Europe and The Center for Army Lessons
Learned retained lessons learned from the Kosovo incident. Both had copies of after
action reports of not only the incident from the 82nd Airborne Division, but that
of the operational challenges and solutions worked through by Task Force Falcon
in detention operations while serving in Kosovo.

10. Senator BILL NELSON. Secretary Brownlee and General Schoomaker, was the
detainee treatment training directed by the Army in 2000 integrated into long-term
Army training requirements and plans? If not, why not?

Secretary BROWNLEE and General SCHOOMAKER. The Army instituted an intense
2-week peacekeeping Mission Rehearsal Exercise conducted at the Combat Maneu-
ver Training Center (CMTC) for peacekeeping missions in Kosovo, the Sinai, and
the Balkans. Using a mock-up of an urban setting in these CMTCs, soldiers pre-
viously trained for high intensity combat learned about conflict resolution, group dy-
namics and graduated levels of force in response to various provocations. The inves-
tigation into the Kosovo incident pointed to a failure of leadership as the primary
problem. It was also noted that the battalion where the incident occurred received
its deployment orders late in its training cycle and did not receive a peacekeeping
mission rehearsal exercise. The investigation reported that the soldiers had dif-
ficulty adjusting from a combat mentality to one required for the complexities of
peacekeeping. The soldiers undergoing the peacekeeping mission rehearsal exercise
experienced the complexity working through various problems and applying escalat-
ing levels of force depending on the circumstances. The Army continues to refine the
scenarios at our Combat Training Centers by deploying mobile training teams with
knowledge of detainee lessons learned to assist other units during their training.
The mobile training teams also provide valuable experience and expertise to im-
prove the quality of training at the Combat Training Centers. This improvement in-
corporated brigade level detainee holding areas into the tactical scenarios that are
based on lessons learned in Iraq. Additionally, our soldiers and leaders training at
the Combat Training Centers received increased feedback from an increased number
of observer evaluations of detainee operations. Our Combat Training Centers have
also increased the use of combat veterans with experience in detention operations
and role players speaking Arabic to train help soldiers who will be deploying to Iraq
and Afghanistan.

11. Senator BILL NELSON. Secretary Brownlee and General Schoomaker, was or
is the Kosovo situation used as a case study, as is often done with the case of My
Lai during the Vietnam War, in either training or leader development courses in
the Army’s institutional training and professional development and education sys-
tems? If so, where and how? If not, why not?
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Secretary BROWNLEE and General SCHOOMAKER. The Kosovo incident involving A
Company, 3rd Battalion, 504th Parachute Infantry is not used as a stand-alone case
study. However, it has been used in classroom discussion and reading during leader-
ship instruction at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, where we train our brigade and divi-
sion level staff officers (normally at Major rank). As the incident was reported, the
leadership instructors incorporated the information into ongoing instruction on ethi-
cal decisionmaking and building command climate. The Kosovo situation was also
incorporated into a 3-hour lesson in an elective on leadership in battle. This 3-hour
lesson centered on My Lai and drew on the Kosovo incident to show relevance to
modern day operations. In addition, Military Review published an article in March/
April 2001, which discussed the negative aspects of cohesion. This article, although
it centered on My Lai, mentioned the Kosovo incident as a possible contemporary
example. Currently we teach a 2-hour lesson on war crimes and ethical decision-
making in combat. We use the war crimes committed at My Lai as the case study.
Students are required to read 27 pages from Lieutenant General William Peers’
book on the inquiry into My Lai. These pages specifically focus on the nine factors
that contributed to the tragedy. The class discussion centers on how these factors
can be found in today’s contemporary operating environment. During this class dis-
cussion last year, information from the recent prison incident was used and ana-
lyzed according to LTG Peers’ factors. As part of this discussion, the Kosovo incident
as well as other incidents from Operation Iraqi Freedom come up and are discussed
in some classes. Ultimately, students determine that the root cause of the war
crimes committed at My Lai or the Kosovo incident can be found in the values a
cohesive group establishes and in the command climate that fails to establish the
proper conditions for the inculcation of the Army’s values. Students also discuss how
they can foster a climate and establish systems that prevent the factors identified
by LTG Peers from influencing the values and behaviors of their units and how they
can positively impact the formation of cohesive groups. Regardless of the case stud-
ies used, the goal is to determine the root cause, apply it to today and understand
the actions required to prevent it from occurring.

12. Senator BILL NELSON. Secretary Brownlee and General Schoomaker, will the
lessons learned from Iraq and Afghanistan be integrated into the Army’s institu-
tional training and leader development and education systems? How and on what
time line?

Secretary BROWNLEE and General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, the lessons learned from
both Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom have already been
incorporated into ongoing institutional training of our soldiers and their leaders.
The U.S. Army Center for Lessons Learned (CALL), a subordinate unit of the U.S.
Army Training and Doctrine Command, collects and analyzes data and information
from a variety of current and historical sources, including Army current operations
and training events, and produces lessons for military commanders, staffs, and mili-
tary schools. Dedicated collection teams conduct focused data collection and observa-
tions from ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan based on guidance from
Headquarters, Department of the Army and commanders. These observations are
analyzed and lessons derived. The lessons are then disseminated to the Army
through a variety of print and electronic media, including the CALL Army Web
page. The web page provides access to articles, publications, and procedures devel-
oped from lessons learned, and research materials. This training includes individual
and collective training tailored to the specific theater to include country orienta-
tions, antiterrorism/force protection, rules of engagement, weapons qualification,
unexploded ordnance and improvised explosive device training, land navigation,
combat stress and suicide awareness, individual movement techniques, combat life-
saver training, and introduction to detainee operations. Individual leaders also re-
ceive training to understand the military, political, cultural, economic and religious
environment of a specific theater. Brigade and division leaders are encouraged to
attend a 5-day cultural awareness seminar provided by the Jordanians. Additional
training also includes using an interpreter/translator, performing negotiations, su-
pervising convoy operations, employing non-lethal capabilities, supervising the rules
of engagement and its application, conducting medical evacuation and performing
risk management, supervising traffic control, cordon and search procedures, crowd
control, enforces the Law of War, and supervising the handling of enemy personnel.
Additional mission training is tailored for units at each echelon of command based
on real-world lessons learned and allowing them to conduct a multitude of likely
missions they will encounter in Afghanistan or Iraq.

[Whereupon, at 1:16 p.m., the committee adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. Good morning, everyone.
The committee meets today to receive testimony on the investiga-

tion of the 205th Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade at Abu Ghraib
Prison in Iraq, commonly referred to as the Fay-Jones Report.

We welcome our witnesses: General Paul Kern, United States
Army, appointing officer for the investigation; Lieutenant General
Anthony R. Jones, investigating officer; Major General George Fay,
investigating officer; Major General Anthony Taguba, investigating
officer concerning the detainee abuse by members of the 800th
Military Police Brigade at the prison; and Major General R. Steven
Whitcomb, United States Army, Special Assistant to the Com-
mander of Central Command, representing the command respon-
sible for acting on the majority of the recommendations that are
flowing from this investigation and how they are being imple-
mented.

General Fay was originally appointed as the investigating officer
by General Sanchez and was tasked with investigating allegations
that members of the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade were in-
volved in detainee abuse at the Abu Ghraib detention facility and
whether military intelligence personnel comported with established
interrogation procedures and applicable laws and regulations.

General Fay’s investigation was subsequently augmented by the
addition of Lieutenant General Jones as an investigating officer.
General Jones was charged with focusing on whether organizations
or personnel higher than the 205th Brigade chain of command or
events and circumstances outside of the 205th Military Intelligence
Brigade were involved directly or indirectly in the activities regard-
ing alleged detainee abuse at the prison.

I commend each of you for your professional performances to
date. Speaking for myself, I think they meet the highest standards
of Army traditions. It was not an easy task, but in the judgment
of this Senator, you performed it very commendably.

I would like to review for the committee that this committee ini-
tiated the series of hearings in Congress. I thank the members of
the committee for the support they have given me, Senator Levin,
and others, as we proceed with our numerous hearings on this very
important subject. As a consequence I think somewhat of the initia-
tives taken by this committee, the executive branch, under the di-
rection of the President, the Secretary of Defense, the acting Sec-
retary of the Army, and others, have initiated 11 senior level inves-
tigations. Copies of eight of these reports have been received by the
committee. Of the remaining three ongoing investigations or re-
views, two should be completed later this month. The final one
should be completed by December. Over 17,000 pages of docu-
mentation have been received to date by the committee. In my
years on the committee, over a quarter of a century, I believe this
is an unprecedented amount of information for this committee to
have received as a direct consequence of the initiatives of the com-
mittee and I say commendation to the executive branch for their
prompt attention to this very serious issue.

We began this series of hearings on the events at the prison on
May 7, immediately after all the allegations of prisoner abuse sur-
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faced. As I said at that first hearing, the events at the prison rep-
resent a serious case of military misconduct, as serious as I had
ever seen in the many years I have had the privilege of associating
with the men and women of the United States military. This is
simply not the way for anyone, any individual or group of individ-
uals who have the privilege of wearing the uniform of the United
States of America to conduct themselves. I know that all of our wit-
nesses today agree with that statement. I remember so well in our
briefing, General Kern, you drew upon your extensive experience in
the uniform that you proudly wear and commented much to that
effect.

Trials are still going on. Several have already been tried and sen-
tenced or have accepted nonjudicial or administrative punishment.
In addition, 11 senior level reviews of detainee operations of de-
tainee abuse throughout the Department of Defense (DOD) were
initiated. Seven of those reviews have been completed, as I re-
ported here.

I think the combination of the actions by Congress—and I note
with some interest that the House of Representatives today, the
committee of jurisdiction, the Armed Services Committee, is having
identical hearings. This panel appears before the House this after-
noon, as we this afternoon hear from the civilian panel of the two
former Secretaries of Defense: Schlesinger and Brown.

So I think Congress has done its job thus far, but more remains
to be done to assess, in particular, the thoroughness of these re-
ports, to determine whether any significant portion of the inves-
tigation is left to be done, and also to assess the accountability.
Now, when I say ‘‘assess the accountability,’’ I mean to indicate to
those people from the Commander in Chief, the President, on down
the actions that we deem appropriate to establish that level of ac-
countability that may have not been taken thus far.

We will ask your professional judgment as to the thoroughness
you individually and collectively believe with regard to the inves-
tigations to date. You have invested the better part of your lives
proudly wearing that uniform, and you have participated in these
investigations with the intent of determining what the facts are
and how best never to let the Army, which you proudly serve, ever
experience this again.

Findings contained in the investigation before us this morning
are troubling. The investigation identifies cases of individual crimi-
nal behavior, abuses conducted by soldiers who knew or should
have known they were violating the prescribed rules and doctrine
of the United States Army, cases of abuse which resulted from
some confusion, nevertheless, over the doctrine and policies that
were promulgated and certain leadership failures. All of these fac-
tors were at play at the Abu Ghraib Prison.

Several conclusions contained in this investigation are particu-
larly instructive and help put the abusive behavior in context.

First, the primary causes of the violent and sexual abuses were
relatively straightforward. Individual criminal misconduct, clearly
in violation of law, policy, and doctrine, and contrary to every value
which the United States Army has been proudly holding all these
many years.
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Second, not all of the violent or sexual abuses occurred sepa-
rately from scheduled interrogations and did not focus on the per-
sons held for intelligence purposes.

Finally, according to one of the investigation’s major findings,
neither defense nor Army doctrine is really the root cause of any
of these abuses. Abuses would not have occurred had doctrine been
followed and mission training conducted. This investigation, its
predecessor reviews, and the report of the Schlesinger panel we
will receive later today all conclude that no approved procedures,
policy, doctrine, or training called for, allowed, or encouraged the
kind of abuses that we have witnessed.

Our job this morning is to examine why then did these abuses
occur and what must be done to prevent them from ever occurring
again.

We also will have later reports about Afghanistan. As we con-
tinue to assemble the facts concerning the allegations of detainee
abuse at Abu Ghraib and elsewhere, it is important that we keep
these incidents in context. Any instance of abuse is unacceptable,
and we all have been disappointed to hear of over 300 allegations
of abuse of prisoners in Iraq and Afghanistan. As of mid-August,
66 allegations of abuse had been substantiated, and one-third to
one-half of those incidents occurred at the point of capture during
transit, often in the heat of battle. Over the past 3 years, the U.S.
has apprehended over 50,000 personnel in Iraq and Afghanistan.
Thousands of soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines have done their
job courageously, humanely, and honorably. So, the misdeeds of a
few have to be judged against the vast 99.9 percent performing
their duties in a commendable way.

Today’s GI, like those who preceded him or her, is a symbol of
hope to the world and the overwhelming majority fully understand
the difference between right and wrong, both from their upbringing
and from their military training.

I also would like to touch on today, for you to give your personal
view, as to the consequence that flowed from these incidents, then
the investigations as to whether it has degraded in any way our
ability to have the essential, ongoing intelligence collection, provide
that information which is absolutely needed for primarily our tac-
tical forces, and whether that pendulum, as a consequence of these
incidents and the series of investigations, may have gone too far
and in any way have degraded that collection system.

Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, let me join you
in thanking our panelists for their service to our Nation in helping
us sort out these abuses, but far more importantly, for their life-
long commitment to service to this Nation. We are indebted to each
and every one of you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership and your initia-
tive in trying to get these matters before us, to get them thor-
oughly examined and to get them understood. As you point out, we
have a ways to go, but at least we have started this process. It is
because of your initiative that we have started this process, and we
are all grateful to you for it.
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This is a subject that needs the most important, thorough, and
objective review. It is important for our Nation that this review
take place. It is important for our Army, for our military and for
all of us that we make it clear by a willingness to publicly face up
to what has occurred, that we are unwilling to accept this kind of
conduct as a people or as a military. That is the greatest proof that
we can provide that what happened here is not us. It is not our
military. It is not our Nation. Our willingness to look straight in
the eye at these abuses, to find out the sources of them, and to try
to hold people accountable for them, is the best way in which we
can truly support what this Nation stands for and prove that the
values and the standards that we stand for were not those that
were implemented at Abu Ghraib during these violations.

The findings of the Fay report should put to rest the contention
that abuses at Abu Ghraib were simply the aberrant behavior of
a few military police reservists on the night shift. The Fay report
cites 27 soldiers of the 205th MI Brigade for requesting, encourag-
ing, condoning, or soliciting military police personnel to abuse de-
tainees or participating in such abuse or violating established in-
terrogation procedures and applicable laws and regulations during
interrogations at Abu Ghraib. General Fay cites an additional 17
military intelligence soldiers or contractors who used unauthorized
or improper harsh interrogation techniques such as clothing re-
moval, improper isolation of detainees, and the use of dogs. General
Fay identifies over 40 separate alleged instances of detainee abuse
committed by soldiers and civilian contractors.

The direct causes of these incidents of abuse identified in the Fay
report include a number of factors; including the failure of the lead-
ers and soldiers of the 205th MI Brigade to impose discipline, a
leadership failure at multiple echelons within Combined Joint Task
Force–7 (CJTF–7) and the misconduct of a small group of ‘‘morally
corrupt soldiers and civilians.’’

But beyond these direct causes of abuse, the Fay report identifies
a number of ‘‘systemic problems and issues’’ that contributed to an
environment conducive to abuse. This finding contrasts with the
conclusions of the Army Inspector General’s report issued in June
of this year which said that he could not identify any system fail-
ures that resulted in incidents of abuse in Iraq or Afghanistan. The
Fay report contains 24 findings and 2 observations regarding sys-
temic failures. Among these systemic failures are inadequate inter-
rogation doctrine and training, severe shortages in MP and MI per-
sonnel, ambiguous lines of responsibility between MI and MP
chains of command, and the presence of a number of confusing and
constantly changing interrogation policies in Iraq.

I would like to just highlight a couple of General Fay’s findings
which I hope will be specifically addressed in their testimony this
morning. First, he has found that ‘‘leaders failed to take steps to
effectively manage pressure placed upon’’ personnel at the Joint In-
terrogation and Detention Center at Abu Ghraib. The Fay report
explains that the military Intelligence Community felt that intense
pressure from ‘‘higher headquarters, to include Central Command
(CENTCOM), the Pentagon, and the Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA) for timelier, actionable intelligence’’ was adversely affecting
their decisionmaking at the interrogation facility. This pressure
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took the form of requests for information being passed down to the
lowest levels at Abu Ghraib from numerous headquarters without
being prioritized by leaders. General Fay will hopefully address the
question of who at higher headquarters was bringing this pressure
and how this pressure impacted intelligence operations at Abu
Ghraib.

Another finding of the Fay report that requires further explo-
ration is the impact of national policies and DOD guidance in con-
tributing to confusion among soldiers at Abu Ghraib. The report
finds that ‘‘DOD’s development of multiple policies on interrogation
operations for use in different theaters or operations confused
Army and civilian interrogators at Abu Ghraib.’’ It adds, by way of
explanation, that ‘‘national policy and DOD directives were not
completely consistent with Army doctrine concerning detainee
treatment or interrogation tactics.’’ The root of this confusion is the
administration’s decision in early 2002 that al Qaeda and Taliban
personnel would not be entitled to prisoner of war status under the
Geneva Conventions. This led to the development of harsh interro-
gation techniques going beyond established Army doctrine for use
at Guantanamo Bay. How did these policies and interrogation tech-
niques, including the use of stress positions, isolation for up to 30
days, removal of clothing, and the use of detainees’ phobias such
as the use of dogs, come to be incorporated in CJTF–7 interrogation
policy guidance for use in Iraq, where the Geneva Conventions
were to be applied from the beginning of the conflict? To what ex-
tent did the higher-level promulgation of national and DOD poli-
cies, inconsistent with Army doctrine, contribute to the abusive en-
vironment at Abu Ghraib?

In looking at causes beyond the chain of command of the 205th
MI Brigade, General Jones finds that senior level leaders, while not
involved in directing the abuses, did bear some responsibility. He
points to a lack of oversight at the Abu Ghraib detention facility,
a failure at the CJTF–7 level to respond adequately to indications
and warnings of possible abuses, including reports of the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), and the issuance by
CJTF–7 of unclear and inconsistent policy guidance regarding the
conduct of interrogations.

Among other contributing factors identified by General Jones
was the under-resourcing of CJTF–7 headquarters. The failure to
approve a CJTF–7 joint manning document, the document which
establishes the number and types of personnel required to staff the
CJTF–7 headquarters, contributed to it being severely under-
resourced during the period in question. The Jones report finds
that this lack of resources and staffing degraded the ability of
CJTF–7 staff to oversee operations at Abu Ghraib. Why were they
under-resourced? Who had decided or assumed that the end of
major hostilities would be followed by a non-violent aftermath?
Why did it take senior leadership so long to act once the insur-
gency became apparent?

Another contributing factor identified in the Jones report is the
presence of other Government agencies (OGA) which is an euphe-
mism for the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), at the DOD-run
detention facilities. The Jones report finds that ‘‘there was at least
the perception, and perhaps the reality, that non-DOD agencies
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had different rules regarding interrogation and detention oper-
ations. Such a perception encouraged soldiers to deviate from pre-
scribed techniques.’’ That raises the question of what were the
rules governing OGAs at DOD-run facilities and how are those offi-
cials going to be held accountable for abusive behavior in violation
of established procedures?

While the different aspects of the prisoner abuse issue have been
or are being addressed piecemeal through the various DOD inves-
tigations to date, this committee is still missing significant infor-
mation necessary to fully understand where responsibility lies for
the abuse of prisoners in U.S. custody. I expect that we will get
some of that information or a better sense of that when we receive
testimony this afternoon from the Schlesinger panel, but there is
much beyond that, as our chairman has pointed out. Again, I want
to thank our chairman for his determination to get a thorough and
objective review of the incidents and the abuses against prisoners
at Abu Ghraib.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Levin. I ac-
knowledge your strong support from the first, as well as the mem-
bers of this committee. We could not have done our work without
unity among our committee.

Very well, General Kern. We are ready to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF GEN PAUL J. KERN, USA, COMMANDING GEN-
ERAL, UNITED STATES ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND; ACCOM-
PANIED BY LTG ANTHONY R. JONES, USA, DEPUTY COM-
MANDING GENERAL, CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES
ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND; MG R. STEVEN
WHITCOMB, USA, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE COMMANDER,
UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND; MG GEORGE R. FAY,
USA, DEPUTY COMMANDER, UNITED STATES ARMY INTEL-
LIGENCE AND SECURITY COMMAND; AND MG ANTONIO M.
TAGUBA, USA, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FOR RESERVE AFFAIRS, READINESS, TRAINING, AND MOBI-
LIZATION

General KERN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With your permission,
I will submit my formal testimony for the record and summarize
using these charts.

Chairman WARNER. Without objection, the testimony in complete
form of all witnesses will be accepted into the record.

General KERN. Thank you.
I would like to restate the people who are at the table with me

just so that everyone knows. General Whitcomb, former Chief of
Staff of CENTCOM, is representing CENTCOM here today and is
still part of the CENTCOM headquarters. He brought with him, be-
hind him, Colonel Quantock, who is the 16th MP Brigade, Military
Police Brigade, who now is responsible for the detention operations,
and we had visited with him at Abu Ghraib about a month ago.
General Fay is the Deputy to the Army’s intelligence staff officer,
the G–2 of the Army, and is one of our chief investigators, as you
pointed out. General Jones, to my left, is the Deputy Commanding
General of the Training and Doctrine Command, the other senior
investigator. Major General Taguba, formerly part of our 3rd Army
and the Land Component Commander now on the OSD staff,
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whose report you have heard previously as part of the focus on the
Military Police Brigade. We are all prepared to answer questions
today, and we, Senator Levin, clearly understand the issues that
you laid out and we will do our best to address them in our testi-
mony today.

I would like to start, if I could, by the comment that all of us
are bound by values. We believe in them. Whether it is our source
of commission or whether it is our upbringing in the United States
Army, the set of values that we have been trained to follow are a
creed which we believe in and we are very proud of people who fol-
low them. We are here today to report to you about some people
who failed to meet those standards. That is very unfortunate and
that is something which we have taken strong actions to correct
within the United States Army. Those actions which are underway
have corrected them and we will be able to report to you today
many improvements, from what we report in this period of the in-
vestigation, have already taken place.

The second point I would make is that we all represent strong
operational backgrounds, as well as functional backgrounds. So, we
respect the conditions of which they are being reported to you for
the people who were operating in Iraq at the time of these abuses.

If I could go to the first chart, we will summarize one of the
issues which you laid out which is the hierarchy of the many ongo-
ing investigations, to put into perspective what we are reporting to
you today and some of the gaps that are to be filled.

[The chart referred to follows:]
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First, we did not go back and redo the previous assessments and
investigations, but we used them as part of our assessment, our in-
vestigation, and our evaluation. So the Ryder report, which focused
on our military police and detention operations, was part of that
and the Department of the Army Inspector General report, which
you referred to. We both reviewed their entire report and listened
to their comments. The Miller report, which is an assessment of
how we could learn from the detention operations at Guantanamo
and the integration of detention and interrogations was part of our
assessment. We spent a great deal of time studying and discussing
with Major General Taguba his previous assessment of Abu Ghraib
with the Military Police Brigade. All of these were inputs and are
contained in many excerpts to our investigation.

Additionally, we shared all of our information with the Schles-
inger panel, whom you will hear from this afternoon, and they were
fully briefed on all of our findings as we developed our investiga-
tion.

Admiral Church, who is the Inspector General of the U.S. Navy,
was appointed to fill the gaps. His report is still due. We expect
it towards the end of this month. He also has been apprised of all
of the information which we have provided and his personnel have
been part of our team as we went through our review of the inves-
tigation.

I would like to summarize quickly the methodology which we
used. We believe it was thorough. We believe it was well-docu-
mented. This investigation took part under what is called a Proce-
dure 15, which is the method by which we review intelligence oper-
ations. It was done in accordance with an Army regulation 15–6,
which prescribes that for a formal investigation, we have substan-
tial legal review to ensure that all of our recommendations are sub-
stantiated so that when we hand them off for further actions for
commanders and other organizations, that the information there is
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usable, for whatever action they may deem appropriate. All of that
has been part of our review.

We conducted, primarily by Major General Fay’s efforts, 170
interviews. We looked at more than 9,000 documents and these
were all collected and collated using state-of-the-art intelligence
tools which allowed us to cross reference information, identify
places where there were disconnects, and identify information
which required further interviews so that we could fill in those
gaps.

The team, as noted there, consisted of numerous personnel who
were both subject matter experts and experts in investigations and
review. I should point out that General Fay not only is a military
intelligence officer but in his civil duties, works in the investigative
part of insurance operations. He has brought both those talents as
a Reserve officer with him to this effort, as well as the capabilities
within our Intelligence Community.

Finally, after the reports were assimilated, we conducted an
independent review using DOD, Department of the Army person-
nel, to look at the information which we had accumulated, specifi-
cally to ensure that all of our recommendations were on point and
substantiated by the information which we had collected.

I know this is very difficult to see, and I will try to describe this
for you in terms of what the picture is meant to say. This is a map
of Iraq, a country about the size of Texas and a country that has
been beset by the dictatorship of Saddam Hussein, which is no
longer present today. The charts show you detention facilities in
two different colors: blue and red.

[The chart referred to follows:]
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The blue facilities are primarily those facilities which were main-
tained by the Iraqis. Each of them, however, had U.S. presence as
the operation that overthrew the Saddam-Baath regime took on the
responsibility as the governor of Iraq. So Lieutenant General
Sanchez’s role with Ambassador Bremer included oversight of all of
those facilities.

The red indicates those which were dedicated to U.S. operations,
and you will note that Abu Ghraib is shown in both red and blue
on the outskirts of Baghdad. That in itself points to the fact that
there were civil detainees held by the Iraqis; murderers, looters,
and rapists who were held in that facility. This is a violation of our
own regulations and policy that says we should not co-mingle mili-
tary detainees with civil detainees, but it was a clear decision made
by the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA), that this was the
only facility available that we could use. It did contain a facility,
which I will talk about in a minute, with a capability to hold about
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12,000 detainees, the way it was designed. Lieutenant General
Sanchez made the decision that we would also use it for the mili-
tary detainees. So, it was designed to keep them separate from the
civil detainees. But, that in itself, is a problem with the way our
own regulations require us to operate.

If I could look specifically at the next chart of Abu Ghraib. This
is an overhead photograph of the facility. I think most of you are
generally familiar with it, but I think it is important to note a few
points.

[The chart referred to follows:]

First, the facility is a detention facility for 12,000 people, but
most of it had been destroyed during the previous months of war.
It had been destroyed both by attacks but also by a significant
amount of looting by the Iraqi citizens after the fall of Baghdad.
Much of the facilities, as detention facilities, were not usable.

What is shown in the lower left, as you are looking at the pic-
ture, is the tent area where the detainees were housed. This plays
a role in the way operations took place because during the summer
period, it was hot and most of that tentage had the sides rolled up,
so one could see what was occurring inside it. There are very few
reports of any abuse or any other irregular activities that took
place during that time.

However, it was under mortar attack, and so people were vulner-
able to those attacks living in those tents. A decision was made to
rebuild and use the hard sites, 1A and 1B. Those facilities provided
protection and also where the military intelligence high-value de-
tainees were to be held and interrogations were to be held. It is in
these hard-site facilities, which were not visible from the outside
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and for which no cameras were present inside to observe, that the
majority of the abuses take place. So that has a bearing clearly on
the facilities that were used and what happened.

If I could talk about the next point. The expectation, when Lieu-
tenant General Sanchez was given command of CJTF–7, was that
we were in a transition period. Specifically, the orders called for
moving from a period of hostilities, which were declared ended in
May, to a period of stability and support in phase 4 when he took
command. General Sanchez entered the theater as a division com-
mander, a Major General, and commanded the 1st Armored Divi-
sion, and in June he was promoted to Lieutenant General and
given command of the U.S. 5th Corps, the corps which had con-
ducted the attack into Baghdad. The corps then was quickly con-
verted to a Combined Joint Task Force, CJTF–7. In the process, as
noted in our report, the manning documents took until December
to be finally approved for the Combined Joint Task Force as op-
posed to the U.S. Army’s 5th Corps. During this period, we found
that the resources of the personnel in the brigade were about 40
percent of the final agreed-to strength, which was not made avail-
able at the time and was not agreed upon until December 2003.

There was also an expectation, in stability and support oper-
ations, that the number of detainees would decrease, not increase.
Our chart here points out to you that during this period of transi-
tion, that is not what occurred. In fact, the number of detainees in-
creased over the entire period, and shown in the dark purple at
Abu Ghraib they increased consistently during that period, even
after they decreased throughout the country as we collapsed deten-
tion facilities and eliminated some of them, so that those personnel
were brought into Abu Ghraib.

[The chart referred to follows:]

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01061 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1056

In addition, increased hostilities were taking place during this
period and so the number of operations, which were conducted both
to collect intelligence and to provide security for our forces, so that
the mission of reconstructing Iraq could go on, resulted in in-
creased numbers of detainees. So those numbers continued to in-
crease during the entire period of this transition.

The mission that General Sanchez received with his task force to
conduct stability and support operations and to support Ambas-
sador Bremer in the reconstruction of Iraq found that, in fact, he
was being attacked during that entire period. This addresses one
of the issues which you raised about the pressure from General
Sanchez to collect intelligence. He saw his forces and the Iraqi citi-
zens being attacked. As a division commander, he was using infor-
mation which we call order-of-battle, which defined what the
enemy looked like, how their organizations were put together, their
personalities, and the types of equipment that they used. He now
found himself being attacked with a faceless enemy and it was his
job to define that enemy. So collection of intelligence became a crit-
ical part of that effort.

In order to accomplish that during this period, he asked for addi-
tional help and assessments be brought in by Major General Miller,
who was running the detention facilities at that time at Guanta-
namo and by Brigadier General Fast, who came and did an intel-
ligence assessment of how intelligence fusion was to take place.
Brigadier General Fast was assigned to the command as the chief
intelligence officer, all with the purpose of fusing intelligence and
creating the intelligence picture of who was conducting the attacks
and how General Sanchez could prevent further attacks against
U.S. forces and Iraqi forces. That is the background and the envi-
ronment that General Sanchez found himself in, as the operations
continued during this period.

If I go specifically to Abu Ghraib, one of the issues that we point
out is that while the number of detainees, again shown in the dark
purple, was increasing, the number of military intelligence holds,
shown in the lighter blue, also was increasing during that entire
period to over 1,000, but the delta is also somewhat misleading be-
cause a number of those detainees arrived at Abu Ghraib without
proper documentation so that the interrogators had to do some
sorting to define who was of military intelligence value and who
was not. So, the interrogations required much more of a focus than
just military intelligence high-value targets; it included a much
larger number of personnel.

[The chart referred to follows:]
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The number of people assigned to do that interrogation at the
joint interrogation center, shown in green, was at a low of about
14 when they got started and today numbers over 160, but they
clearly did not achieve those numbers during the period of this in-
vestigation, and that has a bearing on the number of people he had
to conduct those investigations.

Senator Levin, you pointed out a number of the figures which we
reported and I would like to summarize these very quickly as to
what we did find. It is clear that this was not just an aberration
by the military police, that the military intelligence personnel were
involved. But it went beyond that as well, as we will point out to
you. We show that abuse, which we define very specifically as a
violation of international law under the Geneva Conventions, did
take place by military intelligence personnel. Numbers get confus-
ing, so I will try to clarify then.

We report 44 cases of abuse, separate incidents of abuse. What
I am reporting to you on these charts are the people, the individ-
uals whom we found.

[The chart referred to follows:]
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Some of them were involved in more than one incident, and so
those two numbers do not correlate; the number of incidents versus
the people which we are showing here. But we found that 23 mili-
tary intelligence personnel were guilty of abuse, and this ranged
from relatively simple things because they did not understand,
such as interrogating somebody who was naked, which is defined
as an abuse of humility in the interpretations of the Geneva Con-
ventions, to very severe abuses such as we reported to you with
dogs, which we did find, misinterpreted, and used as part of the in-
terrogation process. We found, of those 44 sets of abuses, that 13
of them involved interrogation, and so those are the personnel that
we are reporting to you who fall into both of those categories.

In addition, we found four contractors guilty of abuse. Contrac-
tors were used as linguists, as interrogators, and as analysts. The
contractors are being reported to the Department of Justice (DOJ)
for further recommendations as to how they are to be handled since
they do not fall under the Uniform Code of Military Justice
(UCMJ). How we handle contracts is an issue which we all need
to resolve in the future to ensure that we all abide by the same
standards and it is very clear within our contracts what the rules
are.

In addition, we found that there was a failure to report by both
military intelligence personnel and contractors. We felt that this
was significant. It was very clear in our doctrine and our training
that people are to report violations of international law and the Ge-
neva Conventions. These were failures of leadership and failures of
individuals who walked by abuses and did not report them. In a
civilian context, in our view, this would be like a policeman walk-
ing past a crime scene and not reporting it or doing something.

Chairman WARNER. Do you have a breakdown of rank in the 23
officers, enlisted and likewise, in the failure to report?

General KERN. We have that in our report, Senator. I do not
have it at the tip of my fingers.

Chairman WARNER. It is a mix.
General KERN. It is a mix.
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In addition, for non-military intelligence personnel, military po-
lice, as was reported previously by Major General Taguba, there
are seven who were previously charged. Those are the court cases
which you see that are being followed today. In addition, we found
three more and we also found one more military police failure to
report.

We also found that there were medical personnel who failed to
report abuses even though they could clearly see what had hap-
pened.

[The chart referred to follows:]

I would like to summarize our findings in these points.
[The chart referred to follows:]

First, there is no single cause. There are multiple causes of the
abuses that took place at Abu Ghraib.

Second, as you pointed out, Senator, the primary cause of de-
tainee abuse was individual misconduct, but also very disappoint-
ing to us is there was a failure of leadership and a failure of dis-
cipline, both hallmarks of our soldiers that we expect to be fol-
lowed. In these cases, we found that there were failures in the en-
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tire chain of command and in many cases a lack of a chain of com-
mand to oversee the operations that took place. What should have
been reported by noncommissioned officers and officers was not.

I really would like to emphasize this point, the vast majority of
our soldiers are doing the right thing and are following the right
standards. We are reporting to you on those that did not. We are
taking action to ensure that those corrections are in place, and I
will tell you today that if you visited Abu Ghraib, if you visited
with our soldiers, you would see a very different picture. The 7,000
is now fewer than 2,400. The number of boards takes place on a
regular basis to review the detainees and to ensure their release
is appropriate. 1A and 1B now belong entirely to the Iraqi govern-
ment, and so when a determination is made that a detainee is no
longer to be held in U.S. custody, if they violated an Iraqi law, they
are turned over to the Iraqi government for detention and further
disposition in their court system. Others are returned to their
hometowns, but not just let out the front gate and said go home.
They make a strong effort today to go to the town, bring in the
community, to talk to the religious leaders, the imams, to talk to
the community leaders to ensure that they welcome these people
back and know that they have been cleared even if they had been
brought into a U.S. detention facility. So we are working both for
the quality-of-life for these people and the cultural issues as they
are returned to their towns from which they were originally cap-
tured.

The soldiers there, are being screened through a certification
process to know that they clearly understand the rules of interroga-
tion and detention. The medical personnel are providing medical
care today in those facilities far better than most of those people
have seen in their entire lives. So all of those previous problems
which were reported are greatly improved today, and I would re-
port that it is also underway that we will close out this facility for
U.S. operations in the future.

Finally, ghost detainees. This is perhaps one of the more trou-
bling pieces of our investigation. We did find, in fact, that there
were detainees brought into Abu Ghraib who were not registered
in accordance with our regulations and policy. These personnel in
some cases, eight that we could identify, were done under an arti-
cle 143 exception which says for military security purposes, you do
not have to register them immediately. That is part of the Geneva
Conventions. It is allowed. But we also found many reports, which
we cannot document for you because the documentation does not
exist, of people who were brought into the facilities and who were
moved so that they could not be identified by the ICRC. This is in
violation of our policy which requires us to register people so that
it can be reported that they are being held in detention.

We have taken those actions and, as required by the instructions
that we have given, asked two organizations to do further inves-
tigations, the DOD Inspector General and the CIA Inspector Gen-
eral. Both have agreed that they will take on that task of inves-
tigating this ghost detainee policy. The CIA has provided us a doc-
ument that says their current policy is to abide by our regulations
and policies if they bring a detainee to our facilities. But that policy
was apparently, from what we can find, either not in effect or not
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known at the time that the violations that we believe happened are
being reported. That is what we are asking for further investiga-
tion to go into.

Chairman WARNER. What is the volume of cases?
General KERN. I cannot give you a precise volume, Mr. Chair-

man, because there is no documentation of the numbers, but we be-
lieve, and I would ask General Fay to perhaps add to this, that the
number is in the dozens perhaps up to 100. I cannot give you a pre-
cise number.

General FAY. Yes, that is accurate, sir. We were not able to get
documentation from the Central Intelligence Agency to answer
those types of questions, so we really do not know the volume, but
I believe it is probably in the dozens.

Senator LEVIN. Up to 100?
General FAY. I doubt that it is that high, sir, but I think it is

somewhere in the area of maybe 2 dozen or so, maybe more.
General KERN. It is a very difficult question for us to answer, Mr.

Chairman, because we do not have the documentation. What you
see in our report is during the interviews of people reporting to us
what happened without documentation.

That is a summary of what we found and the causes of it: fail-
ures of leadership, failures of our own discipline when we expect
people without leadership to do the right thing, failures to follow
our own policy, doctrine, and regulations which allowed these to
take place, confusion because other policies which were designed
for other theaters, Guantanamo, Afghanistan, found their way into
documentation that we found in Abu Ghraib which led to numerous
iterations of how interrogations and the limits of authority were to
be conducted. Those policies were being debated while we were ask-
ing soldiers to conduct interrogations, and so they were seeking to
find their limits of authority. At the same time, as reported, they
were receiving pressure to produce intelligence. The purpose of in-
terrogations clearly is to produce intelligence, and so that is a nat-
ural state of affairs. What was not occurring, though, was the lead-
ership to stand in, in between the interrogators and those who
were trying to determine the intelligence, to relieve the pressure on
the interrogators. This is again a failure in the leadership and the
chain of command to do the right thing. We have found and it is
reported in here, that it is not just enlisted soldiers. There are com-
missioned officers through the grade of colonel whom we believe
are culpable and through the grade of general officer whom we be-
lieve are responsible for these allegations and for the actions that
took place.

Mr. Chairman, that summarizes our findings for you and we are
ready for your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Kern follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GEN PAUL KERN, USA

Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin, and members of the committee, on behalf of Lieu-
tenant General Jones, Major General Fay, and Major General Taguba, I appreciate
the opportunity to appear before you today and report to you the findings of our
investigations concerning the events surrounding the allegations of detainee abuse
at Abu Ghraib.

I am General Paul Kern, the Commander of the United States Army Materiel
Command at Fort Belvoir, Virginia. On June 16 of this year, acting at the direction
of the Secretary of the Defense, the acting Secretary of the Army designated me as
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the new appointing authority for the investigation that Lieutenant General Sanchez
began back on March 31, 2004. This investigation, or ‘‘Procedure 15’’ specific pur-
pose was to look into the alleged misconduct by certain personnel assigned or at-
tached to the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade at Abu Ghraib Detention Facility.
As you know from prior hearings, Major General Taguba’s investigation focused on
the 800th Military Police Brigade. I have spent 41 years wearing an Army uniform,
and was taught to live by standards—duty, honor, country, the Code of Conduct, the
Army values, the Soldiers’ Creed.

Over the years of my career, I have been led by and inspired by incredibly tal-
ented and dedicated individuals—soldiers like SPC Patrick Miller, an Ordnance Sol-
dier who fought bravely and courageously until he was captured in An Nasiriya—
to senior officers such as Generals McArthur and Patton. These people, and thou-
sands like them, dedicate their lives to their country quietly, with honor.

Our report, however, discusses the failure of a relatively small number of soldiers
who served at Abu Ghraib prison. The teams conducted an investigation that fo-
cused on the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade and its chain of command; how-
ever, we went where the facts led us. Our final report from this investigation is
complete. In the course of this investigation, we discovered serious misconduct and
a loss of moral values. We set our course to find truth, not to ‘‘whitewash’’ nor to
convict those who are not incriminated. We found the pictures you have seen were
not the result of any doctrine, training or policy, but violations of law.

We learned there were leaders in Abu Ghraib who knew about this misconduct—
knew better and did nothing. Some soldiers behaved improperly because they were
confused by their experiences and direction. We violated our own regulations by al-
lowing ‘‘ghost detainees’’ in detention facilities.

All this was happening as thousands of soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines, civil-
ians, and contractors fought bravely to restore an elected government in Iraq and
Afghanistan. We are very proud of their service, commitment, courage, and values.
They and their families can stand tall and proud. I regret, however, that we must
report on those who failed.

Our investigation team brings a depth of knowledge and experience necessary to
the task of investigating the activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu
Ghraib.

Lieutenant General Jones has over 34 years military service, commanding at all
levels up through major general. He is currently the deputy commander of one of
our Army major commands. He has served in the operational Army, both conven-
tional and special operations, leading soldiers in war, contingency operations, and
in peace. He is a great trainer, and was the commander of Fort Rucker, AL, where
he was charged with initial military training, doctrine, leader development and cre-
ating the vision for the future. He has served in assignments overseas including du-
ties in Europe, Korea, Bosnia, and Southwest Asia. His experience also includes
being the chief of staff for the 24th Infantry Division and the U.S. Army Europe.
His depth and breadth of operational assignments, experience at the tactical
through strategic levels, and knowledge of training and doctrine have been invalu-
able to the scope of our investigation. He is a soldier’s soldier who knows what is
right.

Major General Fay served on active duty for 4 years, followed by 27 years in the
Army Reserve. He was mobilized immediately after September 11 and has been on
active duty for almost 21⁄2 years since then. The vast majority of both his active and
Reserve experience has been in Military Intelligence. In civilian life, Major General
Fay is a managing director of a major global property/casualty insurance company.
He has nearly 30 years’ experience investigating and overseeing complex claims and
litigation.

The investigative teams conducted a comprehensive review of all available back-
ground documents and statements pertaining to Abu Ghraib from a wide variety of
sources. These sources included the reports written by MG Geoffrey Miller, MG
Donald Ryder, MG Antonio Taguba, and the Department of Army Inspector General.
Lieutenant General Jones did extensive review of previous reports, operations plans,
policy memorandums, and sworn statements collected by the Major General Fay
team. He also personnally interviewed LTG Richardo Sanchez and MG Barbara
Fast, the CJTF–7 Senior Intelligence Staff Officer. Major General Fay’s team con-
ducted over 170 interviews concerning the interviewees’ knowledge of interrogation
and detention operations at Abu Ghraib and/or their knowledge of and involvement
in detainee abuse. Major General Fay’s interviews included interviews with Major
General Fast, MG Walter Wojdakowski, MG Geoffrey Miller, MG Thomas Miller,
and BG Janis Karpinski. Over 9,000 documents were collected, catalogued, and
archived into a database. My review team consisted of 12 people, including general
officers, subject matter experts and legal advisors. The investigative teams traveled
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to Iraq eight times, including a visit by the appointing authority and investigating
officers in early August 2004.

The events at Abu Ghraib cannot be understood in a vacuum. Three interrelated
aspects of the operational environment played important roles in the abuses that
occurred at Abu Ghraib. First, from the time V Corps transitioned to become Com-
bined Joint Task Force–7 (CJTF–7), and throughout the period under investigation,
it was not resourced adequately to accomplish the missions of the Combined Joint
Task Force. Those missions were stability and support operations (SASO) and sup-
port to the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA). The CJTF–7 headquarters lacked
adequate personnel and equipment. In addition, the military police and military in-
telligence units at Abu Ghraib were severely under-resourced. Second, providing
support to the CPA required greater resources than envisioned in operational plans.
Third, operational plans envisioned that CJTF–7 would execute SASO and provide
support to the CPA in a relatively nonhostile environment. In fact, opposition was
robust and hostilities continued throughout the period under investigation. There-
fore, CJTF–7 had to conduct tactical counterinsurgency operations, while also exe-
cuting its planned missions. That is the operational context in which the abuses at
Abu Ghraib took place.

ABUSES

We found that abuses—on the part of military intelligence and military police per-
sonnel—clearly occurred at the prison at Abu Ghraib. For purposes of this report,
abuse is defined as treatment of detainees that violated U.S. criminal law or inter-
national law or treatment that was inhumane or coercive without lawful justifica-
tion. Whether the soldier or contractor knew, at the time of the acts, that the con-
duct violated any law or standard, is not an element of the definition.

There is no single, simple explanation for why this abuse at Abu Ghraib hap-
pened. The primary causes are misconduct (ranging from inhumane to sadistic) by
a relatively small group of soldiers and civilians, a lack of discipline on the part of
the leaders and soldiers of the 205th MI BDE and a failure or lack of leadership
by multiple echelons within CJTF–7. Contributing factors can be traced to issues
affecting command and control, doctrine, training, and the experience of the soldiers
we asked to perform this vital mission.

The abuses at Abu Ghraib primarily fall into two categories: a) intentionally vio-
lent or sexual abuse and, b) abusive actions taken based on misinterpretations or
confusion regarding law or policy.

Lieutenant General Jones found that while senior level officers did not commit the
abuses at Abu Ghraib, they did bear responsibility for lack of oversight of the facil-
ity, failing to respond in a timely manner to the indications and warnings provided
by reports of incidents within the command and as reported by agencies such as re-
ports from the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), and for issuing
policy memos that failed to provide clear, consistent guidance for execution at the
tactical level.

Major General Fay found that from 25 July 2003 to 6 February 2004, 27 205th
MI BDE Personnel allegedly requested, encouraged, condoned, or solicited Military
Police (MP) personnel to abuse detainees and/or participated in detainee abuse and/
or violated established interrogation procedures and applicable laws and regulations
during interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib.

Most, though not all, of the violent or sexual abuses occurred separately from
scheduled interrogations and did not focus on persons held for intelligence purposes.
No policy, directive or doctrine directly or indirectly caused violent or sexual abuse.
In these cases, soldiers knew they were violating the approved techniques and pro-
cedures.

Confusion about what interrogation techniques were authorized resulted from the
proliferation of guidance and information from other theaters of operation; individ-
ual interrogator experiences in other theaters; and, the failure to distinguish be-
tween interrogation operations in other theaters and Iraq. This confusion contrib-
uted to the occurrence of some of the nonviolent and nonsexual abuses but did not
contribute to the abuse that you have seen in the photographs.

Alleged incidents of abuse by military personnel have been referred to the CID
for criminal investigation and the chain of command for disciplinary action. Alleged
incidents of abuse by civilian contractors have been referred through the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) to the Department of Justice (DOJ).

DISCIPLINE AND LEADERSHIP

Military Intelligence and Military Police units had missions throughout the Iraqi
Theater of Operations (ITO); however, 205th MI Brigade and 800th Military Police
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Brigade leaders at Abu Ghraib failed to execute their assigned responsibilities. The
leaders from units located at Abu Ghraib or with supervision over soldiers and units
at Abu Ghraib, failed to supervise subordinates or provide direct oversight of this
important mission. These leaders failed to properly discipline their soldiers. These
leaders failed to learn from prior mistakes and failed to provide continued mission-
specific training. The 205th MI Brigade commander did not assign a specific subor-
dinate unit to be responsible for interrogations at Abu Ghraib and did not ensure
that a Military Intelligence chain of command at Abu Ghraib was established. The
absence of effective leadership was a factor in not sooner discovering and taking ac-
tions to prevent both the violent/sexual abuse incidents and the misinterpretation/
confusion incidents.

Neither Department of Defense nor Army doctrine caused any abuses. Abuses
would not have occurred had doctrine been followed and mission training conducted.
Nonetheless, certain facets of interrogation and detention operations doctrine need
to be updated, refined or expanded, including, the concept, organization, and oper-
ations of a Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC); guidance for interroga-
tion techniques at both tactical and strategic levels; the roles, responsibilities and
relationships between Military Police and Military Intelligence personnel at deten-
tion facilities; and, the establishment and organization of a Joint Task Force struc-
ture and, in particular, its intelligence architecture.

OTHER CONTRIBUTING FACTORS

Demands on the Human Intelligence (HUMINT) capabilities in a counter-
insurgency and in the future joint operational environment will continue to tax tac-
tical and strategic assets. The Army needs trained and experienced tactical
HUMINT personnel.

Working alongside non-DOD organizations/agencies in detention facilities proved
complex and demanding. The perception that non-DOD agencies had different rules
regarding interrogation and detention operations was evident. Interrogation and de-
tention policies and limits of authority should apply equally to all agencies in the
Iraqi Theater of Operations.

‘‘GHOST DETAINEES’’

My investigation resulted in specific findings regarding the issue of ‘‘ghost detain-
ees’’ within Abu Ghraib. It is clear that the interrogation practices of other govern-
ment agencies led to a loss of accountability at Abu Ghraib. DOD must document
and enforce adherence by other government agencies with established DOD prac-
tices and procedures while conducting detainee interrogation operations at DOD fa-
cilities. This matter requires further investigation and, in accordance with the provi-
sions of AR 381–10, Part 15, is being referred to the DOD Inspector General, as the
DOD liaison with other government agencies for appropriate investigation and eval-
uation.

Soldiers/sailors/airmen/marines should never be put in a position that potentially
puts them at risk for non-compliance with the Geneva Conventions or Laws of Land
Warfare.

CONCLUSION

Leaders and soldiers throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom were confronted with
a complex and dangerous operational environment. Although a clear breakdown in
discipline and leadership, the events at Abu Ghraib should not blind us from the
noble conduct of the vast majority of our soldiers. We are a values based profession
in which the clear majority of our soldiers and leaders take great pride.

A clear vote of confidence should be extended to the leaders and soldiers who con-
tinue to perform extraordinarily in supporting our Nation’s wartime mission. Many
of our soldiers have paid the ultimate sacrifice to preserve the freedoms and lib-
erties that America and our Army represent throughout the world. The events of
this report stand in stark contrast to the values and honor of all these Americans.
With that, we look forward to answering your questions.

Chairman WARNER. Did you specify in your report the names of
those individuals?

General KERN. Sir, we did.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
General KERN. They have all been referred to their chain of com-

mand for proper disposition.
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Chairman WARNER. General Jones, do you have anything that
you would like to say?

General JONES. No, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Would any other member of the panel like

to have the option to have an opening statement?
General Whitcomb: No, sir.
General FAY. No, sir.
Chairman WARNER. If not, we will proceed to the questions then.

Thank you very much.
First, General Kern, I have had the privilege of knowing you for

a very long time and I commend you and your colleagues for a very
professional job.

Do you have a personal opinion, and we have always said when
you achieve the rank of four stars you have the privilege of ex-
pressing your personal opinion when you come before this commit-
tee, as to whether or not there remains to be other areas in this
overall investigation that have to be pursued?

General KERN. As we have stated in our report, clearly the issue
of the ghost detainees, which pertains to the question that was
asked by Senator Levin, how did these other documents find their
way into it, were there other sets of rules for other agencies, needs
to be further investigated.

I believe that part of the answer, personally, is that we are in
the information age and the information that we found on comput-
ers that were located in the prison virtually came from everywhere.
So the worldwide web works, and information which was being de-
bated back here in the United States found its way into the hard
drives of the computers that we found in the prison. So that is part
of today’s world that we have to learn how to deal with, in this flow
of information.

My personal view is that we ought not to make a soldier and in
this case also contractors, a determination of what their limits of
authority are while the debates are going on. We need to be crisp
and clear in our delivery of orders to these people so that they
know what the rules are.

Chairman WARNER. Have you reached any conclusions about the
current viability of the system to collect intelligence desperately
needed at the tactical level? Has that collection procedure been de-
graded in any way by the seriousness of this problem and con-
sequently the reluctance of others maybe to go to the limit of regu-
lations for fear of reprisal as they conduct their ongoing operations
of intelligence?

General KERN. Mr. Chairman, I think the answer is in two parts.
First, the intelligence fusion today is significantly better than it
was in June when the CJTF–7 was established. That is a result of
work that was done by General Fast in bringing in these collection
efforts and integrating both the intelligence efforts of the outside
agencies, outside of the DOD, with our efforts, providing the infor-
mation and interrogations so that those informations are cross ref-
erenced against other interrogations which are ongoing. The inclu-
sion of the BAT system, a biometric system, of identifying individ-
uals so that we can identify specifically who the person is and
make sure that it could be cross referenced against FBI files or any
other system. So, the intelligence collection/infusion process is con-
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siderably better today than it was early on in the process by the
work of the folks who are in this theater.

But I would also report to you that we have very serious con-
cerns that there are going to be people who are holding back be-
cause of all of the allegations currently underway. I cannot docu-
ment for you the fact that that is happening, but that is a clear
concern that we need this intelligence right now, to make sure that
we can prosecute military operations to their fullest capability and
that is a concern.

Chairman WARNER. Then that would shift, General Fay, to your
position, together with the chief of intelligence in the United States
Army. Are you addressing that issue now?

General FAY. Yes, sir, indeed, we are. In fact, we did see a sig-
nificant drop-off in intelligence reports that resulted from interro-
gations in Iraq when all of these things started to come to light.
We believe we have effectively addressed that already. The num-
bers have risen back up to approximately the same number they
were before these abuses came to light, and I think we are doing
a very effective job of educating soldiers with the tools they have.
Those approved techniques within the Field Manual (FM) can be
used very effectively without resorting to other harsher techniques
and still obtain the intelligence that we need.

Chairman WARNER. Have you promulgated instructions along the
line to the current MI folks down in the trenches?

General FAY. There has been a significant amount of ongoing re-
training and refocusing and a lot of instructive material being pro-
vided and teams being provided to update and bring them back up
the soldiers. As General Kern said, there is a recertification process
that is currently going on in all of our facilities to make sure that
every single one of the soldiers and contractors, that are doing the
interrogations today, are certified before they are allowed to go into
the interrogation booth.

Chairman WARNER. General Whitcomb, you are the user. How do
you feel about the current situation?

General WHITCOMB. Mr. Chairman, that soldiers, initially I
would agree primarily, at the point of capture, were a little more
reticent to try to get into any information intelligence gathering. As
General Kern and General Fay both pointed out, the current sys-
tem has been vastly improved upon. I do not see reluctance on the
part of interrogators, at this point, to conduct interrogations. The
quality of intelligence that is being provided, perhaps because we
have better focused what we are asking for, has resulted in better
intelligence and more usable information for our folks.

Chairman WARNER. The checks and balances are in place such
that, in your professional judgment, this type of situation would
not happen again?

General WHITCOMB. Absolutely, Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Lastly, to General Taguba, General, for a

while you were a lone voice, and I think the extraordinary profes-
sionalism, conviction, and determination that you manifested gave
an inspiration to those who followed. Again, I commend you for
your job.

But I would ask, it has been over 5 months since you completed
your report and forwarded your recommendations for action, in-
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cluding to conduct an investigation of the 205th MI Brigade. In the
intervening months, several more investigations have been com-
pleted. What was your recommendation concerning General
Karpinski and what action was subsequently taken by the chain of
command and did it meet your satisfaction?

General TAGUBA. Sir, first of all, thank you for your kind com-
ments.

With regard to your question, the recommendation that we pro-
vided to our chain of command, in this case to the appointing au-
thority and General McKiernan, was to relieve her for cause, sir,
and other administrative actions. As far as I know, she is still
under suspension from command, and I was informed that there
were subsequent other investigations that are being meted out
with regard to her status.

Chairman WARNER. Your judgment with regard to Colonel
Pappas?

General TAGUBA. Sir, the same. We stood by our recommenda-
tion. But that was all predicated on the recommendation that we
made to Generals McKiernan and Sanchez at the time that based
on the credible information that we received that a Procedure 15
be initiated. Subsequently, of course, their findings would provide
other recommendations in regards to his actions.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much. My time is up.
Senator Levin.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me add my

thanks for the testimony. It was very helpful.
Has there been a direct request to the CIA for the information

which so far has not been forthcoming?
General KERN. I will answer that in two parts. First, General

Fay had made earlier requests for documentation. That has not
been provided. Second, the CIA, both their Inspector General and
their General Counsel, have met with myself and our committee
and have agreed to pursue that investigation.

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, that is totally unacceptable that
the documents requested from the CIA have not been forthcoming
either to General Kern and his colleagues or, in effect, to this com-
mittee and to the American people. I would urge that this commit-
tee weigh in on that issue.

Chairman WARNER. Yes. Both of us serve on that committee, and
I have been in consultation with Chairman Roberts on that because
in many ways we have dual jurisdiction. But we will continue to
pursue that.

Senator LEVIN. I think there should be a direct request here.
This is totally unacceptable.

General Jones, you have said that the military police and mili-
tary intelligence units at Abu Ghraib were severely under-
resourced. I am wondering what was the cause of the failure to
adequately resource both the Combined Joint Task Force and the
units at Abu Ghraib, because in your report, you have talked about
the severe under-resourcing at both?

General JONES. I think it goes back to the genesis of the ces-
sation of hostilities and movement into the next phase of the cam-
paign and the lack of cessation of hostilities, which caused them to
not only take on the new missions but continue to fight the war.
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In addition, the understaffing of Mr. Bremer’s staff in the CPA
caused General Sanchez to split his staff to successfully prosecute
the insurgency fight, continue the operations to support the CPA,
and execute all his missions.

A joint manning document was slowly created. Initially they saw
they needed additional staff. They needed intelligence personnel.
They needed equipment. They also needed people to establish the
joint interrogation and debriefing center. As the skills identified
that they needed to execute their mission up through the
CENTCOM came up to the Joint Staff, that process to either mobi-
lize the right skills and/or to task the services for people was ex-
tremely slow.

Senator LEVIN. Now, you also said that the operational plans en-
vision that CJTF–7 would execute stability and support operations
in a relatively non-hostile environment. In fact, opposition was ro-
bust and hostilities continued. Was that part of the problem?

General JONES. Yes, sir, it was because they had to continue to
prosecute the fight.

Senator LEVIN. So, the failure to have adequate people there was
based in part, was it then, on the fact that there was in the plan-
ning the belief that there would be a relatively non-hostile environ-
ment?

General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Who was responsible for that planning?
General JONES. That plan originated early on because that was

a phased campaign plan that came out of the CENTCOM. The
phase 4, which they transitioned to create the CJTF–7 head-
quarters, took 5th Corps and their staff of approximately 495 peo-
ple and transitioned the responsibilities to what was the combined
forces land component commander to the CJTF–7. So the mag-
nitude of task was in the plan originally, but it had not perceived
that hostilities would continue.

Senator LEVIN. Now, the Schlesinger panel suggests that CJTF–
7 was reluctant to submit a request for forces for additional units
because CENTCOM had refused to forward a previous request for
additional personnel to the Joint Staff and that that, in turn, cre-
ated an understanding among military commanders that requests
for additional forces would not be favorably considered and that
they were to make do with the forces that were currently available.
Do you concur with the Schlesinger panel on that?

General KERN. I would comment and then let General Jones.
Two issues. First, the original phase 4 order called for return of

forces, and so that was part of the direction given to the CJTF–7
at the time. I think General Abizaid quickly realized and put a stop
to the return of forces when he took over as commander and recog-
nized the need of a new headquarters to be established, which is
the case today with General Casey in the theater. But that took,
as described, a long time for that to happen.

General Jones?
General JONES. Sir, in the plan, one of the assumptions was that

with the cessation of hostilities, we would have more support from
our allies and other coalition forces, which would offset the need for
additional forces.
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The second part of that, I would say the primary concern of Gen-
eral Sanchez and his staff was getting the operational intelligence
architecture in place to try to find out who the insurgents were,
what was their chain of command, and what was their support
base. This was done to fuse the intelligence efforts with all the
agencies in theater and to get more of an operational and strategic
focus based on the missions they assumed.

Senator LEVIN. In terms of my question, though, the Schlesinger
report’s suggestion, that there was an understanding among the
commanders that request for additional forces would not be favor-
ably considered, based upon a rejection of a previous request, and
that they should make do with the forces that they had, do you
concur with the Schlesinger panel?

General JONES. Sir, I cannot comment on that because I did not
see that.

General WHITCOMB. Sir, perhaps I could comment from a
CENTCOM perspective. We worked very closely with CJTF–7, of
course, on their manning requirements. I know of no request for
forces that was submitted by any of our subordinate units that we
did not take action with and work with the Joint Staff and the
Services to resource.

Senator LEVIN. There was not a request, but General, my ques-
tion was, was there an understanding that requests would be favor-
ably considered?

General WHITCOMB. Sir, I cannot comment on an understanding
by anyone on the CJTF–7 staff that a request would not be favor-
ably considered by CENTCOM. What I can address is that, from
a CENTCOM perspective, every request for forces was actioned,
and I know of no request for forces that we turned down.

General KERN. Senator Levin, I think you see two things that
happened here. First, the original order for phase 4 had return
forces, and so you have an order that says, ‘‘do not ask for more
return forces.’’ General Abizaid realized very quickly and stopped
that. So he modified that period. So I think there was a period in
which one could assume that that was what you were directed to
do, but the reality very quickly set in that we were going to have
to go the other direction and that happened.

Senator LEVIN. My time is up. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Senator McCain.
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you. I want to thank the witnesses.
Mr. Chairman, I would like included in the record an article in

this morning’s Wall Street Journal by Jim Schlesinger that I think
puts this situation that we are facing in a good perspective. The
last paragraph of his article says: ‘‘Our panel’s report recorded both
errors of commission and of omission, but we found no indication
of a policy encouraging abuse. The abuses that did occur and the
failed oversight that allowed them are an embarrassment. They do
not reflect the standards that America sets for itself. We must take
the steps necessary to see that these standards are upheld in the
future. These actions by historical standards are quite limited in
number and not representative of the overall behavior of our forces
which has been generally admirable.’’

Chairman WARNER. Without objection.
[The article of Dr. Schlesinger follows:]

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01075 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1070

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01076 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1071

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you.
General Kern or General Fay, the situation with the CIA and

ghost soldiers is beginning to look like a bad movie. What happens
when you ask the CIA? You get no answer? They say we do not
have to answer? I mean, what is it? Is it dropping a stone down
a well? What happens here in the interface?

General KERN. Let me answer that in two parts, Senator. First,
when General Fay asked, it was he who was not allowed to have
the documentation which was requested.

Senator MCCAIN. They said he was not allowed to have it?
General KERN. I will ask him to specifically comment on that.

But that did change later when I was brought into this in June,
and the Central Intelligence Agency, both their Inspector General
and General Counsel met with me personally and said we will co-
operate in the investigation, but they have not provided it.

Senator MCCAIN. Why does it require an investigation when you
ask for documents?

General KERN. I do not have a good answer for you, Senator.
Senator MCCAIN. I think you should say I am not satisfied with

an investigation. I want the information.
In addition to that, were their CIA operatives in there just mov-

ing around themselves? Did it not require the active participation
of the MI people or other Army people?

General KERN. I will let General Fay put some detail on this, but
specifically we do report that there was verbal communications
that said, ‘‘cooperate with the agency.’’

Senator MCCAIN. That came from?
General KERN. That came from the Combined Joint Task Force

intelligence headquarters.
Senator MCCAIN. Headed by?
General KERN. General Fast and Colonel Bolts.
Senator MCCAIN. That said to cooperate with the CIA and carry

out their instructions?
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General KERN. No. I believe from what we found there were two
facts to this. One is intelligence comes from multiple sources and
you have to bring it together to be effective. The agency, not just
the CIA but other agencies as well, provide that information and
that is part of the cooperation that was directed.

Specifically, General Fast was asked, could the agency bring de-
tainees to Abu Ghraib, and she said yes. Her expectations, though,
were that the agency would abide by our rules in our facilities, not
create another set.

Senator MCCAIN. But somehow that did not happen?
General KERN. That is correct, Senator.
Senator MCCAIN. What do we know about that?
General KERN. We know for a fact that there were people who

were brought in who were not recorded.
Senator MCCAIN. We know that somehow the personnel manning

the prison, the Army personnel, were told or believed that they
should act under the instructions of the CIA to move prisoners
around. I think General Fay said dozens so that they would not be
made known to the ICRC.

General KERN. That is clearly what we report, that the MI Bri-
gade commander allowed that to happen within his facilities, and
we have reported both he and the commander of the joint interro-
gation and debriefing center, should be held accountable for what
their actions were.

I would ask General Fay if he might want to comment.
Senator MCCAIN. Go ahead, General Fay.
General FAY. Sir, if I can just get back to the original question,

which was how the requests were made of the CIA. Originally
when I was in Iraq, I made the request to CIA Chief of Station
through General Fast. She received no response, and I followed up
a number of times and still received no response.

Then, when I came back to the United States and continued my
investigation here, still getting no response from CIA after making
additional inquiries, I eventually made an appointment with the
Inspector General of the CIA. I met with the Inspector General and
went over my requirements and why I needed the information, and
at that point I was informed that CIA was doing its own investiga-
tion.

Senator MCCAIN. Investigation?
General FAY. Yes, sir. They said they would not provide me the

information that I requested.
Senator MCCAIN. How did you find that this happened that the

Army personnel manning the prison carried out the instructions of
the CIA? Were the CIA people physically there in the prison?

General FAY. Yes, sir. They would come and bring their detain-
ees to the prison and they would turn the detainees over to the
folks at the prison, the military intelligence and military police per-
sonnel, in the hard site, in the 1A area. They would be detained
there by Army personnel.

Senator MCCAIN. They would be moved around by Army person-
nel?

General FAY. They would be moved around by Army personnel
occasionally, sir, but it was not always being moved around. As an
example, on the first ICRC visit that everyone is most familiar
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with, the one where they found the naked detainees, the CIA ghost
detainees were in their cells at that point in time and on the cells
were signs that said OGA 1, OGA 2, OGA 3. There was no attempt
at that point to hide those detainees. We believe at other points in
time, though, that some of those detainees may have been moved.

Senator MCCAIN. I think that this is something that needs to be
asked, Mr. Chairman, of the incoming director of the CIA. This
needs to be cleared up rather badly.

Mr. Chairman, I have one quick question. General Fay, did Colo-
nel Pappas retract his sworn testimony to General Taguba in his
interview with you that he had approval by General Sanchez and
General Miller to use dogs during interrogation with detainees?

General FAY. Colonel Pappas believed that he had the authority
to use dogs. He thought he had the authority.

Senator MCCAIN. I think he told General Taguba that he had au-
thority, not that he believed it, but that he had authority. Is that
not true, General Taguba?

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. He made that comment.
General FAY. Yes.
Senator MCCAIN. There is a difference, believing and having.
General FAY. Yes, sir. I believe that he thought that he had such

authority. I do not believe he was given such authority. I know he
was not given such authority by General Sanchez.

I think there was a miscommunication between Colonel Pappas
and General Miller as regards to the conversation with dogs. Gen-
eral Miller did have a conversation with Colonel Pappas, but he
was suggesting the use of dogs for security purposes, just as they
used them in Guantanamo Bay. They do not use dogs in Guanta-
namo Bay during the interrogation process and never did. I think
it was miscommunicated on the part of Colonel Pappas and he mis-
understood that conversation to interpret it to mean that he could
use it in the interrogation booth.

Senator MCCAIN. Do you have a comment on that, General
Taguba?

General TAGUBA. Sir, with regards to his authority line, the in-
terrogation rules of engagement did indicate that he had to make
a request for the use of dogs. That was all in the discussions that
was made prior to the publication of the interrogation rules of en-
gagement. I think that was dated October 12.

General KERN. I think, Senator, there are two additional points.
First, there is a confusing memo that the CJTF–7 published, where
in their final memo it leaves in question the part about the dogs
because it says that the dogs should be muzzled if they are there,
and so it is left to the interpretation of where ‘‘there’’ is. It was
clear, though, that they were not intended to be used in interroga-
tion, though that is what Colonel Pappas believed he was allowed
to do.

The second point is that the dog teams actually did not show up
until late November, and so most of the abuses had already taken
place.

General FAY. That lack of clarity and confusion in all of those
memos and those directives that went back and forth is covered in
detail in our report as to how that confusion occurred.
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Senator MCCAIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I thank
the witnesses. I thank you for your outstanding service.

Chairman WARNER. Senator McCain, your comments with regard
to the Committee of the Armed Services and its responsibility to-
wards this ghost detainee issue are taken under advisement by
Senator Levin and myself. We intend to probe and may well have
our own independent hearing on this important subject.

Before leaving it, though, one question. Did your report reflect
observations of military personnel as to how CIA personnel con-
ducted the interrogation of ghost detainees?

General FAY. No. There were no Army personnel present during
the interrogations that were being done by CIA.

Chairman WARNER. That would presume then, that the CIA se-
creted these people to another area where no MPs or MIs were able
to observe. Is that correct?

General FAY. I do not think they secreted them, sir. I believe
they were given specific areas within the prison. Nobody was ob-
serving them, but they were given those areas for their interroga-
tion by the military intelligence and military police personnel.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you. I join all of those on the commit-

tee and thank you for your an excellent presentation, General
Kern, and thank those that are appearing here. You joined the
Army to serve the country in the Army, and I am not sure that this
particular task that you had was something that you envisioned,
but it is enormously important. We thank you for the service to the
United States Army, importantly to the country.

On May 7, 2004, Secretary Rumsfeld testified before the commit-
tee about torture and other abuses at Abu Ghraib, and he testified
before the House Armed Services Committee that same day. Sev-
eral of his top aides testified in subsequent hearings. Secretary
Rumsfeld told this committee that a ‘‘small number’’ of U.S. mili-
tary perpetrated the abuses. In the House, he said a ‘‘few mem-
bers’’ of the U.S. military were responsible. Then on May 24, Presi-
dent Bush said that the scandal involved disgraceful conduct of a
‘‘few American troops.’’

It is now clear, however, that the responsibility for these abuses
does not simply lie with a few bad apple soldiers. Your report, Gen-
eral Fay, identified 54 MI/MP medical soldiers and civilian contrac-
tors who had some degree of responsibility of complicity in the
abuses that occurred at Abu Ghraib. That is in the Fay report,
pages 7 and 8. You found that, ‘‘leaders in key positions failed
properly to supervise the interrogations at Abu Ghraib.’’ That is on
page 7. You identified, ‘‘serious systemic problems that contributed
to the volatile environment in which the abuse occurred.’’ These
systemic problems included, ‘‘inadequate interrogation doctrine and
training, an acute shortage of MP and MI soldiers, the lack of clear
lines of responsibilities between MP and MI chains of command,
the lack of clear interrogation policy for the Iraq campaign, an in-
tense pressure felt by personnel on the ground to produce action-
able intelligence from detainees.’’ All of that on page 8.

Now, Secretary Rumsfeld also told this committee that the
abuses were brought to light by Specialist Joseph Darby in Janu-
ary 2004 and that the military chain of command acted promptly
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on learning of those abuses. This claim too was false. Senior lead-
ers had ample warning that these abuses were occurring long be-
fore January 2004. We have the Red Cross report that lists 13 of
them prior to January and then 3 that came in January at the
same time of the Darby reports.

As General Jones found, indication and warnings had surfaced at
the CJTF–7 level, General Sanchez’s command, that additional
oversight and corrective actions were needed in the handling of de-
tainees, including at Abu Ghraib. That is in General Jones’ report
on page 12.

The ICRC reported on abuses in the prisons as early as May
2003 and during a visit to Abu Ghraib in October 2003, Red Cross
inspectors were so upset about what they found, they broke off
their visit and demanded an immediate explanation from our mili-
tary authorities. Yet, the worst abuse at the prisons occurred dur-
ing the next 3 months from October to December 2003.

The repeated warnings of the Red Cross should have rung loud
alarm bells. Instead of correcting the abuses, the military officials
responded by trying to limit access by the Red Cross and by hiding
prisoners from Red Cross inspectors, a clear violation of the Gene-
va Conventions.

So, General Kern, based on the results of your investigation, is
it not fair to conclude that Secretary Rumsfeld and his aides misled
this committee and in turn misled the American people when they
claimed that only a few low-level soldiers were responsible for the
abuses and that the military leadership responded quickly and ef-
fectively to the abuses as soon as they were reported?

I have been listening to the reports this morning. You are talking
about the change as soon as we had the cessation of hostilities.
That reminds me of President Bush being out on that aircraft car-
rier saying, ‘‘mission accomplished,’’ May 1. You are talking about
the change, the cessation of hostilities. We expected more support
from our allies, General Jones said at that time. This is a clear
misrepresentation, a clear miscalculation of what was going to hap-
pen in Iraq at that particular time, and the Army is taking the
brunt because of failed oversight and leadership in the civilian
area. I believe that.

When you say that there is a confusion of policies, the importa-
tion of policies from Guantanamo and Afghanistan into Iraq, these
were policies that were brought in there at some time by who? Who
is getting held accountable besides those members of the Armed
Forces that were actually in those prisons? Who is getting held ac-
countable for the failure of providing leadership at the top level?
I think we have some responsibility of finding out that as well.

That would be my only complaint about the excellent reports
that you have given is that there is some civilian authority up on
top and those are individuals that are not being held accountable
and the service men and women that are down at the lower level
of the line in the chain of command in the military have been left
holding the bag, whether it is the shortage of troops over at Abu
Ghraib, the shortage of having MPs over there, the shortage of
training, the shortage of oversight, the miscalculation in terms of
other allies coming in. When will the American people understand
where true responsibility lies?
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General KERN. Senator, what we reported was a clear differentia-
tion between those people who were culpable for the crimes, as we
reviewed them, and those who were responsible. We do hold the
chain of command responsible, and specifically we asked Lieuten-
ant General Sanchez where he was getting a great deal of this
pressure from, as has been previously reported. His answer to us
was that he was generating that pressure. In looking back at both
what General Fay had found earlier, in terms of this, and the cir-
cumstances that General Sanchez found himself in, it is clearly un-
derstandable that he would generate pressure to produce intel-
ligence. He was being attacked. He owed that to his soldiers to pro-
tect them, and he demanded of his chain of command their re-
sponse.

The failure took place, in my view, in that there was no clear
chain of command down to the interrogators, and so they were
seeking this information. How do I respond to this pressure and at
the same time do it within the limits of the authority that we
have? So we found, as we reported, a number of documents going
back and forth trying to clarify that. They never did clarify that to
our satisfaction, and so you end up with a few people at the bottom
without the clear direction that they needed.

Unfortunately, the way we have laid this out in our structure,
the military police have a clear chain of command and they under-
stood that there was a battalion commander there responsible for
the health and welfare and the operation and security of that de-
tention facility. Did he do his job well? No, and that has been re-
ported by General Taguba and others.

Second, in the military intelligence, that did not exist. There is
no clear distinction of how that chain of command goes. So the
pressure went directly from Lieutenant General Sanchez, and his
chain of command to the CENTCOM commander to the Secretary
of Defense. So there is a clear chain that he has there, and the next
person in the military intelligence is the interrogator.

Now, in our view that is not right. It should be fixed. There
should be clear accountability. Regardless of that, there are non-
commissioned officers and there are officers who we expect to have
exerted leadership and discipline, and they failed to do that.

Senator KENNEDY. Just to follow up, because my time is up, if
General Sanchez felt this pressure because of increasing activity
and threat to his troops and pressure because of Abu Ghraib, why
in the world did he not ask for more troops and more support so
we find that out who has responsibility?

General KERN. His staff, through him was, as reported pre-
viously, asking for additional help, and that is why they brought
in General Miller. That is why they brought in General Fast. The
issue is, did it get there in time? I would let General Whitcomb
comment.

General WHITCOMB. Senator, that is absolutely right. If I go back
to the comments earlier on the June-July time frame, as we saw
the mission evolving from a stability and security operation, we
saw an increasing insurgency that General Abizaid identified in
July, not fully there but certainly increasing from what we had ex-
pected, as we saw the increased support required from the CPA, all
these things had CJTF–7 working with the CENTCOM staff on
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how could/would we man. What were the requirements? They were
more than just requirements for people. As we well know, they
were high demand/low density skill sets such as military police,
such as military intelligence, such as planners to assist both the
CJTF–7 staff and the CPA staff, do that necessary work.

So this dialogue of working the joint manning document was one
of an ongoing dialogue between General Sanchez’s staff and the
CENTCOM staff and the Joint Staff who was also a part of this
process. The Joint Staff needed a finished document in order to go
to the Services to man the force, but they were at least in the proc-
ess and knew what was going to be coming up the pipe.

The other piece of it, Senator, that complicates the matter is
where do those folks come from, very reliant on individual
augmentees? So to bring a soldier, sailor, airman, or marine on ac-
tive duty and get them prepped to go in takes a period of time. So
there is some lead time in this process to be able to get the re-
quired forces in.

But the bottom line is this was an ongoing dialogue. We recog-
nized from the CENTCOM level, in daily conversations with Gen-
eral Sanchez and his staff, that there was going to be a require-
ment for more troops, and that was part of what drove General
Abizaid’s decision to keep the 1st Armored Division and the 2nd
Armored Calvary Regiment in theater to help the situation.

Senator KENNEDY. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. General Kern, I have to interject here a

minute. You were brought in as a four star to make judgments
with regard to four stars and below. General Sanchez, as a com-
mander, had a degree of accountability down the line for his ac-
tions. Have you and your group found any deficiency in the fulfill-
ment of his responsibility as a commander? Have you found profes-
sional failure on his part in discharging his duties, and how would
you characterize it?

General KERN. Mr. Chairman, I would characterize Lieutenant
General Sanchez as a hero.

Chairman WARNER. As a what?
General KERN. As a hero. He was given numerous tasks to ac-

complish both in supporting Ambassador Bremer and the CPA and
rebuilding an Iraqi government; establishing those ties to the
Iraqis at the same time that he was fighting this war against the
growing insurgency. So we are focused on a specific set of cir-
cumstances here in which we found some shortcomings in his re-
sponsibility as a commander, but overall, one would have to step
back and see what we asked him to do. I find that, overall, we
asked him to do a great deal and he accomplished almost all of it.

We found in particular in this case he published a number of doc-
uments that said to treat detainees humanely. We found that he,
as a three-star commander, took his time to go down to Abu Ghraib
on numerous occasions because they were being attacked and he
was dissatisfied with the security at those operations, and he took
action. He had some strong comments with General Karpinski.
That has been reported previously by General Taguba. He then
took an unusual action of taking the MI Brigade Commander and
assigning him a task for security of the facility.
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So we find that while we hold him responsible for the things that
did not get done, there were many things that he did do to try to
improve intelligence, improve security, and treat people the right
way. When he did find that things were reported to him, he imme-
diately assigned General Taguba to do an investigation. When Gen-
eral Taguba came back and said it goes beyond this, he imme-
diately assigned General Fay to do an investigation. When he
found that it went beyond the levels that General Fay was asked
to look at, he asked to be recused from that and bring somebody
else in. So I think his actions are very honorable.

Did he do it all right? No. Do we all do everything all right? I
doubt it every day. But he was given a very difficult task. He ac-
complished the majority of what he was asked to do, but we did
find shortcomings in this one specific case.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, sir.
Senator Inhofe.
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a little dif-

ferent view of this whole thing. I think everyone is aware of that.
I would like just to review and maybe put something in perspective
certainly the media has, I believe, intentionally not put in perspec-
tive.

On April 28, the media broke a story about the abuses that were
occurring in Abu Ghraib, in the prison in Iraq. Then pictures were
released of American soldiers committing these acts of abuse and
Iraqi detainees in the prison. Many people expressed outrage at
this time, and the media particularly did. They were acting as if
the Army had. They were demanding they take some action as if
they had not already taken action. I think what few people realize
is that long before April 28, the Army had been performing and
performing well.

Granted, having come from an Army background, maybe I am a
little bit prejudiced, but I know how this works. I did serve in the
military justice system as a court reporter many years ago.

But let us just review quickly what did happen. Mr. Chairman,
I will try to do this in the time allotted me.

January 13, yes. Those things that people are so concerned about
right now and have created such a media frenzy, first began on the
report of Specialist Darby on January 13.

On January 14, a day later, the Criminal Investigation Division
(CID) conducts interviews. Now, that is starting the day after this
is reported.

On January 16, General Kimmit notifies reporters that an inves-
tigation had been opened to alleged abuse at the unspecified prison
in Iraq. Now, that was the Army taking the initiative to go to the
media and give them information as to what was going on.

On January 17, Captain Reese was suspended. That is just 4
days after all this happened. On the 17th, General Karpinski had
a memorandum of admonition. I guess that is what I would have
called a letter of reprimand when I was in the Army. I assume it
is the same thing. That was on the 17th. Colonel Fillibaum was
suspended the same day. This all happened 4 days after they first
found out about the abuse that was taking place in Abu Ghraib.

On January 19, General Sanchez requested that the CENTCOM
appoint an investigative officer to investigate the conduct of the op-
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erations of the 800th Military Police, 6 days after the discovery of
this.

On January 24, the chief of staff directed that General
McKiernan conduct an investigation of the 800th Military Police.

The initial CID report on criminal abuses actually came out 15
days after it first began.

On February 6 and 7, General Taguba and his team conducted
extensive training sessions. Now, let us keep in mind this is 3
weeks after it is first discovered. Not only had the investigation
started, not only had people already been punished, but they are
already in a retraining program, all that happening in the first 3
weeks.

On February 10, they began the Department of Army Inspector
General assessment.

Then, of course, on February 23, 17 U.S. soldiers were sus-
pended.

So 5 weeks after it is first discovered, not only was a letter of
reprimand issued to General Karpinski, but a captain and a colonel
were suspended and 17 soldiers were suspended. I cannot imagine
how that could have happened that quickly. I have often said that
if we, in the United States Senate, would act that quickly and that
responsibly, we would have had our bills passed and would have
already adjourned several months ago.

On March 20, charges are lodged against six accused noncommis-
sioned officers (NCO), and then another press conference on that
day. Now, that is the second time General Kimmit has had a press
conference, going to the media saying this is what is going on and
we want everyone to know we have had a press conference.

Then on April 15, the Fay investigation was initiated.
Then on April 28, all of a sudden 60 Minutes comes out with this

thing, as if something has been going on, nobody has been releas-
ing to the press, and abuses are taking place, and the pictures then
start circulating. It is this ‘‘gotcha’’ mentality that the media has
at that time.

Now, keep in mind since that time we have had nine hearings.
We have had 14 investigations.

I would like to put three things into perspective. One is that
there are some 700 of our soldiers in Abu Ghraib, of which a very
small number, and I know that you can debate this, but if you take
out the MI Brigade personnel, which is primarily interrogation,
that leaves the non-MI personnel at seven and they said they have
newly identified some three. So let us say 10. Let us say even 12.
I can tell you right now, when I went up and looked at those pic-
tures a second time, because I only could count seven different
faces that were accountable for those abuses. But let us just say
it is 10. That is 10 out of 700 in that one prison. We have three
other prisons, and I think that needs to be talked about. We need
to make sure that the American people understand that even
though a few soldiers did something that was wrong, that is a few
out of a very large number; a very small percentage.

Chairman WARNER. You can take another minute.
Senator INHOFE. Yes, I have to take a little more time. The pre-

vious Senator had 12 minutes. I will not take that long.
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Second, if you go back to the reign of terror of Saddam Hussein
where they go in the prison, they would cut off their hands, they
would cut out their tongues, they would do all these things, they
had the rape rooms, the beheadings, all these things that were
going on, yes, what we did was wrong. Those people have been
punished. They have been reprimanded and the Army has acted
quickly. But that is a perspective people need to understand. It is
a reality.

Third, since the beginning of the hostilities in Afghanistan, over
50,000 individuals have been apprehended by United States mili-
tary personnel. Only 300 allegations of abuse took place, and there
are 66 substantiated cases. That is 66 cases out of 50,000, 1 out
of 1,000 roughly. I think that when you realize in that short of pe-
riod of time, Mr. Chairman, that we have had 45 court martials,
numerous article 15s, numerous general officer letters of rep-
rimand, administratively separated 13 soldiers from the Army, 120
of 225 cases closed, 4 article 32s, I just want to say that I applaud
you for the quick response for getting into this long before the
media got involved in it, and I am very proud. I join Schlesinger
when he complimented you folks, as well as the troops, as to what
is going on over there and the fine work that you have done. So
I am here this morning and I have waited through all this just to
tell you that this ex-soldier is very proud of the leaders of today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. I thank you, Senator. I tried in my opening

comments to make very clear my own personal view that the DOD
and most specifically the Department of Army has shown that it
can fairly and pragmatically and thoroughly, I hope, investigate
itself. So I thank the Senator for his views.

Senator Reed.
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, gentle-

men, for your effort, but more importantly for your service to the
country. I have had the chance to know General Kern for several
years and I respect and admire him greatly. Thank you.

Let me go to page 17 of your report, General Jones. In your
words, ‘‘there is sufficient evidence to reasonably believe that per-
sonnel in the CJTF–7 staff, primarily in the Office of Staff Judge
Advocate and the JC 2X, the intelligence staff, had knowledge of
potential abuses and misconduct in violation of the Geneva Con-
ventions at Abu Ghraib. This knowledge was not presented to the
CJTF–7 leadership.’’ I find that statement shocking.

I will again go to page 69 of General Fay’s report. ‘‘The duty to
report detainee abuse is closely tied to duty to protect. The failure
to report an abusive incident could result in additional abuse. Sol-
diers who witness these offenses have an obligation to report the
violations under the provisions of article 92, UCMJ. Soldiers who
are informed of such abuses also have a duty to report violations.
Depending on their position and their assigned duties, the failure
to report detainee abuse could support a charge of dereliction of
duty.’’

Who were these officers on the staff of CJTF–7 that had this
knowledge and failed to communicate it to the commander?

Let me emphasize something else. This is not just UCMJ. This
goes to the values that you gentlemen live with all your life, the
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duty of a subordinate to inform their commander of all information,
not just the good news, but the bad news. You have cited specifi-
cally a failure to do that.

Who are these officers, General?
General KERN. In our report, first we separated responsibility

from culpability, as I stated earlier.
Senator REED. Excuse me, General. Under article 92 of the

UCMJ, do they have a responsibility to report these abuses?
General KERN. When they know, that is correct.
We found that the ICRC report, which I have referenced, was re-

ported through the staff judge advocate and staff and delivered to
General Karpinski. It never made it past that point.

General Wojdakowski, whom we cite in the report, is the deputy
commanding general who was responsible for the brigades, which
included both military intelligence and military police. That was
not adequately addressed, and we cite that in our report.

So, the personnel and the circumstances that you addressed are
correct, and we have cited them in our report. I would ask General
Jones to comment.

General JONES. Yes, sir, you are exactly right. What I found,
under what I considered indications and warnings that there was
not specifically abuse but there was sufficient evidence out there
that needed to be looked at and inform the chain of command on.
Obviously, the legal counsel section in the CJTF staff saw the CID
reports and the things they were working on. They get the reports
up to the division’s subordinate commands. They also got the ICRC
report and worked that. So if you put that all together in a cumu-
lative effect, they should advise the commander of the types and
the magnitude of the trends that they may have seen and he
should have been aware of it, and they did not do that.

Senator REED. They failed to do that.
General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. How do you then conclude, General, that in light

of all of the circumstances, the CJTF–7 staff did everything they
could have reasonably been expected to do to successfully complete
all their assigned missions? One of their assigned missions was to
ensure that the Geneva Conventions and detention policy was ap-
propriately used.

General JONES. Sir, you are exactly right. What I concluded
there was because the legal section itself, Colonel Warren was also
split supporting the CPA.

Senator REED. Let me ask this specifically. Was Colonel Warren
aware of this ICRC report, these potential abuses?

General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. He did not inform General Sanchez?
General JONES. He did not.
Senator REED. Was General Fast aware of these abuses?
General JONES. She was not aware of it until it surfaced in late

December, December 24.
Senator REED. Now, I find this again extraordinary. Here is the

chief staff officer responsible for implementation of the Geneva
Conventions, interpretation in a very complicated situation, receiv-
ing a report from the ICRC of serious alleged abuses, who does not
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communicate that to the commander. You find that is a functioning
staff?

General JONES. If you look at the system for the ICRC reports,
they are handled in confidentiality.

Senator REED. Excuse me, sir.
General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. That is confidentiality between the ICRC and the

greater world. Here is a colonel, Judge Advocate General (JAG) of-
ficer, with a report of abuses and he does not communicate that to
his commander?

General JONES. He had reports from the ICRC.
General KERN. Senator Reed, I think there are two issues.
Chairman WARNER. Senator, let him finish the answer. I will

give you time.
Senator REED. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. But I do not think General Jones had com-

pleted his answer. Had you completed your answer?
General JONES. The other thing I would add is with regard to the

human intelligence section within the intelligence staff. The reason
I thought that they should believe it, based on my question with
General Fast, they were involved with the detention facilities be-
cause they were outlining the priorities that were needed from the
human intelligence collection, and they had a lot of interface with
the interrogators not only at Abu Ghraib but with all the prisons.
So they should have known something or heard some feedback, but
they did not surface any reports of abuses.

Chairman WARNER. The ‘‘they’’ is two star General Fast and the
colonel. Is that correct?

General JONES. General Fast at the time was a one star, sir.
Chairman WARNER. This committee was rushed to put her to two

star at some point. But I will take my time. I do not mean to de-
tract from yours.

But when you say ‘‘they,’’ you are talking about two officers, one
General Fay and the other colonel. Is that correct?

General JONES. What we are talking about is Colonel Warren
who is the legal counsel in the staff judge advocate in the CJTF–
7 staff and his people. The other is a sub-element, a subordinate
element, in the C–2 which is the human resources intelligence
(HUMINT) management cell, generally made up of majors and cap-
tains. That subordinate element, though, works directly with the
collection effort and the human intelligence effort with the interro-
gators down at subordinate elements. Nothing surfaced out of
them. But it appeared to me, in my findings, that their work at the
interrogator level, down at the lowest level, should have surfaced
abuses if they were known.

General KERN. Could I add to Senator Reed’s question?
Senator REED. If I could, I would like to introduce one other as-

pect.
Chairman WARNER. I will see that you get time to reply, General.

Go ahead.
Senator REED. I apologize, but the time is very short. That is one

of the frustrating aspects of this. The chairman has done a remark-
able job getting us this far, but this is a report of many pages re-
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quiring intense questioning, and I apologize if I am a little bit more
direct than I should be.

Let me go to page 54 of the report. ‘‘Local CIA officers convinced
Colonel Pappas and Lieutenant Colonel Jordan that they should be
allowed to operate outside the established local rules and proce-
dures. When Colonel Pappas raised the issue of CIA use of Abu
Ghraib with Colonel Bolt, Colonel Bolt encouraged Colonel Pappas
to cooperate with the CIA because everyone was all one team. Colo-
nel Bolt directed Lieutenant General Jordan to cooperate.’’

Did Colonel Pappas raise the issues of abuse and violations of
regulations by the CIA with Colonel Bolt?

General KERN. Senator, to my knowledge, he did not, but I think
there is an issue here of what the word ‘‘cooperate’’ means. Cooper-
ate does not mean violate laws, regulations, and policies. There is
a development that was going on here to build intelligence architec-
tures, to build intelligence fusion, and so there are two ways you
could interpret those words. Colonel Pappas, in my view, did not
interpret it correctly.

Senator REED. Did Colonel Pappas relate, as it appears in this
statement, that the CIA was operating outside the established local
rules and procedures?

General KERN. We believe that they were and that is what we
found out after the fact, and that is why we have asked for that
particular piece to be further investigated.

Senator REED. I understand that. Let me ask it another way.
Was Colonel Bolt, because Colonel Pappas told him, aware of po-
tential abuses at Abu Ghraib? Here is a commanding officer in a
very difficult position who is making difficult decisions every day,
and I think the first response of any commander is to go to his
higher commander or the staff and ask for the commander’s guid-
ance. What do I do when the CIA walks in with a prisoner? You
are suggesting that Pappas never did that, that he simply came in
and said they are not following rules? He gave no specific exam-
ples?

General JONES. Sir, let me add some clarification, if I may. When
the initial request for the CIA to use facilities, not only at Abu
Ghraib but at our detention facilities manned by our military po-
lice, General Fast directed Colonel Pappas to consult the command-
ers of the military police to see if they had a problem with that.

Now, subsequent to that, there is no documented memorandum
of agreement between CJTF–7 staff and/or any other agencies to do
that. My assumption and what I read was that Colonel Pappas co-
ordinated with the military police who were in charge of the deten-
tion facilities to see if they would accept that request. He himself
was not in charge of the detention facility.

Senator REED. But it says specifically that he informed the staff
of abuses by the CIA overstepping regulations and established local
rules. That is what I read. Is that right, General Fay?

General FAY. Sir, I do not believe that it reads that they knew
about abuses. My recollection was the conversations related to the
control of the detainees and the lack of accountability of the detain-
ees. There were never any conversations relating to the direct
abuses. It was the ghost detainee issues, of bringing them in, un-
documented.
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Senator REED. Which is a violation of the Geneva Conventions?
General FAY. Which is a violation but is not——
Senator REED. Now we are making a very nice distinction be-

tween the abuses and other violations of the Geneva Conventions.
As I read your report, subject to article 92 of the UCMJ, those are
abuses that have to be reported. Did Colonel Bolt have knowledge
of those types of abuses, the ghost detainees?

General FAY. We did not consider that, nor are they one of those
44 that we enumerated as abuses. That did not meet our definition
of abuse when we were writing the report.

Senator REED. So you never asked General Fast or Colonel Bolt
whether they had specific knowledge of ghost detainees.

General FAY. Yes, we did ask them that.
Senator REED. What did they say?
General FAY. General Fast did not know about the ghost de-

tainee issues until later on. When Colonel Bolt had that conversa-
tion with Colonel Pappas, they had a conversation about what was
occurring with the CIA bringing in undocumented, unaccounted-for
detainees. Colonel Bolt did know that that was going on.

Senator REED. What date was that, sir?
Chairman WARNER. Senator, we will come back on a second

round here and you will have that opportunity.
Senator REED. May I have just the date, sir?
General FAY. I am actually not sure. I would have to go back and

check what the statements say. I do not remember what specific
date it was.

Chairman WARNER. This is an important line and I intend to re-
turn to that and the role of General Fast in this matter.

Yes, Senator Sessions.
Senator SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, thank you and I could not

agree with Senator Inhofe more. I agree with former Secretary
Schlesinger and his report and the article he put in the newspaper,
the Wall Street Journal, Senator McCain read from, that our sol-
diers have performed exceedingly well. In situations such as this,
under the stress they have been under, mistakes are going to hap-
pen. There is just no doubt about it.

Secretary Schlesinger, who has been around a long time, said the
vast majority of our force has behaved in Iraq with extraordinary
forbearance, including countless acts of kindness. In this respect,
its performance has been vastly superior to that of World War II,
Korea, and Vietnam. While we did not spell this out in the panel’s
report, I can only say, in light of some of the public commentary,
that it deserves emphasis and repetition. He put in capital letters
our troops have performed well, and you certainly reacted imme-
diately.

General Sanchez, General Kern, I agree, is a hero. That is one
of the most difficult circumstances for any commander to be in. I
visited with him in August a year ago and saw the stress and de-
mands that were on that fine general. I bet he did not get a half
a dozen hours sleep once in 6 months, trying to save and protect
his soldiers, and he had pressure on him to gain intelligence. We
are here on this committee blaming the CIA for not having enough
intelligence. We should have had more intelligence. Intelligence
saves lives.
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We need our soldiers, our interrogators to stay within the bounds
of law, and I salute you for taking firm steps to make sure this
happens. We have not covered it up. We brought it forth. It was
announced immediately when the matters were brought forth, and
I believe steps have been taken to see that it does not happen
again. We do not need to discourage, General Kern, as you noted,
or demoralize soldiers who are out there conducting inquiries every
day.

We have had 8 reports so far, 3 more anticipated, over 15,000
pages received thus far, 950 interviews, 43 congressional briefings
and hearings on this subject, and we have a war on. Soldiers are
out there, at risk, this very day in hostile combat. I want to express
my strong support and appreciation for that.

With regard to the ghost detainees, General Fay, I think you
made the point. I was a Federal prosecutor and I know when you
get an organized crime or big drug case, certain people you may ap-
prehend are very sensitive. Maybe with a few more days, you could
break them or get them to roll on the people they deal with. Maybe
they are in danger because they have already given you informa-
tion.

Now, the CIA did not have a prison of their own, I assume, in
Iraq. They had to put people somewhere. Could that be some expla-
nation for why they might want to handle these prisoners in a dif-
ferent way than you would normally handle them, recognizing it is
important that documentation be kept of prisoners?

General FAY. It could be one of the explanations, sir.
Senator SESSIONS. Do you have any information, General Fay,

that any of those soldiers that the CIA handled were abused phys-
ically or otherwise?

General FAY. There was one instance in one of the 44 cases that
we talked about. There was abuse that did occur before the de-
tainee was brought into Abu Ghraib, and because the detainee was
not properly processed into Abu Ghraib, failed to receive a physical,
and indeed, that detainee died soon after being brought into Abu
Ghraib.

Senator SESSIONS. How do you see the CIA’s human intelligence
operation? Was it effectively moving the information forward so
that commanders in the field could utilize it?

General FAY. Yes. From my knowledge and my experience work-
ing with CJTF–7, and also from my visits there on the centralized
processing of the intelligence that General Fast brought into coun-
try, they were very effective in Iraq.

Senator SESSIONS. General Kern, when you deal with intelligence
gathering operations, as you were in this area, and trying to main-
tain discipline in a prison, how important is it to the commander,
though, in the field that the intelligence they gather gets to them
so that they can utilize it? Are we doing a good enough job? I know
we are pointing out the errors that have occurred here, but can we
approve the ability to get information to the commanders in the
field so that it can save lives?

General KERN. The answer is yes, we can. This has always been
one of the challenges of how you collect information. We teach our
soldiers to do tactical intelligence primarily focused on enemy pris-
oners of war. The detainee puts them into a different category and
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makes it even more challenging to collect that right intelligence.
But the intelligence collection process begins at the point of cap-
ture. Initial interrogations that take place and moves all the way
back to the strategic level, which is really the part that we are
talking here at Abu Ghraib.

One of the challenges and one of the frustrations of the com-
manders at the lowest level is once they give up a detainee, they
rarely get the information flowing back down as to what is further
developed. One of the challenges that was being taken on here,
then, was to complete that loop so that information not only went
into the intelligence collection process but was also disseminated
back down to the operational commanders at the division brigades,
battalions and below. That was a challenge which, from my per-
spective, has been improved considerably over the last year since
this investigation took place and since most of these abuses took
place. I would ask that General Whitcomb might comment on that
because he has firsthand knowledge.

General WHITCOMB. Senator, that was one of General Abizaid’s
priorities during this time frame, the summer time frame of June-
July-August. He challenged his subordinate commanders to work
this fusion of intelligence. His concern was what happened at the
point of capture with the tactical unit and as that captured individ-
ual went through the process to some detention site, how did we
close the loop back to that battalion, brigade, and company com-
mander so that he could utilize that information. General Abizaid’s
thought was that we were not doing very well at closing the loop.

To some degree, he was concerned that as a prisoner was passed
off, the tactical units did not provide as much information as they
should have or could have to enable interrogators at the next level
to be able to continue that kind of process. So that was really his
emphasis with his subordinate commanders, how do we improve
that process? That was really the genesis for the joint interrogation
and debriefing center, in putting that together, so that you could
get intelligence operators from all the intelligence sources,
HUMINT, as well as the other intelligence capabilities, together in
one room to really maximize that kind of capability. So that was
a part of the dynamic that was changing during the summer
months, as the insurgency that we saw unfolding was gaining some
momentum.

Senator SESSIONS. You are confident that following the approved
policies of interrogation are now being handled and that with this
kind of more sophisticated work toward sharing intelligence and
moving intelligence in the right way through the system, we are
able to function well at this point?

General WHITCOMB. I am, Senator.
Senator SESSIONS. I do share General Kern’s concern from my

previous visit to Iraq earlier this year, the week of the Fourth of
July, that there was a feeling among a number of people expressed
to me, that they had to be more careful maybe than the law al-
lowed because they might be prosecuted or investigated or hauled
before Congress. We do not need to intimidate them from doing
anything that is legal and proper to gain the most amount of intel-
ligence we can get. At the same time, we need to stay within that
rule.
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I think the Army is doing an excellent job in trying to accomplish
that difficult task under very stressful circumstances. We thank
you for your service.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator. I associate
myself with your remarks there.

Senator Ben Nelson.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me also thank you for your service and for a very thorough

investigation of a difficult set of circumstances. What you are really
proving is that if you do not have rules, you nearly have a state
of nature where almost anything goes. So, I certainly appreciate
the fact that you want a crisp set of rules and an understanding,
fusion of intelligence, but to avoid confusion about how you go
about getting it. I certainly concur with my colleague from Ala-
bama when I say that you do not have to demoralize the system
in order to have a crisp understanding of how you go about getting
intelligence and gathering it from a variety of sources, including
HUMINT.

In this case, I certainly appreciate, as well, the distinction be-
tween culpability and level of responsibility. General Kern, I agree
with you about General Sanchez. A very difficult set of cir-
cumstances in which he was placed, performed very well. I under-
stand what you are saying in the sense that there may have been
some shortcomings in what he did, but you are probably not saying,
well, nobody is perfect. You are identifying an area that probably
could have and should have been handled differently, but in the fog
of his circumstances, it was difficult to get it done. Is that an accu-
rate description of what you were saying?

General KERN. Yes, Senator, I think that is fairly accurate. But
it is not just the fog of it, he did take positive actions.

Senator BEN NELSON. I am not suggesting he did not, but the
shortcomings that you have alluded to would be different than say-
ing nobody is perfect.

General KERN. I think that is correct. General Sanchez was given
a very difficult mission, and as we have pointed out, the mission
he was given turned out to be quite different than the mission he
actually was accomplishing in his support to the CPA and the
fighting of an insurgency. So he used all of the best capabilities
that he had, and at the same time we found that he did a signifi-
cant amount of work to improve the quality of the operations. He
brought in General Fast and he brought in General Miller to im-
prove detention and intelligence operations. He implemented many
of their guidance and instructions. It has improved, it has been re-
ported. He made statements and published orders that told people
to treat detainees properly. He investigated things when he found
them out. There were some things he did not find out that he
should have, we have pointed that out.

Senator BEN NELSON. Excuse me. That is where you get the re-
sponsibility versus culpability.

General KERN. That is correct.
Senator BEN NELSON. I understand the distinction. I just want

to make sure that that applied here as well.
General KERN. That is correct, Senator.
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Senator BEN NELSON. Let me also say that I agree with my col-
league from Oklahoma that we ought not to overreact to this situa-
tion, but I certainly appreciate the fact that you have not under-
reacted to it. I think your approach has been appropriate with the
chain of command. I think a distinction exists between the chain
of command with the uniformed officers and personnel versus, let
us say, a chain of command of the civilians above. Your role was
to investigate from four stars below, not the Pentagon above. Is
that also a fair statement?

General KERN. I think it is a fair statement, but I would also tell
you that if we had found that there was clear direction for some-
body to do something illegally, we would have reported it, regard-
less of where it came from.

Senator BEN NELSON. Yes, that would be culpability again as op-
posed to responsibility.

General KERN. Correct.
Senator BEN NELSON. So the question of responsibility above the

chain of command in uniform is still an open question at this point
in time from your reports because that is not within your respon-
sibility. Culpability but not responsibility. Is that fair?

General KERN. That is fair, Senator.
Senator BEN NELSON. General Taguba, I have been concerned

about the suspension of General Karpinski from the very begin-
ning. I think there are questions about whether her command was
severed and whether she was in a position to make a determina-
tion. She said she had words with, I believe, General Sanchez, and
he says that did not exist. Have you had any further clarification
on that different set of circumstances and facts?

General TAGUBA. Not that I have been informed, no further on
that.

Senator BEN NELSON. Has anything occurred and come up in the
investigation that would change your mind about whether General
Karpinski had the responsibility here, whether responsibility was
severed by the set of circumstances that we now understand with
the Military Intelligence as well as the CIA intelligence situation?

General TAGUBA. No, sir. I stand firm with our findings and our
recommendations.

Senator BEN NELSON. I thank you very much once again for your
answers to the questions. I would ask the chairman if there is a
way to follow up on the civilian side below with the contractors,
those who are now going to be reported to the DOJ, to make sure
that while it works within the administration of justice for uni-
formed personnel, there is going to be a question here of what hap-
pens, if anything, to the civilian contractors.

Chairman WARNER. The Senator is correct. This committee will
continue to exercise its oversight as to how the question of account-
ability was administered by the overall executive branch with re-
gard to non-military participants.

Senator BEN NELSON. I thank the chairman. I think that is our
responsibility for oversight. It is perhaps not exactly part of the
armed services but certainly connected.

Chairman WARNER. I thank the Senator.
Senator BEN NELSON. I thank you. I thank you, gentlemen.
Chairman WARNER. The Senator from South Carolina.
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Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I too want to thank you for a very thorough report, and I believe

corrective action is being taken in a positive manner. I know you
have been in sort of a political tennis match here and I do not want
to ask you to comment on what we should be doing. That is up to
us. I do appreciate the inputs you have given.

But, General Kern, to me it is important that we learn from the
mistakes of this problem. Do you agree with that?

General KERN. Senator, I completely agree. Of all these inves-
tigations, I believe, and General Jones may add to this, that there
are more than 220 actions which have already been taken to fix
problems identified through these investigations.

Senator GRAHAM. One of the things we have learned apparently
is you do not need to torture people to get good information. Is that
correct?

General KERN. That is correct, Senator.
Senator GRAHAM. Not only is it legally and morally wrong, it is

not the most effective technique.
What hangs in the air for me, that I have a hard time coming

to grips with, is that a blind person could see that we do not have
enough people in that prison during the time in question to effec-
tively elicit good intelligence.

General Fay, did General Miller tell General Sanchez you are
understaffed?

General FAY. Sir, the situation when General Miller appeared
there in Iraq was at the later part of August, the beginning of Sep-
tember—he was only there for 9 days. At that point in time at Abu
Ghraib, there were only 600 and some-odd prisoners at Abu
Ghraib. They were not overwhelmed at that point in time. The
overwhelming population did not occur until the October-Novem-
ber-December time frame. So the situation dramatically changed.
General Miller did have a conversation regarding different types of
people and more people being needed, but not in the severe num-
bers that it later became after General Miller left the theater.

Senator GRAHAM. That is a very good point.
About the dogs, Colonel Pappas is saying, or at least has said in

the past, that he was told to use the dogs as part of interrogation.
You believe that was a misunderstanding. Is that correct?

General FAY. That is correct. I believe that was a misunderstand-
ing between Colonel Pappas and General Miller.

Senator GRAHAM. General Taguba, do you believe that General
Karpinski lied about what she actually did?

General TAGUBA. Sir, in terms of her understanding? Sir, she
had made some you might call non-disclosing type of statements
because she had, at least from the ICRC reports, that the com-
mander had been briefed and subsequently had informed her.

Senator GRAHAM. Did she lie about how many times she went to
the prison?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I believe based on the information that was
provided to us that there was some question of the number of times
she visited the prison.

Senator GRAHAM. General Kern, the general officers, are they al-
lowed to lie?
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General KERN. No, Senator, and it does not make any difference
whether you are a private or a general officer. None of us are al-
lowed to lie.

Senator GRAHAM. That is the point. I think we will have failed
the privates and the sergeants if the only people who are court
martialed here are privates and sergeants.

Dereliction of duty will be redefined one way or the other after
this investigation.

General Fay, when the prison was overwhelmed in terms of the
number of detainees, did anyone at that time in October or Novem-
ber tell General Sanchez you do not have enough people to manage
this problem?

General FAY. Sir, I do believe it came to his attention. Both by
General Karpinski and also from the intelligence staff, they were
telling him. In fact, there was a request for forces that was put in
for, I know, the MI personnel for additional personnel. That re-
quest for forces was responded to. The difficulty was it takes a long
time to find the personnel throughout the rest of the Army, notify
them, and then move them to Iraq. But early on, it was in October,
that the MI personnel recognized a severe shortage that put in a
request for forces, was responded to. Those troops began to arrive
in November and then followed on. More soldiers became available
after that.

Senator GRAHAM. What percentage of the MI operatives or sol-
diers during the abuse period were involved in failing to report or
actually involved in abuse?

General FAY. Sir, do you mean those present there? Of those
present MI soldiers, they began in the early parts of only having
14 present, and ultimately by February there are about 160
present.

Senator GRAHAM. But from October to December, how many were
present?

General FAY. It varied because they were coming in in bits and
pieces two, three, four, five at a time. So it probably went from
probably around 30 or 40 up to, by the end of November, probably
raised to somewhere close to over 100, 120.

Senator GRAHAM. My question is, given the close confines of this
situation, the limited number of people, do you believe that there
are only 23 people who failed to report? How could the others not
know, given the extent of what was going on?

General FAY. You have to understand the circumstances. These
abuses, most of them were occurring in the hard site, which had
very limited access. Not all of those soldiers that we just spoke
about had access to the hard site area. So it was impractical to be-
lieve that they were going to see what was going on in those areas
that they did not even frequent.

Senator GRAHAM. How did the ones who wound up there, the MI
people, get into the hard sites?

General FAY. They would be doing interrogations at the hard site
in some of the shower areas of the hard site because there was an
inadequate number of interrogation booths available. So they
would show up there at the hard site and they would be granted
access by the military police personnel to do their interrogations.
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Senator GRAHAM. My final question. General Kern, do you know
General Shinseki?

General KERN. Yes, Senator, I do.
Senator GRAHAM. He made a comment at one time, I cannot re-

member when, that we would need 200,000 people, or whatever
number, to do this operation effectively. Have you ever experienced,
believed or perceived that if a commander anywhere in theater
asks for more troops that that would be unfavorably viewed? Or a
commander would be reluctant to do so because of what happened
to this general?

General KERN. I do not know that I can put myself in
everybody’s mind who is in theater. We teach our military com-
manders pretty ruthlessly to do a mission-to-task analysis, and we
go through a process of understanding what is required to do the
job. When you are given a job where you are not given the re-
sources to do it, we expect the commanders to go back and ask for
them. So despite all of that, I believe that our commanders will ask
for the resources they need.

Senator GRAHAM. If you do not, you let the troops down, do you
not?

General KERN. That is correct, Senator.
Senator GRAHAM. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Dayton.
Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Kern, you stated in your testimony that we set our

course to find truth, not to whitewash or to convict those who are
not incriminated. I respect that that is your undertaking and your
sincerity. However, the report that we have here that has been re-
leased publicly is 176 pages, the two reports combined unclassified.
The two reports in total, we are told, are over 9,000 pages. This
is 9,000 pages of paper here. This is 176 pages here that are made
public. All the rest of this is classified or secret or whatever, but
is not being revealed to the public. This is 2 percent of this amount.

Who makes the decision on classification or release of these
pages, and how can it be that out of 9,000 pages, only 176 of them
can be made public?

General KERN. I believe that more than 176 pages can be made
public. Many of those have been published as parts of other reports
which we have included in our report.

Senator DAYTON. How many pages are being withheld of the
9,000?

General KERN. We have not withheld anything. We have given
the committee the full report, unredacted and redacted versions.

Senator DAYTON. How many of the pages are being withheld
from the press and the general public?

General KERN. I do not know how many. We have given the re-
dacted versions, as far as I know, to the press with the classifica-
tion taken out.

To answer your original question, there is an original classifica-
tion authority. I do not have the authority to declassify everybody
else’s documents.

Senator DAYTON. Who makes that decision, sir?
General KERN. The person who classified the document.
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Senator DAYTON. Who classified whatever number——
General KERN. There are dozens of people who have classified

different parts of those different documents. I could not tell you.
Senator DAYTON. Just so I understand, not being a military per-

son, the 9,000 pages are completed and those are sent through var-
ious channels, and then anybody in those chains of decision-makers
can classify and then those that are classified and not released.

General KERN. No. There is a very clear set of regulations that
says who can classify at what level, the different classification lev-
els that we use from official use only, all the way up through top
secret SCI. Each of those has different regulations and rules about
how they can be declassified.

Senator DAYTON. The published press reports that I have re-
viewed, the Congressional Quarterly, for example, which is consid-
ered here authoritative, non-slanted, says here that of the 9,000
pages, 176 are available, are unclassified, are made available to the
press and therefore to the general public. This is the document we
have here which is 176 pages of a 9,000 page report. I would appre-
ciate, sir, being informed, via the chairman or however, how many
pages are being made public, and by that I mean not to the com-
mittee. I understand we have. But how many are made public to
the general public? After all, it is their tax dollars that are paying
for these investigations and these reports. Then, how many are
withheld and on what basis they are being withheld.

General KERN. We will comply with that, Senator.
Senator DAYTON. Thank you.
In the testimony today and on this chart that was passed out,

you cite that in October 2003 at Abu Ghraib prison, it is under
2,000 according to the chart. It looks to be approximately 1,800 de-
tainees in that month at Abu Ghraib. The Schlesinger report,
which we are going to be hearing from this afternoon, says that in
October 2003 at Abu Ghraib there were up to 7,000 detainees
housed. That is quite a discrepancy, 1,800 according to your testi-
mony today and 7,000 according to this document. Can you rec-
oncile that discrepancy?

General KERN. There are two charts that we have used there,
and if you will look at them precisely, the numbers do not cor-
respond one to one. We used the Schlesinger numbers for the total
number of detainees. We do report that the number of detainees
achieved about 7,000, but it was in November. I would have to go
back and look specifically——

Senator DAYTON. In the Schlesinger document, it says here on
page 11, in October 2003 Abu Ghraib housed up to 7,000 detainees,
and in this chart here it shows less than 2,000. It looks like about
1,800 detainees. I am just saying that is quite a discrepancy, and
I am trying to reconcile it.

The point I want to make, and it is actually one I think is in
your favor or at least in favor of those who are being charged with
whatever it is here, the prisoner-to-guard ratio by this count here
would be about 20 to 1. In the Schlesinger report, it would be 78
to 1. I checked with the Department of Corrections and nationwide,
of all the prisons in the United States, State and Federal, all levels
of security, the average prisoner-guard ratio is 5.5 to 1. In Min-
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nesota, it is 4.5 to 1. Those are mostly minimum to medium secu-
rity prisons. We have two maximum security prisons.

So here we are in Minnesota, 4.5 prisoners to 1 guard, nation-
wide 5.5 prisoners to 1 guard at all classifications. Here you have
a very dangerous situation, people under constant pressure, threat
of bombardment, actual bombardment, and a very dangerous pris-
on population, and the prisoner-to-guard ratio is either 20 to 1 or
78 to 1. That to me is begging for serious difficulties.

I guess I am wondering as a matter of military policy, is there
a ratio that is subscribed to? Is there a point where an alarm bell
goes off and says, hey, we over 5 to 1, we are over 10 to 1, we are
over 15 to 1, and we have dangerous, unmanageable conditions?

General KERN. I do not know the precise number how you de-
scribe that, but I will tell you that we recognize in the United
States Army that we have been short military policemen for the de-
tention operations and we have been converting battalions at as
fast a rate as we can to military police to overcome those shortages.

General Taguba I think may have a ratio that is the doctrinal
ratio.

General TAGUBA. Sir, the doctrinal ratio was one battalion,
roughly 500 to 600 MP personnel, depending on how their tasks
were organized, per 4,000 detainees.

Senator DAYTON. I am sorry. 4,000 detainees for 500?
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir, one battalion.
Senator DAYTON. So that would be 8 to 1.
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator DAYTON. That would be appropriate. So this spirals seri-

ously out of control here in terms of manageable numbers of pris-
oners I would say.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. That is indicative of the shortcomings
in terms of personnel shortfalls at Abu Ghraib at that time.

Senator DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, one last question quickly.
How many total detainees approximately were there during the

time of your investigation or the two investigations in Abu Ghraib
prison?

General KERN. The total was over 6,000 at Abu Ghraib prison
during the period and it is what we show on our charts.

Senator DAYTON. During that time, you documented or there
were alleged, I should say, 44 instances of abuse according to the
definition of abuse you provide in your testimony.

General KERN. That is right and more than 2,500 interrogations
during that period.

Senator DAYTON. Okay, 44 alleged abuses and 2,500 interroga-
tions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General KERN. Thirteen of the abuses were during interroga-

tions, 44 total abuses.
Senator DAYTON. I see. All right. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Before we proceed to Senator Pryor, I would like to clarify the

material that you have there displayed. The classification of much
of this material is owing to the numerous ongoing judicial proceed-
ings under the UCMJ. Am I not correct in that, General?
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General KERN. Yes.
Chairman WARNER. That is to afford the appropriate protection,

innocent until proven guilty, by a number of individuals that are
now being investigated. Am I correct that a considerable portion of
that relates to some of those trials?

General KERN. The release of the information directly relates to
that so that we can continue with due process.

Chairman WARNER. That is correct.
The files are open for inspection by any Senator here on the com-

mittee or members of their staff. If the Senator from Minnesota is
concerned that there is some material which you feel should be re-
leased, I will direct my attention to that to determine whether or
not it would invade the UCMJ protections. I do not want to leave
this hearing with the impression that the Kern report in any way
is put together in such a manner as to preclude public disclosure
of facts relevant to the investigation because at the very outset, the
chairman with the assistance of the ranking member, we have
tried to make available to the public all that information that we
feel is relevant without injuring the due process of the UCMJ.

Senator DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I am not questioning the gen-
eral or the others who have conducted these reports. That is what
I am trying to ascertain. They completed the reports. There are re-
portedly 9,000 pages in those reports. Somebody else along this line
took 8,824 of those out of public view. It is not my role to deter-
mine which of those pages should be properly withheld or which
should not. But that is over 98 percent of all the pages that are
withheld from public view, not from our committee, but from the
public, and they are the ones whose representatives, both here and
in Iraq, are being judged. I think for those who are conducting the
investigation in the broad sense, the military, to be deciding then
among themselves at some level what information to withhold from
their investigation of themselves from the public and the press I
think is bad form, without at least an explanation as to exactly
why that was necessary, which is what I am asking for.

Chairman WARNER. A good deal of the explanation is owing to
the judicial process in which we must protect the rights of the ac-
cused. A committee of the Senate, not only this, but any committee,
has the right to petition the executive branch to have matters de-
classified. Our staffs are now going through that. If I feel that
there are materials in there or you or any other committee mem-
ber, then I will petition for such declassification because I certainly
want the public to understand that in fulfilling our oversight re-
sponsibilities with this series of hearings, in no way are we
condoning the wrongful embargoing of material.

Senator DAYTON. I do not think you are condoning it at all, sir.
You have been very resolute in these hearings in getting to the bot-
tom of this. It was not your decision to make, what is to be with-
held and what is not. But it is a very high percentage. I hope to
serve as long as the chairman in this body, but I do not know if
that allows me enough time to go through a petition process with
the executive branch under any administration or series of admin-
istrations given the realities. So I just point out, though, that that
is a very high percentage of pages to be withheld from public view.

Chairman WARNER. I note your concern.
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Senator DAYTON. Thank you, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Now we have our distinguished Senator from

Florida. You have had a big agenda, Senator, with regard to your
State and we all admire the manner in which you and your col-
leagues are carrying on your responsibilities in these extraordinary
times. But we are glad that you found time, as you always do, to
join us here with this hearing.

Senator BILL NELSON. I am going to defer to Mr. Pryor.
Chairman WARNER. You can if you wish. Mr. Pryor, then in the

sequence, you would be next. We will come back to you.
Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank

the Senator from Florida for doing that. That was unnecessary.
Let us see. General Taguba, you will be happy to know that most

of my colleagues have asked the questions that I was going to ask.
But I did have a follow-up for you, and that is you mentioned the
8-to-1 ratio. I think you said 500-ish to 4,000. So that is roughly
an 8-to-1 ratio. We had a worse ratio than that in Abu Ghraib. It
sounds like significantly worse. Is that due to a shortage of these
type of soldiers in our system, or is it due to a lack of planning
about Iraq, that we just did not make what we had available inside
Iraq?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I recollect there had been comments from
those that I interviewed that shortages of personnel not just in Abu
Ghraib but in the other detention centers that we visited. It was
either a series of folks who had redeployed back, but were not
being replaced.

With regard to the shortage at Abu Ghraib, as I interviewed the
operations officer for the 800th MP Brigade, that based on doc-
trinal precepts that he fully understood was perhaps as a tem-
porary measure until he can get further replacements of reallocat-
ing forces, MP soldiers within the other three detention centers to
help obviate or at least relieve the pressure at Abu Ghraib at the
time. He could not come up with a good enough response of why
he could not have done that.

Senator PRYOR. So let me make sure I understand your answer.
Is it a lack of resources within the system, or was it more of a lack
of planning or a lack of availability of American forces inside Iraq?

General TAGUBA. Sir, two things. One was an inability to adjust
their planning factors when they assumed the mission at Abu
Ghraib, and second was a matter of requesting for additional forces
within the command.

Senator PRYOR. So as I understand it then, I am not trying to
put words in your mouth, it really was a lack of planning or at
least a lack of making the existing resources available where they
needed to be.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator PRYOR. General Fay, we have all covered the fact that

you found 44 cases of alleged abuse and we talked about the chain
of command leading up to General Sanchez and I think in your
words other senior level officials on what was going on inside the
prison. But at the same time, you did not and your commission
here, your group, did not recommend disciplinary action against
General Sanchez or anybody else. Do you want to explain why you
did not, and how we should understand that?
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General FAY. Sir, my role was the 205th MI Brigade and on the
205th MI Brigade soldiers and the contractors that worked with
the 205th MI Brigade, we either referred them to the commanders,
after we outlined all of the things that we believed that those peo-
ple did do, or to the DOJ. The individuals above the 205th MI Bri-
gade was not within my——

Senator PRYOR. They were beyond your scope.
General FAY. But it was within General Jones’ scope.
Senator PRYOR. General Jones, do you want to answer that?
General JONES. Yes, sir, I can address that. I think General Kern

has also talked about the challenges that the CJTF–7 leaders and
their staff had. When I looked at it above the 205th command, I
looked at it to determine if they had direct or indirect involvement
in the abuses and the cases that happened, did they provide clear
and consistent guidance, and did they resource the subordinate
units for the missions they had given them.

In this case, I found that the leadership above the 205th was not
directly responsible for the abuses or the causes of abuses that hap-
pened. There are some things they could have done as far as the
guidance and the policy memos, making sure that the lowest level
soldiers understood what the policies were. But they did fight for
resources. They did reprioritize some things and they did publish
memos that emphasized that the law of land warfare and the rules
of the Geneva Conventions would be upheld.

Senator PRYOR. General Jones, you have had a chance, I am sure
all your colleagues have, to look at the Schlesinger report. I would
just like to ask is there anything in there that you disagree with?
Are all the findings in the Schlesinger report consistent with your
findings?

General JONES. I have looked at it. I am trying to think because
we had this discussion earlier. I think a couple things that I think
I would disagree with, not particularly disagree with because I
thought it was a very good report. I think all of the reports that
you see come out are very much synchronized.

Senator PRYOR. No. I think the committee understands the spirit
in which you are going to answer the question, not to blame anyone
or not to—but give me your thoughts on it.

General JONES. I think there are some comments in there that
talk about other Services’ responsibility in terms of human intel-
ligence, which is something they do not have at this time. So to
refer to other Services, when the Army basically has the lead for
human intelligence, may not be making the right point.

Senator PRYOR. Anybody else on the panel like to address that?
General KERN. There is one that I do not think we completely

agree with because we do not know all the facts that they were
using and that is a judgment on General Fast’s role. It goes back,
I think, a little bit to questions that Senator Reed was asking ear-
lier as well.

We found that General Fast came into the theater to do an archi-
tectural assessment and to do work on improving the integration
of all of the activities of intelligence activities, and she did a very
good job at that, as noted. We have seen significant improvements
from the time she showed up in theater until today.
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There are a series of vacuums in there which relate to this issue
of the ICRC reports and abuses, I think. What we found, and I
would ask anybody else to correct me if I misinterpret this, is that
General Fast was not in country. She was out for health reasons
at the time that the ICRC report was delivered. The Staff Judge
Advocate, Colonel Warren, in his assessment of it, delivered the re-
port after he made his assessment to General Karpinski, not to
General Fast, because the military police were responsible for the
detention operations.

So our assessment is that she did what she was asked to do in
terms of improving intelligence activities, and we have seen signifi-
cant results as a result of that. We do not have the evidence that
would suggest that she was overlooking things that she should
have.

We also know that she spent a significant amount of time work-
ing not just with the CJTF–7 but also with the CPA. What I cannot
tell you is if there are other things that Secretary Schlesinger’s
panel found that may have come from other sources that we do not
know.

General JONES. I would add to that. First of all, she is the one
that went back after the death of the one detainee in November
and surfaced that later on, and she is the one who went back to
the agency and told them they will comply if they detain personnel
in military facilities. So she was the catalyst for that. She was also
the one to ensure that they investigated that incident and it was
properly handled. It did not get pushed aside.

I would tell you I had to be involved with the leadership above
the 205th, and probably the two people that stand out that are to-
tally taxed with their duties, responsibilities; particularly in sup-
porting the CPA and the Iraqi people, building a coalition, building
the intelligence fusion, and getting those reports that Senator Ses-
sions talked about from tactical to the strategic and the reach-back
capability in place because they did not have the communications
and did not have the equipment and the personnel, the two people
that stand out not only is General Sanchez but is General Fast.
She did yeoman work in theater. That was shown in her relation-
ship with the coalition and the allies.

General FAY. Sir, just one point on your original question about
some of the factual data that is contained in the independent re-
view by Dr. Schlesinger. There was one issue in the beginning of
his report. He states that none of the abuses occurred during inter-
rogations, and we found that there were 13 instances. Dr. Schles-
inger has corrected that in his statement to this committee.

General KERN. Could I make a correction to what I was told?
General Fast was out of the country during the development of the
policy memos. She was there when the ICRC report was given, but
it was not given to her. It was given to General Karpinski.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. At this juncture, I will ask the committee to

bear with me because the Senator asked a question and one of
them was, did you disagree in any way with the Schlesinger re-
port? I would like to read a short paragraph with regard to the
findings of the Schlesinger report specifically relating to General
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Fast, ‘‘The CJTF–7 C–2,’’ that was her designation as the intel-
ligence officer for General Abizaid. Is that correct?

General KERN. Yes.
Chairman WARNER. ‘‘Director for Intelligence failed to advise the

commander properly on directives and policies needed for the oper-
ation of the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) for
interrogation techniques and for appropriately monitoring the ac-
tivities of OGAs within the joint area of operations.’’

Now, given that we must move along, I would like to have you
take for the record the question of our colleague from Arkansas,
with regard to whether you agree or disagree and this written re-
port of Schlesinger and reflect on it among yourselves and come
back and provide for the record your response, because General
Fast, whom I incidentally met on the occasion of my most recent
visit over to the area, impressed me. This committee was asked
specifically to promote her out of the normal order of promotion
from one star to two star. We did so at the request of the DOD.
She has now been reassigned in the normal course of events to a
very important post within the intelligence structure of the Army.
Is that correct, General Fay? She is now the head of the intel-
ligence school?

General FAY. That position is pending, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Pending, but anyway, it is under consider-

ation.
General FAY. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Therefore, I think it is important that clari-

fication be brought to her professional performance at the time she
served in her capacity with the Central Command. Do you have
some comments on that, General?

General WHITCOMB. Chairman, I would just make one correction,
sir. She was the C–2 for General Sanchez for CJTF–7.

Chairman WARNER. Did I misspeak?
General WHITCOMB. Yes, sir.
Chairman WARNER. Fine. General Fast was under General

Sanchez. That is correct.
Thank you for the questions, Senator Pryor. We have Senator

Nelson.
Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to ask a question about lessons learned, and I would

like for you all to reflect in your professional judgment on the em-
barrassment that we suffered in Kosovo as a result of detainee
abuse. Why were the lessons that we learned from that not appar-
ent and taught that would be available for people to avoid some-
thing like this? Why do we not just start with you, General
Whitcomb, and go right on down?

General WHITCOMB. First, Senator, I would say I am not familiar
with the detainee abuse issue in Kosovo.

But I would comment on our lessons learned and what the Serv-
ices do, specifically in the Army, in analyzing operations. This has
been a very painful lesson learned that has resulted in a much
smoother operation, but it has caused great damage to our Army
and our Nation.

We went into this operation expecting the detention operations
would be more in the flavor of enemy prisoners of war. So I think
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that was a good planning assessment. It was an integral part of
our plan, but it is a different dynamic than what we, in fact, faced
on the ground with an insurgency and the type of internees and de-
tainees that we are seeing, everything from former regime ele-
ments to criminals to terrorists to foreign fighters and to innocent
civilians that are wrapped up.

What we have done, Senator, throughout this process is to make
course corrections. They have not been as rapid as any of us would
like them to be, whether it is the number of linguists, whether it
is the number of MI professionals, whether it is the number of mili-
tary police that are required to do the job. But throughout this
process, we have, from a CENTCOM perspective, recognized where
we had shortfalls and have taken steps to correct them.

We have also worked this, not only in concert with CENTCOM’s
subordinate commands but also with the Joint Staff and the Serv-
ices, to try and identify those.

As you also know, Senator, there was a very robust joint lesson
learned effort before the war that was embedded with Central
Command and our units headed by Joint Forces Command. So we
did, in fact, have an apparatus in place that was able to feed back
to the Services, feed back to us at Central Command on a pretty
rapid basis when they saw areas that we should and could address.

Senator BILL NELSON. I am specifically interested in lessons
learned from Kosovo, and you are not aware of any abuses in
Kosovo.

General WHITCOMB. Sir, I am not.
Senator BILL NELSON. It was widely reported.
How about you, General Fay?
General FAY. No, sir. I am sorry I did not know of any abuses

that occurred in Kosovo.
Senator BILL NELSON. How about you, General Kern?
General KERN. Sir, I know of abuses that occurred in the Balkan

theater, but not associated with detention in interrogation oper-
ations. But we have made a comparison of the Balkan operations
to what is going on here, and the part that we find that is signifi-
cantly different and why it is hard to apply lessons learned from
one theater to the other is one of scale. So we have some very good
MI fusion efforts that have been going on in that theater for some
years, coalition and multiple agencies. So, there are some very good
lessons learned that we did work through this, but the scale is so
different and the ability to put the resources on it then with that
scale is what we believe is significantly different here. It goes back
to the earlier questions about having enough people, having enough
capability in terms of equipment, et cetera so that you can do it.
So the lessons learned from Kosovo are different significantly from
what we saw in Iraq simply because of the scale and the number
of people that you had to put through those operations.

Senator BILL NELSON. There were abuses at the time of capture.
Are you specifically familiar with those that occurred in Kosovo?

General KERN. I am not.
Senator BILL NELSON. General Jones?
General JONES. Sir, I am vaguely familiar with them, and my

understanding is appropriate action was taken for the people in-
volved. I would have to go back and look at them. I will tell you,
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similarly here, if proper discipline and training and doctrine was
followed, abuses would not occur.

Senator BILL NELSON. General Taguba?
General TAGUBA. Sir, I am not familiar with what happened in

Kosovo other than the genocide types of events that happened
there.

But with regard to lessons learned at the onset of the training
of our MP and MI personnel prior to their deployment, the condi-
tions changed where detention operations, as we experience today,
is not exclusive of just those two functions and operations. That
has now become an interagency interactive, coordinated action that
goes just beyond those MPs and MI, medical, legal, OGAs and the
like, inclusive of course of proper coordination and the proper guid-
ance meted out to those individuals and also the units and the
commanders.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I will not continue this but
I would like to leave the record open for further inquiry because
I want to make sure that the information that I have is correct. I
had understood that it was widely understood about the abuses
that occurred in Kosovo, and if that is factual what I have said,
then it would be a concern of mine that the senior leadership of the
United States Army did not know about that in applying those les-
sons learned to prevent similar kinds of situations, albeit as Gen-
eral Kern said, it is a different situation, different theater, different
in scope. So I will pursue that, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator. Again, thank
you for joining us today.

Gentlemen, I am going to ask a question or two here. To the ex-
tent you can provide a response in this open hearing, I would ap-
preciate it very much. To the extent that you need to reflect on the
question and make study of the documents, that is understood, and
provide the committee for the open record a further response. But
this question of accountability will be probed by the committee as
we go ahead with our oversight responsibilities.

I draw your attention to the following. First is page 47 of the
final report of the independent panel referred to as the Schlesinger-
Harold Brown panel, and then I am going to refer to page 24 of
the Kern-Jones report. This is interesting as I look at how these
two conscientious groups, in working through the difficulty of try-
ing to determine some initial observations on accountability, use
different words.

In the Schlesinger report, there is a consistent use of the word
‘‘failed.’’ For example, General Wojdakowski, CJTF–7 Deputy Com-
mander, failed to initiate action to request additional military po-
lice for detention operations after it became clear that there were
insufficient assets in Iraq. The second relates to General Fast. I
have already read that into the record. The third, CJTF–7 staff
judge advocate failed to initiate an appropriate response to the No-
vember 2003 ICRC report on the conditions at Abu Ghraib.

Now, you use different language, and I will go back to the Kern-
Jones report. But you very carefully, General Kern, in some of your
previous comments and according to my notes here, used the word
that certain officers did not exercise proper responsibility. Some
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were culpable. No one thus far has gone down to the other defini-
tion in the Uniform Code, ‘‘dereliction of duty.’’

But somehow this committee and others examining this material
have to reconcile where ‘‘failed’’ falls in terms of your judgment as
to whether or not certain individuals should be further scrutinized
under the UCMJ for their actions. For example, let us talk about
General Wojdakowski. Have you recommended that he be further
scrutinized under the appropriate procedures of the UCMJ for
those failures as indicated in the Schlesinger report? I will come
back to the Jones comments later. I will ask you, General, and then
you can designate your subordinates to answer the question if you
so desire.

General KERN. Our analysis looked at it from the legal deter-
mination of what was ‘‘culpable’’ and therefore could be brought to
any UCMJ action versus responsibility as a staff or commander’s
action, and that is the distinction that we make in our report. We
reviewed this with our legal advisors on a number of occasions to
ensure that we had not overlooked people who should have been
held culpable. So I believe our judgments of responsible versus cul-
pable, where culpable could be subject then to UCMJ further ac-
tion, are fairly well thought out.

But I would ask for the record that we be allowed to go back be-
cause we have not made the comparison, other than the judgments
we just made here earlier, on how that is reflected in the Schles-
inger report in part because we do not know all the background
material the Schlesinger-Brown independent panel had versus
what our material was.

Chairman WARNER. I am certain that material would be avail-
able to you.

General KERN. I believe that is right.
Chairman WARNER. I will make certain that it is. I believe, gen-

tlemen, that given your charge from the Secretary of Defense and
others that you should go back and examine the documentation
that led to the use of the word ‘‘failure.’’ To me, failure measures
up to culpability. Now, there may be some legal distinctions here
which I will pursue, but I think they equate. Determine in your
judgment whether General Wojdakowski should be further scruti-
nized under the UCMJ for his actions, as described by a failure in
the Schlesinger panel, and why you did not make any specific ref-
erence to General Wojdakowski in your report? I am reading from
page 24. You did have the following findings: ‘‘I find that the chain
of command above the MI Brigade was not directly involved in any
of the abuses that occurred at Abu Ghraib.’’ Now, that finding
would reflect on General Wojdakowski’s actions, would it not?

General KERN. Yes.
Chairman WARNER. So at that point, he was not directly in-

volved.
Then you go to the next one, B: ‘‘I find that the chain of com-

mand above,’’ again General Wojdakowski, ‘‘promulgated policy
memoranda that inadvertently left room for interpretation and may
have indirectly led to some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuse
incidents.’’

So I would like to have you examine again General Wojdakowski
in relation to the findings of the Schlesinger commission and deter-
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mine whether that is consistent with your finding here that it was
simply an inadvertence. Do I make myself clear?

General KERN. Yes, Senator.
Chairman WARNER. Then you go down to the third one. ‘‘I find

that Lieutenant General Sanchez and his DCG Major General
Wojdakowski failed,’’ now the word ‘‘failed’’ comes in—‘‘to ensure
proper staff oversight of detention and interrogation operations.’’

Now, you have responded very carefully and I commend you for
the manner in which you addressed General Sanchez. I certainly
concur, in your observations, that his overall discharge of his duty
certainly is exemplary. But you do charge him with failures to en-
sure proper staff oversight of detention. Does that then merit any
further examination under the UCMJ? It refers also to General
Wojdakowski. Should he then, based on that finding, in your judg-
ment be further scrutinized under the provisions of the UCMJ? So
I ask you to provide the committee with those findings.

General KERN. Mr. Chairman, as I understood the first group
that you laid out included General Wojdakowski, General Fast,
SGA, which would have been Colonel Warren, and then General
Sanchez.

Chairman WARNER. Yes.
General KERN. I would point out that role in providing our as-

sessments is to make a recommendation to a commander as to
whether or not UCMJ is followed. I cannot make that judgment,
and in fact I would be improper if I did so. So I will need to make
sure that what information I provide to you I get legal counsel on,
that we make sure we do it in accordance with our own regulations
and laws so I do not violate any of them.

Chairman WARNER. But you did say your charge from the Sec-
retary of Defense is to make recommendations to commanders for
appropriate action under the UCMJ, which means someone has to
determine, based on your recommendations, whether or not to initi-
ate or not initiate one of several procedures under the UCMJ.

General KERN. I hate to get in a debate with lawyers in front of
me because I know I will lose. But I want to be very clear that our
recommendation that comes out of the 15–6 investigation or in this
case Procedure 15, in accordance with that, we can only rec-
ommend to the commander our findings and the severity of them.
The commanders have to decide whether it is an administrative ac-
tion or whether it is under UCMJ, and that is the line I am trying
to be careful of that we do not violate in terms of command influ-
ence.

Chairman WARNER. I fully understand that. But you also bear in
mind that Congress in its oversight responsibility has to determine
whether or not these series of investigations under the executive
branch, most specifically the DOD, have fully exhausted the ques-
tion of accountability. You have specific findings on facts that pre-
sumably some came before you, perhaps other did not, but are in
the Schlesinger report. You have to take that into consideration as
you look at your recommendations.

General KERN. Mr. Chairman, I understand that and we will pro-
vide that for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01108 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1103

In order to answer your questions, an additional review was conducted of the
Schlesinger report. As a result of that review, it is the opinion of the appointing au-
thority and the investigating officers that no further recommendations on their part
are necessary.

In accordance with Army Regulation 20–1, paragraph 8–3, The Inspector General
is conducting a thorough and candid analysis of these reports and will provide an
objective assessment of potential impropriety by Army senior leaders, whether they
were identified directly, or their involvement was implied. This assessment will be
conducted in accordance with established and detailed Army procedures, to include
a full legal review. Credible allegations of impropriety or failures in leadership will
be referred to senior Army leadership for appropriate disciplinary action. The re-
ports will be made available to the committee.

With regards to the CJTF–7 Staff Judge Advocate and other legal support, an in-
vestigating officer has been assigned by The Judge Advocate General’s Corps under
the provisions of Army Regulation 27–1 to determine if any standards of profes-
sional responsibility have been violated. The investigating officer will also make a
recommendation as to actions that should/may be taken under article 92 of the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice.

Chairman WARNER. Because if there is somewhere along the line,
whether it is the law or the charge by the Secretary of Defense to
you or the charge by the Secretary of Defense to Schlesinger, some
kind of a gap, then it is incumbent upon this committee to bring
that to the attention presumably of the Secretary of Defense or the
President, the Commander in Chief. Say that this has to be ad-
dressed as it relates to the question of accountability because those
are three very important officers and you address it with some
specificity on page 24 of your findings.

Why do you not take a question or two? I have taken a good deal
of time here, Senator, and I may come back.

Senator LEVIN. Here is where I think we are in terms of the lack
of personnel. We know from your report and from other reports
that there was, as you put it, a severe under-resourcing at Abu
Ghraib in the military police and MI units. We know that at the
headquarters of CJTF–7 there was undermanning. That is part of
your report as well. It is clear that when General Sanchez placed
an MI brigade commander in command of force protection at Abu
Ghraib, that they were not the ideal folks to engage in force protec-
tion. That was bringing in a unit which was not designed for force
protection. I presume it is fair to say that that is a resource failure
as well. It reflects a resource failure, and I am going to make that
assumption. If you disagree with it, you can include that in your
answer. But there is a whole litany here of significant underman-
ning. We start with that.

We know some of the reasons for that. One of the key reasons
being your report’s statement that there was an operational plan
that envisioned a non-hostile environment. You already indicated
this morning that that plan’s mistake in projecting a non-hostile
environment contributed to the failure to have adequate people on
the ground to do what had to be done. So at least we know some
of the causes, including that one, of the shortfall in troops.

Now, as to who is responsible for that erroneous plan, that is
perhaps a different subject. That is an important subject. I happen
to think it goes back to the whole question of whether General
Shinseki was right and what the reaction was to General
Shinseki’s point, but I will not get into that today other than to
state that is my belief.
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Nonetheless, the plan was wrong because it projected a non-hos-
tile environment and it turned out we had a very hostile environ-
ment.

The next question then is, since there was such a clear shortfall
in forces and troops to do the job correctly, why did we not get a
request or why was there not a request from General Sanchez for
more troops? That is the question I want to ask you. Did he request
more troops to do the job? We have these ratios which are incred-
ible, without going back into them. An 8-to-1 ratio is your doctrinal
ratio and this was 60-to-1 or 100-to-1, whatever it was. It was so
far out of kilter it was obvious to everybody that there were mas-
sive shortfalls in personnel. Did General Sanchez request more peo-
ple, and if not, why not?

General KERN. Senator, I would like to answer the question in
two parts and then particularly ask General Jones, who did inter-
view General Sanchez in some detail, and then clearly General
Whitcomb, who was part of the CENTCOM operations, to add their
comments.

First, when General Sanchez was given his initial mission as the
CJTF–7 commander and all that description, as both you and I
have gone through, his mission was to redeploy forces and to con-
duct stability and support operations. That was his stated mission;
in addition to that, to support the CPA. General Abizaid, who was
General Sanchez’s immediate commander, very quickly took action
shortly after the CJTF–7 was established to reverse the flow of
forces, to stop it and to hold, as we have described earlier, forces
in theater and to bring in additional forces as necessary.

Part of it goes back to General Jones. There was an assumption
of how much the coalition forces would take a role.

Senator LEVIN. That is why there was the shortfall, but my ques-
tion is, did he ask for more? Did General Sanchez ask for more
troops?

General KERN. The answer is well, let me be very specific, and
let General Jones answer because he conducted the interview with
General Sanchez, and I do not want to put words into that.

General JONES. General Sanchez thought that he had sufficient
MPs in theater at the time. He may not have had them at the right
place, but he thought that the numbers of military police in thea-
ter, I think at the time he had three brigades, were sufficient to
do the mission. He did see a need for people in the headquarters,
intelligence personnel, and specific skill sets to allow the head-
quarters to execute the missions they were given. Those resources
were requested through the joint manning document he submitted
to CENTCOM.

Senator LEVIN. But that was not for the military police and mili-
tary intelligence units at Abu Ghraib, was it, that joint manning
document?

General JONES. In part it was. I think it had 169 positions for
the joint interrogation and debriefing center at Abu Ghraib.

Senator LEVIN. So there were enough people in that joint man-
ning document to handle the shortfalls at Abu Ghraib?

General JONES. To handle the military interrogators and ana-
lysts, yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. The military police?
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General JONES. I did not look at military police.
General KERN. Not in that part of it.
Senator LEVIN. Not in that part. So now, when he saw himself

so dramatically short of personnel, did he ask for more?
General JONES. The manning document was 1,400 people.
Senator LEVIN. Not the manning document. I am talking about

the part that is not in the manning document, the military police.
General KERN. I cannot answer the question’s specifics. I would

like General Whitcomb, who was part of the CENTCOM staff, if he
could.

General WHITCOMB. Sir, I do not recall specifically if General
Sanchez asked for military policemen for Abu Ghraib. I do know
that General Abizaid spent quite a lot of time in Iraq with General
Sanchez. They reviewed the force structure on a regular basis in
terms of what was enough, specific types of forces that were re-
quired. At some point we did recognize, and I do not know whether
it was late summer or the fall, but we had our military police
forces, which are a low density, not many numbers, in high de-
mand. Everybody needs them for the type of insurgency that we
were seeing, that we need military police type units for convoy se-
curity, security in cities, and a number of traditional military——

Senator LEVIN. You do not know of any specific requests from
General Sanchez for more troops.

General WHITCOMB. For Abu Ghraib MPs, I do not, sir.
Senator LEVIN. All right. Now, the report of the independent

panel, the so-called Schlesinger Panel, says that first of all there
was a time when CENTCOM refused to forward a request for addi-
tional personnel. On page 50, CENTCOM would not forward it to
the Joint Chiefs. So there is an example. Do you disagree with that
example, General Whitcomb?

General WHITCOMB. Senator, I read that report last night and I
saw that. I know of no request that was not put in the process.

Senator LEVIN. Including that one?
General WHITCOMB. Sir, I am not familiar with a particular JAG

officer or lawyer.
Senator LEVIN. So you are not familiar with that one?
General WHITCOMB. No, sir.
Senator LEVIN. But here is what it says after that. It said that

there is no evidence that any of the responsible officers considered
any option, and this is to get more personnel, other than the re-
sponse given to Brigadier General Karpinski to wear her stars, re-
allocate personnel among her already overstretched units. Are you
familiar with that?

General KERN. That was reported by General Taguba and our as-
sessment.

Senator LEVIN. Was she told ‘‘Wear your stars, reallocate person-
nel’’ instead of asking for more?

General TAGUBA. Sir, I am not familiar with that particular com-
ment, but she did convey to me that she had gone up to her chain
of command. At this time she is under the tactical control of CJTF–
7. She requested or at least conveyed to General Wojdakowski that
she was needing of personnel.

Senator LEVIN. What was the answer?
General TAGUBA. Excuse me, sir?
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Senator LEVIN. What was Wojdakowski’s answer?
General TAGUBA. I was not privy to what the response was.
Senator LEVIN. Did she tell you what the response was?
General TAGUBA. Yes. She said the answer was to continue to

march until such time as I could get you more forces.
Senator LEVIN. Use your troops?
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir.
Senator LEVIN. Did he say he would pass along the request?
General TAGUBA. No, sir. She did not indicate that to me.
However, though, sir, I just want to make a comment that it was

recognized that when the MPs were given the mission to do Abu
Ghraib exclusively, that they had already been under strength. To
what she reported those, her personnel status, we did not go into
that, other than she said that she had requested numerous times
not just personnel but material.

Senator LEVIN. This really gets to the question of Senator
Graham, as to if you need additional forces, you should ask for
them and not think that it will not be welcome. Whether or not
that feeling existed, that a request for additional forces would not
be welcome and what role that played. That is something which is
a very serious question. It is addressed by implication somewhat in
the Schlesinger report. It is not really addressed in your report.

General KERN. Senator, I think what we both state and we both
agree, there are insufficient military police and MI for the missions
at hand because not only were these military policemen being
asked to secure detention facilities, they were also conducting road
security operations and many other security operations. The Army
has felt for a number of years now that we have been short mili-
tary police and are converting artillery units to military police as
quickly as possible.

Senator LEVIN. The issue that needs to be addressed, though, is
the one I raise as to why there was no additional request for those
police, and there is no answer in your report. It is essential we find
out whether it was because someone thought wrongly they had
enough troops or because they thought a request would not be wel-
come, which is what the Schlesinger Panel suggests happened, rel-
ative to the Karpinski request.

General KERN. I think, as General Jones reported, the initial as-
sessment, and I cannot tell you whether it was the final assess-
ment or not, was that there were enough, if they had been reallo-
cated within theater because, remember, we were collapsing the
number of detention facilities and trying to consolidate. But at the
same time that that happened, the number of detainees started
growing. So you had two opposing issues and exactly how that as-
sessment was presented to General Sanchez is not clear.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
General JONES. If I may add, that is exactly right. In May 2003,

there were certain units that had already been mobilized who were
demobilized because we were reversing and drawing down the
troop strength.

The other thing that was dysfunctional was the tactical control
relationship to CJTF–7 of the 800th MP Brigade. So their logistics
and support chain was back through the 377th back in Kuwait
where there is not an adequate individual replacement system. The
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MP brigade was losing people going back to the States all the time
and there was an insufficient individual replacement system set
up.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
General WHITCOMB. Senator, if I may, Mr. Chairman. Just to

add, hearing a lot of conversations with General Abizaid and his
component commanders, his statement from the time he took com-
mand was very clear. If you need another ship, airplane, soldier,
or marine, do not hesitate to ask and we will go up. So there was
not any command pressure from the CENTCOM commander to not
ask for forces, and that carried down through the Central Com-
mand staff also.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Senator Sessions.
Senator SESSIONS. Alabama had three MP companies in the

Baghdad area, and one, the 1165th, was extended for an extra 90
days more than they expected to be there. We frankly did not have
as many MPs in our system as we needed as we configured our
military today. I think we will have more in the future when we
continue our transformational process. So I do not think there is
any doubt about that.

But, General Fay, from your review or, General Taguba, if you
would like to comment, normally a shortage of personnel would re-
sult in such things as failure to feed prisoners sufficiently, exercise
them, poor conditions, maybe inability to maintain discipline and
put down a revolt or something like that. I do not see being short
of personnel, the ideal number we would like to have had for them
to have there, could be a justification for guards taking their time
that presumably was short to take people out of the prisons and
abuse them. Would you agree with that?

General FAY. Certainly there is no justification for ever doing
any sort of prisoner abuse no matter what the numbers ratios are,
sir.

Senator SESSIONS. I just would say I think if we have too few
MPs in a prison, you can have things like failure to really take care
of the prisoners, failure to maintain discipline, put our guards at
risk because they do not have enough strength there, but I do not
think that should be a basis to justify this kind of action.

I think I would ask this, General Kern, just to reiterate your
analysis and review of all of these reports, has there been any pol-
icy statement or document that would have advocated policies such
as the abusive policies that we have seen in photographs in these
internment operations, or did the soldiers who carried out these
abusive acts know they were in violation of military standards in
your opinion?

General KERN. I think we found cases that we have reported that
reflect all of those circumstances. There were policy directives that
resulted in techniques to be used not in Iraq that found their way
in there. There were misinterpretations of policy, as we reported
earlier, with respect to how dogs were to be used that turned into
an abuse but was clearly not directed that way. Then finally, we
found soldiers who thought that they had approval to do some-
thing, interview a naked detainee. When asked about it afterward,
was that a violation of the Geneva Conventions, and they said,
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‘‘Well, yes, I guess it was.’’ So that was a failure for their system
there for them to interpret, in fact, that they were creating a viola-
tion.

Senator SESSIONS. So some of them could have thought some of
the techniques that they were doing were legitimate in your view.
Is that what you are saying?

General KERN. In our view, in fact, we found cases where they
thought they had an approval to do something that was an abuse.

Senator SESSIONS. But the kind of abuses we saw in the photo-
graphs, you found nothing that would have justified that kind of
action.

General KERN. Absolutely nothing.
The abuses in the photographs are a very different set of issues

from the abuses that we are reporting here. I will ask General Fay
because he went through those photographs in detail trying to
identify each individual against the personnel that we have identi-
fied in our reports. Those cases were willful misconduct in our view
on the part of the individuals. There was at least one case where
we identified a picture and a photograph which corresponds to one
of the abuses that we have reported. But the vast majority of ev-
erything that you have seen in the photographs was just mis-
conduct not in accordance if anybody had followed the doctrine.

Senator SESSIONS. But if you read the doctrines and if you read
the policies and you read them carefully and followed them strictly,
it would not have justified a muzzled dog in interrogation, would
it? I mean, that was something possible in Guantanamo.

General KERN. It is not even possible in Guantanamo.
Senator SESSIONS. Is that right?
General KERN. That is right, Senator.
Senator SESSIONS. But some of these things may have worked

their way through some way into the system, but technically speak-
ing, no authorization for those abuses, no actions outside the Gene-
va Conventions were authorized?

General KERN. We found continuously, when we asked the ques-
tion, did you know that the Geneva Conventions apply to every-
thing that you were doing in Iraq with respect to detainees, the an-
swer came back, ‘‘Yes, we understood that.’’ Did they understand
what that really meant in terms of the actions that they took? It
was either a willful misconduct of disobeying that or a few cases
that we reported where they just thought they had an approval but
did not.

I would ask General Fay because he really, I think, has some of
the details that would help.

General FAY. Yes, sir. First, I just want to make sure we are
clear as regards to the dogs issues, because Colonel Pappas did be-
lieve he had the authority to use muzzled dogs and was granting
that authority. So therefore the soldiers that were using muzzled
dogs were doing it, we considered it an abuse, but they thought
they were doing things appropriately.

Senator SESSIONS. Was there any instance of dogs actually being
allowed to maul or bite a prisoner?

General FAY. There were actually some bitings that occurred.
That was not part of an interrogation process, but a number of the
44 instances we go through, there was one instance, maybe two.
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Senator SESSIONS. In the prison?
General FAY. In the prison, and there actually are pictures of the

detainee after he was bitten by the dog. But that was not relating
to the interrogation process.

There is one set of photos that we believe was part of the soften-
ing up process where MI was encouraging MPs to use the dogs to
soften up a particular detainee who was a high-value detainee.

Senator SESSIONS. Police officers use dogs, and if a person resists
arrest or something, they are authorized to allow the dog to either
threaten or even attack, if they feel threatened. You can use dogs
in prisons for legitimate prison activities to protect guards so you
do not have to shoot perhaps a prisoner. There might be an alter-
native of letting a dog keep the person back rather than deadly
force.

General FAY. Yes, sir, and that is the way they are used in
Guantanamo, and that is what General Miller was referring to in
his conversations that he had with Colonel Pappas and with others
in Iraq. Dogs are currently being used in Abu Ghraib even today,
but for the reasons and the methodologies that you outlined, not
for the incorrect use, which is to use them in the interrogation
process.

Senator SESSIONS. I salute you for maintaining discipline and re-
asserting the fundamental values that America adheres to. We
know that mistakes occur. I think you have gone beyond—frankly,
I hate this taking so much time and effort, but you have accom-
plished a lot and we thank you for it.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Reed.
Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Jones, let me follow up. I want to make sure I heard you

correctly. You indicated that General Fast was aware of the death
of detainee 28?

General JONES. I am not sure which number it is. She was in-
formed of the November 4 case of the detainees brought in. She
was called and informed of that death and she reported directly to
General Sanchez that it had happened.

Senator REED. So as of November 4, General Sanchez was aware
that there were significant violations, the death of a detainee. Is
that correct?

General JONES. She was aware of the death of the detainee and
she followed up, as General Sanchez directed, to go to the chief of
station and ensure that an investigation was initiated.

Senator REED. Is there not a responsibility, since the death was
in the custody of the United States Army, to do something more
than that?

General JONES. The CID took that on.
Senator REED. Was informed?
General JONES. I think the results of that just came out recently.
Senator REED. You also indicated, General Kern, that General

Fast also worked for the CPA. Is that correct?
General KERN. She supported the CPA. A considerable amount

of her time was spent supporting the CPA.
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Senator REED. So she essentially had, if not formally, informally
two commanders, Ambassador Bremer and General Sanchez,
maybe not in the strict formal sense.

General KERN. Formally, she had one commander. Informally,
she was reporting to two different headquarters, yes.

Senator REED. You have not had an opportunity to interview Am-
bassador Bremer or other CPA officials?

General KERN. That is correct, Senator.
Senator REED. So it is conceivable that she was receiving instruc-

tions from Ambassador Bremer and the CPA that were different or
inconsistent from instructions she received from General Sanchez?

General KERN. It is conceivable, but it never came out in any of
our interviews that that is the case.

General FAY. I do not believe it is conceivable, sir. I spent a great
deal of time with General Fast on two occasions, and I believe,
through all my questioning, she would have revealed that to me if
that were the case.

General JONES. General Sanchez——
Senator REED. Excuse me. Did you ask her specifically if she re-

ceived guidance from anyone else?
General FAY. I did not, sir.
Senator REED. You did not. So that is a conjecture on your part.
General FAY. It is, sir.
Senator REED. General Jones?
General JONES. I specifically asked General Sanchez if he got di-

rection from Mr. Bremer, and he said occasionally he would ask us
to do things. If any of his guidance or requests conflicted with the
guidance he got from the CENTCOM commander, he would go back
to the CENTCOM commander to clarify the——

Senator REED. That is General Abizaid?
General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator REED. With respect to the information that Colonel War-

ren had with potential violations of the Geneva Conventions, as
you cite in the report, how long did he wait before informing Gen-
eral Sanchez of the possible violations of the Geneva Conventions?

General KERN. In my view General Sanchez was not informed
until after the atrocities came out. The person that he informed
was General Karpinski. Let me make sure I have that correct from
General Taguba because that was the part that he followed.

General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. The trail was the serving battalion
commander, an acting battalion commander at Abu Ghraib was at
an out-brief by ICRC in October, which was in General Karpinski’s
chain of command.

Chairman WARNER. Let us put his name in the record.
General TAGUBA. Yes, sir. It is Lieutenant Colonel Chew, C-h-e-

w.
Senator REED. Let me try to understand this. Colonel Warren is

the staff judge advocate for General Sanchez.
General KERN. CJTF–7, correct.
Senator REED. He is the staff judge advocate. He has been in-

formed that there are serious violations potentially of the Geneva
Conventions. He is the chief legal officer in theater. He is respon-
sible more than anyone else on a staff level to ensure that these
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laws are interpreted correctly and followed. He received that notifi-
cation, roughly when would that be? Does anyone know?

General KERN. It was November I think.
General JONES. He was on leave from November 8 or 12 to the

end of November, his mid-tour leave. He came back and the ICRC
report had been worked by his staff, and they had prepared a re-
sponse for General Karpinski. It is that time, early December, that
he saw it.

Senator REED. Now, he was not notified while on leave of this
development? This was done at a staff level by a deputy?

General JONES. Not that I am aware of.
Senator REED. The officer assigned to investigate these charges,

at least to validate them, and prepare a letter was Major O’Kane
of the Australian Army. Is that correct?

General KERN. He was at least one of the people involved.
Senator REED. He apparently, from the report, actually drafted

the response that General Karpinski said she signed without any
specific knowledge. Is that accurate?

General FAY. Yes. I believe it was Major O’Kane from the Aus-
tralian Army that actually went to Abu Ghraib.

Senator REED. Major O’Kane has refused to make himself avail-
able to any questioning by this panel. Is that correct?

General FAY. I am not sure that is technically correct. We made
our request through the Australian government. I am not sure
whether the lack of a response to produce Major O’Kane was his
decision or the Australian government’s decision. They did respond
in writing very recently to some written questions we submitted to
Major O’Kane.

Senator REED. But a key witness, if you will, to the incidents of
the ICRC report, who knew what within the JAG section, whether
Colonel Warren was fully apprised of it, when General Sanchez
was apprised, has been beyond the scope of your investigation. You
have not reached him.

General FAY. That is correct, sir.
Senator REED. But the situation which troubles me, frankly, is

you have the key staff officer responsible for informing the com-
mander of the operation of the Geneva Conventions, respect for it,
and that person has information, credible information, which he
withholds. Again, I will re-ask the question. I did not get an an-
swer. When did he finally indicate to General Sanchez that this
had been going on? How many weeks or months?

General KERN. I would have to go back and check for a specific
date, but I believe the answer is January, which would have been
about a month after he knew of it.

Senator REED. He knew it for a month, and his revelation to the
General was contemporaneous with the photographs coming to
light. Is that correct?

General KERN. That is our knowledge, yes, Senator.
Senator REED. That is correct. To me, that is a gross disservice

to General Sanchez as the Commander. Yet, this report concludes,
General Jones, that the staff of CJTF–7 did everything reasonably
they could do. I beg to disagree. I respect your position, but I beg
to disagree. I think the obligation of that officer was to inform his
commander immediately. Maybe these suspicions were unfounded,
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but then to investigate fully. Apparently the investigating officer
has gone to Australia and has not cooperated with any degree. I
think that is a glaring omission in this report.

General KERN. Senator, I think what we conclude in the report
is that the whole method of receiving and processing the ICRC re-
ports is inadequate and it needs an independent person involved.
Our suggestion is that it ought to be somebody in the Inspector
General chain of command who would take that report, not some-
body in the staff process.

Senator REED. General, I respect that and that is a good rec-
ommendation. But it still does not answer the question why in
terms of your recommendations, you have not indicated that it was
a glaring error from the staff of this combined task force to inform
their commander. Then there is another dimension, which is the
UCMJ, which General Fay cites in his report very accurately the
responsibility to report that officially as a crime.

This raises to me in my mind two very important questions.
First, the question of the scope of this investigation. Are you apply-
ing the same standard of justice and accountability to low ranking
officers as you are to higher ranking officers?

General KERN. In our judgment, we are and I would expect that
you would hold us to that standard as well. That is why we clearly
went through and did the reviews of what we define as culpability
versus responsibility. We have had a number of discussions with
our legal staffs about where that line is. Now, Senator Warner has
asked us to relook that in the light of the recommendations made
with the Schlesinger report, and we will do that and relook those
recommendations.

Senator REED. I appreciate it.
Chairman WARNER. I think the line of questioning by our col-

league merits, with regard to this particular colonel, that similarly
should be examined in that light.

General KERN. He was one that I included in that list.
Senator REED. Yes, and he is in here.
General JONES. I have not seen the ICRC report, whether or not

it specifically referred to instances that could be categorized as
abusive. I think the responsibility, I agree with you, to inform the
commander if the substance of those reports were such that there
were abuses was there. Now, having not seen the ICRC report and
the details, they did owe an investigation also, at least an analysis,
to determine if there were abuses. Or if the report of the ICRC was
doing merited further investigation, and they should have done
that before they informed the commander also.

Senator REED. I have seen the reports, General. My recollection
is they report the prisoners were kept naked, prisoners were being
held in conditions that I think the reasonable person, let alone the
reasonable international lawyer, would conclude were, per se, viola-
tions or at least plausible violations.

But let me go on. There is something here too. You are making
this differentiation between culpability and responsibility. I assume
under the UCMJ it is the responsibility of someone who has been
informed about abuses to report the violations. Apparently Colonel
Warren did not report those violations to his immediate com-
mander. Colonel Bolt, who was cited in the report, the discussion
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with Colonel Pappas—and again, there is a gap in the information.
But I have to believe that if I were the 06 witnessing what hap-
pened on November 4 and other incidents, that I would simply not
walk in and have a technical discussion about the standard operat-
ing procedure (SOP) for the CIA. I think I would tell them this is
what they are doing down there in this prison. What do I do? The
message was cooperate. We are just one big team. In other words,
look away.

Now, the real question that troubles me and I do not think you
reached this in the report, these are all professional soldiers, highly
capable people. You might disagree with some of them as being not
up to the standards of a general officer or a colonel or a captain,
but I have met General Fast. I share your judgment. She is a su-
perb professional. I think General Wojdakowski would not be the
Deputy Commander unless he similarly had those skills. Colonel
Warren was here testifying. He impressed all of us as a remarkably
intelligent and dedicated officer, not only a professional soldier but
a lawyer.

Why would all these people not follow Army regulations, not re-
port violations of the Geneva Conventions, wait months to inform
commanders of vital information, and then take action which was
designed not to report these violations, but simply to try to fix
them going through the CIA?

There are many answers I have. One, is that they were told to
do that. I do not think they were told that by General Sanchez be-
cause frankly, it appears to me based on the report, General
Sanchez was kept in the dark. But somebody I think suggested
that these people should not do what professional soldiers should
do.

I am looking at all of you gentlemen. I think if you found out
that your staff officers, your subordinates were doing this, it would
not take a year of investigations. They would be fired immediately
and charged with dereliction of duty, particularly if you found out
if they were hiding information from you.

I do not think you have reached that, to me, basic question of
what went on out there. I appreciate what you have done. I appre-
ciate your service to the country and to the Army.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you. Let us give the panel an oppor-
tunity to reply to the Senator’s observation. He may not have
couched it in a direct question but the chair gives you such oppor-
tunity as you and your colleagues wish.

General KERN. Senator Reed, I think we are troubled by the
same issues that you raise, and in our review of it, our judgment
was to hold these people responsible for their staff actions but not
culpable for criminal actions. That was the judgment which we
reached in looking at it. If there is additional information, as you
suggested that there may be, that is a different circumstance than
what we found in our investigation.

I take very seriously and I think every member of this panel
takes very seriously that we hold all ourselves to the same stand-
ard. We looked at this very seriously. There was a great deal of re-
view by multiple personnel, to include lawyers, and the judgment
we made is the one of responsibility. The people that you referred
to all acknowledge that they should have done more. The line that
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we drew was whether or not they were in a position to have pre-
vented, taken part, condoned, or participated in an abuse, and that
is the distinction that we worked through from a legal standpoint.

The issue that you bring up of dereliction of duty, we report as
where they failed in their responsibilities and their staff action.
That report has been provided to their chains of command, the
same as we provided it to you. So they have the same information
to deal with as you and I do.

We are taking on also, to further avail ourselves of the informa-
tion which the Schlesinger panel may have found, which may pro-
vide different information and get back to your committee in re-
sponse to whether or not our judgments would have a different out-
come if we considered that information.

I would clearly ask my other panel members to comment.
General JONES. I would agree, sir, and I appreciate your logic

and how you are seeing what we have reported. I think that same
logic has to be applied by the commanders in the chain of com-
mand, the people we have given the report to. Certainly if there
was knowledge, it should have been reported. The issue becomes
how much knowledge did they have and to ascertain that level of
knowledge and what actions they did take. There are instances,
outside of the ICRC report in terms of the CID and other investiga-
tions that were reported. They did have a method to track it, and
they did keep the commander informed. So it is an issue of which
abuses and knowledge level of abuses, and they applied their mili-
tary experience to tell that commander. Certainly in some cases
they should have.

I will tell you in other cases they told the commander right away
and investigations were initiated and it was done properly. There
were instances that dealt with the agency that were handled very
quickly and to get a response to make sure they complied with the
rules and the policies in place.

Senator REED. Thank you, gentlemen.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
The revelation by our distinguished colleague about this Aus-

tralian officer, that he is somehow at the moment beyond your abil-
ity to interrogate, it seems to me you ought to consider sending
someone from the judge advocate staff out there to take his deposi-
tion under oath. I would assume the government of Australia
would agree to that because I think that is an integral piece of evi-
dence here as to the timing and the circumstances under which the
staff judge advocate to General Sanchez had knowledge.

General FAY. Sir, just so you understand, we did ask for that.
Chairman WARNER. Did you?
General FAY. Yes, and all that we were provided was that they

would agree to have us submit questions in writing and for him to
give the answers in writing. In fact, we only got those answers 2
weeks ago.

Chairman WARNER. Did they bear on this issue with any detail
in your judgment?

General FAY. No. They were insufficient to answer the questions
being raised today. It really would be much more beneficial if we
were able to question the gentleman directly.
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Chairman WARNER. I personally agree with my colleague here, to
intervene, if necessary, with the Australian government, but I
would like first to have the Secretary of Defense review what his
options are to back up the work of this panel.

Senator LEVIN. Just one last question on the Secretary of De-
fense, if I may. It has to do with the fact they apparently approved
Tenet’s request to keep a CIA detainee at a military detention facil-
ity in Iraq without informing the ICRC of that presence. Did you
talk to the Secretary of Defense about that approval? Did it take
place and whether that approval, if it occurred, relates to the pres-
ence of the ghost detainees at Abu Ghraib?

General KERN. Sir, we did not ask him about that. It did not
occur at Abu Ghraib.

Senator LEVIN. No, but could it relate to——
General KERN. —it could relate, yes.
Senator LEVIN. Should he not be asked then about why he did

that, and should you not tell us in a report whether or not that de-
cision on his part to approve that, which is a violation of the Gene-
va Conventions, whether that in some way is related also to the
presence of ghost detainees at Abu Ghraib?

General KERN. Sir, there are enough unknown questions about
the ghost detainees and what agreements were made with whom.
It is why we asked, per the directions that we have, for the DOD
Inspector General and the CIA Inspector General to take it on.

Senator LEVIN. I think we ought to be informed of that. I think
it is an important part of the ghost detainee issue.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Gentlemen, we compliment you once again

for a very thorough job, and I thank you for taking on the added
responsibility to try and reply to several questions.

Senator LEVIN. I think we are all grateful.
Chairman WARNER. The record will remain open through the

close of business tomorrow night for such other questions that
might be promulgated by members of the panel to you.

Thank you again very much. You have done a great service to
the country, to the DOD, and to your Army which you have given
so much of your life, together with your families. We are adjourned.

[The report ‘‘Investigation of Intelligence Activities at Abu
Ghraib’’ follows:]
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[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS

CHAIN OF COMMAND

1. Senator COLLINS. General Taguba, did you see any indication that the initial
reports of abuse at Abu Ghraib prison were not taken seriously by investigators of
the Department of Defense (DOD) chain of command?

General TAGUBA. The CG, Combined Joint Task Force–7 (CJTF–7), immediately
directed an investigation by the Army Criminal Investigation Division into the alle-
gations of prisoner abuse at Abu Ghraib upon being notified of the allegations on
or about 16 Jan 04. Subsequently, Lieutenant General Sanchez requested Com-
mander, Central Command (CENTCOM) for a two-star general officer to conduct an
investigation into the allegations. On 24 Jan 04, I was initially notified of my ap-
pointment to conduct the investigation under the provisions of AR 15–6. The formal
appointment was signed by Lieutenant General McKiernan, CG, Combined Forces
Land Component Command (CFLCC) on 31 Jan 04. I found no evidence that any
investigators or members of the chain of command at CJTF–7 or above did not take
the allegations seriously.

2. Senator COLLINS. General Kern, who in General Sanchez’s chain of command
reported directly to him regarding detention and interrogation operations?

General KERN. The Deputy Commanding General, Major General Wojdakowski,
and the CJTF–7 Staff reported directly to Lieutenant General Sanchez. General
Karpinski and Colonel Pappas reported to the Deputy Commander rather than to
General Sanchez directly.

3. Senator COLLINS. General Kern, did General Karpinski ever directly brief Gen-
eral Sanchez?

General KERN. Yes, Brigadier General Karpinski briefed General Sanchez on sev-
eral occasions.

4. Senator COLLINS. General Kern, did Colonel Pappas report to General
Karpinski, or up through a separate intelligence chain of command?

General KERN. Both were separate brigade commanders and reported separately
through different channels of the CJTF–7 chain of command.

USE OF DOGS

5. Senator COLLINS. General Fay, was there any link of using dogs in Afghanistan
and Iraq?

General FAY. We are unaware of any evidence to suggest that dogs where used
during interrogations in Afghanistan. Therefore, we do not believe there was a link.

6. Senator COLLINS. General Fay, who conceived the idea of using dogs as an in-
terrogation technique?

General FAY. We do not know who originally conceived the idea to use dogs dur-
ing interrogations at Abu Ghraib. We do know that Major General Geoffrey Miller
spoke to Colonel Thomas Pappas and others when Major General Miller made his
visit to Iraq in late August early September 2003 about the use of dogs. Major Gen-
eral Miller suggested that dogs be used for security and control purposes as they
are used at Guantanamo (GTMO). Pappas asserts that he perceived that Major Gen-
eral Miller was suggesting that dogs be used during interrogations. When Colonel
Pappas later authorized the use of dogs during interrogations he believed he was
following Major General Miller’s suggestion.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

WHITE HOUSE MEMO

7. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, on February 7, 2002, the President determined
that the Geneva Conventions did not apply to the conflict with al Qaeda, and that
detainees were to be treated consistent with the principles of the Convention only
‘‘to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity.’’ The Schlesinger
Panel Report (p. 10) states that when General Sanchez approved interrogation tech-
niques that included a dozen techniques beyond those authorized by Field Manual
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(FM) 34–52 and five beyond those approved for Guantanamo, he used ‘‘reasoning
from the President’s Memorandum of February 7, 2002.’’ What is your understand-
ing of the leeway given military interrogators to deviate from the standards of the
Geneva Conventions by the phrase ‘‘to the extent appropriate and consistent with
military necessity?’’

General FAY. I did not interview Lieutenant General Sanchez. We do not believe
that Lieutenant General Sanchez and his staff relied directly on the 7 February
2002 document. The 7 February 2002 document led to the adoption of the 16 April
2003 policy that Secretary Rumsfeld approved for detainees at Guantanamo. The
Guantanamo policy became a principal source for the CJTF–7 policies of September
and October 2003. Our understanding is that the interrogators at Abu Ghraib did
not have any leeway to deviate from the standards of the Geneva Conventions. (See
also answer to question #9.)

8. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, do you believe that military interrogators under-
stood that guidance?

General FAY. I do not think that the military interrogators at Abu Ghraib under-
stood the guidance issued by CJTF–7 as it was issued in September and October
2003.

9. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, how did the President’s February 7, 2002 decision
end up influencing interrogation guidelines in Afghanistan and Iraq?

General FAY. I did not investigate interrogation operations in Afghanistan. The
President’s decision dated February 7, 2002 influenced policy in Iraq indirectly in
that it was used to justify methods approved and used in Afghanistan and Guanta-
namo. Written documents from both places were then used as references for drafting
the Iraq policy/guidance documents. Additionally, military interrogators had worked
in both Afghanistan and Guantanamo before being sent to Iraq and brought the
techniques used in those other places with them.

10. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, do you agree with the Schlesinger Panel’s
statement that General Sanchez used the reasoning in the President’s determina-
tion when formulating the aggressive interrogation techniques for Iraq and, if so,
what arguments from that decision did General Sanchez rely on when he approved
those interrogation methods?

General JONES. Lieutenant General Sanchez repeatedly stated that the Geneva
Conventions applied to detainees in Iraq. He also reiterated this guidance in his pol-
icy memos. CJTF–7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy memos were mod-
eled after the 16 April 2003, Secretary of Defense (Secretary of Defense) memo di-
rected to Guantanamo Bay, but modified for applicability to a theater of war in
which Geneva Conventions apply. I have no evidence that Lieutenant General
Sanchez or anyone on his staff had knowledge of the President’s Memorandum
dated February 7, 2002, subject: Humane Treatment of al Qaeda and Taliban De-
tainees. To the extent that Lieutenant General Sanchez and his staff relied on the
Guantanamo policy and to the extent that policy was based on the President’s 7
February 2002 document, Lieutenant General Sanchez relied indirectly (but un-
knowingly) on the President’s determination.

CONFUSION

11. Senator LEVIN. General Jones and General Fay, your reports contain numer-
ous findings concerning confusion or lack of clarity:

• There was a lack of clear command and control of detainee operations at
the CJTF–7 level;
• The fragmentary order appointing Colonel Pappas as the commander at
Abu Ghraib was unclear;
• The lines of authority and accountability between Military Intelligence
(MI) and Military Police (MP) were unclear and undefined;
• Responsibilities for managing operations and establishing good order and
discipline in the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center were unclear
and led to lapses in accountability; and most importantly,
• DOD’s development of multiple policies on interrogation operations for
use in different theaters or operations confused Army and civilian interro-
gators at Abu Ghraib.

General Fay, as you succinctly put it in your report: ‘‘Concepts for the non-doc-
trinal, non field-manual approaches and practices came from documents and person-
nel in GTMO and Afghanistan. By October 2003, interrogation policy in Iraq had
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changed three times in less than 30 days and it became very confusing as to what
techniques could be employed and at what level non-doctrinal approaches had to be
approved.’’

Who was responsible for the confusion that General Fay reports?
General JONES and General FAY. The confusion referred to was the result of the

lack of a clear Military Intelligence Chain of Command for Interrogation Operations.
The Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) was an organization quickly
patched together by bringing together individuals from all over the Army. Addition-
ally, civilian contractors were used and that further complicated the situation and
contributed to the confusion due to their inadequate training and organization.
There was only one officer, a captain, assigned to the JIDC that had any interroga-
tion experience. At the CJTF–7 level there was also an almost total lack of experi-
ence on the C2 staff on interrogation operations and the C2 staff was never ade-
quately staffed during this critical time period. The Staff Judge Advocate office was
also short on experience in the area of interrogation operations and it too was
understaffed for all the demands being placed on it during the period being inves-
tigated. Lines of authority and accountability for executing the interrogation mission
were not established below the brigade level in the 205th MI Bde. The establish-
ment of the JIDC and appointment of LTC Jordan was a measure intended to pro-
vide leadership within the interrogation soldiers working at Abu Ghraib. LTC Jor-
dan did not execute his leadership role or take ownership of the mission given.
There was a clear failure to establish leadership at the lower levels of responsibility
and to provide appropriate guidance to soldiers executing the mission.

COERCIVE INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES

12. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, one of the findings of your report is that as a
result of national policies and DOD directives that were inconsistent with Army doc-
trine on detainee treatment or interrogation tactics, leaders at CJTF–7 developed
interrogation policies and practices that lacked a basis in Army interrogation doc-
trine. Which ‘‘national policies and DOD directives’’ are you referring to? Would
these include:

• The December 2002 Secretary of Defense memo—later rescinded—ap-
proving for use at Guantanamo interrogation techniques including nudity,
exploiting detainees’ fears, including through use of dogs, and stress posi-
tions.
• The April 16, 2003, memorandum signed by Secretary of Defense Rums-
feld approving approaches for use on Guantanamo ‘‘unlawful’’ combatants,
including six techniques not included in the Army FM 34–52.
• A Special Operation Forces (SOF) Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
which, according to the Schlesinger Report, referred to non-doctrinal tech-
niques in use in Afghanistan starting in late 2002.
• The Guantanamo SOPs provided by General Miller to CJTF–7 during his
assessment visit in early September 2003.

General FAY and General JONES. The national policies and DOD directives re-
ferred to did include the December 2002 Secretary of Defense memo, the April 16,
2003 Secretary of Defense memo, and the Guantanamo SOPs. We did not refer to
a SOF/SOP from Afghanistan. The SOF/SOP we referred to was from Joint Task
Force (JTF)–121 that was operating in Iraq and the document was titled ‘‘Policy No.
1—Battlefield Interrogation Team and Facility (BIT/F) Policy’’ dated 15 July 2003.
However, based on my investigation, I believe the contents of that policy were de-
rived from SOF operations in Afghanistan.

13. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, did these high-level policy memoranda contribute
to the use at Abu Ghraib of aggressive interrogation techniques not provided for in
the Army FM 34–52?

General FAY. Yes. As noted in my report the confusion created by the lack of clear
guidance to the interrogators at Abu Ghraib led to the use of dogs during interroga-
tions, improper use of isolation that amounted to abuse, and forced nudity that was
intended to be humiliating to the detainees.

14. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, in your personal opinion, why did soldiers get
the impression that techniques approved by the Secretary of Defense or incorporated
into the SOPs of U.S. forces in Afghanistan were condoned for use in Iraq?

General FAY. My opinion as investigating officer is that when the conflict in Iraq
first began there was no written guidance on interrogation operations except for the
Army FM. When the conflict shifted from combat operations to a counterinsurgency
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the soldiers involved in interrogations determined that they needed more than what
the FM provided as regards to techniques. Some of them had served in Afghanistan
and saw the developing situation in Iraq as being similar to that situation and
thought that they should have the same authorities in Iraq that they had in Af-
ghanistan.

‘‘GLOVES COMING OFF’’

15. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, according to press reports, an Army intelligence
officer at CJTF–7 in Baghdad issued a memo to subordinates in July 2003 stating
that ‘‘the gloves are coming off, gentlemen’’ regarding the treatment of insurgents
detained in Iraq. The memo solicited a ‘‘wish list’’ of interrogation techniques felt
to be effective. The memo reportedly also cited the senior intelligence officer at
CJTF–7 as stating that ‘‘we want these individuals broken.’’ (Washington Post, 8/
23/04; Baltimore Sun, 8/24/04; New York Times, 8/24/04.) In the course of your in-
vestigation, did your team see this memorandum or question senior officers regard-
ing its contents?

General FAY. During our investigation we did not see that specific memo. How-
ever, we now have a copy of it. It was actually an e-mail message. Although we did
not see that specific e-mail in initial investigation, we did speak with many wit-
nesses that substantiated what that message and other such communications were
saying. Those communications were both verbal and written and their intent was
to heighten the awareness of the interrogators regarding the urgency of their mis-
sion and to ensure they were taking all possible steps within the law and regula-
tions to elicit information. We found no documentation that directed that law or reg-
ulation be violated in order to obtain that information. No one told us of any verbal
direction they received to suggest they violate law or regulation.

16. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, did you find evidence that senior officers at
CJTF–7 encouraged the use of harsher interrogation techniques on insurgents de-
tained during the period in question?

General FAY. By senior officers I understand you to mean general officers. I did
not find any evidence that suggests that senior officers encouraged the use of harsh-
er techniques. I did find that Lieutenant General Sanchez wanted to make sure that
interrogators were using all the techniques available to them that were in accord-
ance with laws and regulations. I am assuming that by ‘‘insurgents’’ you are refer-
ring to all detainees at Abu Ghraib (many of whom were not insurgents).

17. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, the memo also reportedly solicits a list of individ-
uals in detention who would come under the category of ‘‘unlawful combatants,’’
stating that such individuals ‘‘may be treated as criminals under the domestic law
of the captor.’’ Is it your understanding that security internees at Abu Ghraib con-
stituted ‘‘unlawful combatants’’ for purposes of the Geneva Conventions?

General FAY. As stated above, I did not review the specific memo in question. All
detainees were to be treated in accordance with the applicable Geneva Conventions.

18. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, did your investigation uncover any evidence of
confusion regarding the proper categorization of individuals captured in Iraq?

General FAY. I did not find confusion as regards how detainees were to be cat-
egorized. There was a huge challenge connected to finding out enough information
on detainees in order to categorize them properly.

MAJOR GENERAL MILLER/GTMO ROLE

19. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, didn’t the decision to send Major General Geof-
frey Miller to Abu Ghraib, and the subsequent deployment of teams from Guanta-
namo Bay and Fort Huachuca to train military intelligence personnel at Abu Ghraib
in Guantanamo operations, lead to the perception that techniques employed at
Guantanamo Bay—which you find include stress positions, isolation for up to 30
days, removal of clothing, and the use of dogs to exploit detainees’ phobias—were
being encouraged or condoned for use at Abu Ghraib?

General FAY. Major General Miller’s visit to Iraq and Abu Ghraib did not result
in the abuses detailed in my report. The use of dogs during interrogations did result
from a miscommunication between Major General Miller and Colonel Pappas as
noted in Question #6. However, the terrible, purposeful, abuses regarding dogs that
occurred cannot in any way be considered a result of that miscommunication.
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20. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, who directed that Major General Miller go to
Abu Ghraib in August 2003?

General FAY. Major General Miller was sent to Iraq as a result of a request from
Major General Ronald Burgess, Director of Intelligence (J2), Joint Chiefs of Staff.

CONDUCT OF THE INVESTIGATIONS

21. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, the Schlesinger Report (p. 74) refers to written
objections filed by the 72nd MP Company out of Nevada, calling into question inter-
rogation practices of the MI brigade at the Abu Ghraib facility regarding nakedness
of detainees. Did you investigate these objections by the 72nd MP Company?

General FAY and General JONES. We interviewed seven soldiers from the 72nd
MP Company, whom we believed to be the most knowledgeable regarding the events
that took place at the ‘‘hard site,’’ in Nevada during one of their drill weekends. The
results of those interviews were considered during the conduct of the investigation.

22. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, in one MI soldier’s statement he mentions a jour-
nal kept by a member of the 72nd MP Company detailing incidents of ill-treatment.
Did you follow up on this reference to a journal?

General FAY. We identified the individual as being SPC Donna Menesini, 72nd
MP Company. She was interviewed by the media and stated that contrary to reports
they had received she kept a diary of her experiences in Iraq but none of those in-
volved detainee abuse. See Associated Press Report dated May 14, 2004. SPC
Menesini was also interviewed by a team from the Nevada National Guard and told
them the same thing.

23. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, a September 6, 2004, report in Newsweek criti-
cizes your investigation for leaving out an ‘‘especially damaging allegation’’ of abuse
from the final report. The incident reportedly involved interrogators physically abus-
ing the teenage son of an Iraqi general in order to ‘‘break’’ the general. The article
cites a sworn statement by a military intelligence officer saying that ‘‘interrogators
took his son and got him wet,’’ ‘‘put mud on face,’’ and ‘‘placed the son in an area
where the father could observe him.’’ According to the report, ‘‘this broke the gen-
eral.’’ Did you receive any statements relating to this incident?

General FAY. We did take two statements that related to the incident described
in question 23. Those statements are attachments to our report. The statements are
from Sergeant Samuel J. Provance and SPC James C. Gehman. The two witnesses
did not know the identity of the interrogators and we could find no record of this
interrogation. It was therefore impossible to verify if abuse occurred during this
event.

24. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, are there any allegations of incidents of abuse
that were not included in your report? If so, why?

General FAY. All allegations of abuse at Abu Ghraib prison from July 2003
through January 2004 were included to the best of my knowledge. We also had all
statements reviewed by an experienced investigator who was not otherwise a part
of the investigative team and he found no other allegations that were not addressed.

25. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, your tasking was to examine whether organiza-
tions or personnel above the 205th MI Brigade chain of command, or events and
circumstances outside the 205th MI Brigade, were involved, directly or indirectly,
in the activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib. Did you interview
any officers besides General Sanchez and General Fast?

General JONES. The scope of my investigation was the chain of command above
the 205th MI Brigade, with a specific task to interview Lieutenant General Sanchez.
I relied on the very thorough interviews and sworn statements that had been col-
lected by Major General Fay and other investigations to respond to the Appointing
Authority directive. In addition to Lieutenant General Sanchez and Major General
Fast, I interviewed LTC William H. Brady, LTC Melissa A. Sturgeon, and Major
William (nmn) Ponce who were assigned to the C2, CJTF–7.

26. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, did General Sanchez and General Fast’s state-
ments ever conflict with statements by others interviewed by General Fay, such as
General Karpinski or subordinate officers?

General JONES. Certain statements made by BG Karpinski were not in agreement
with statements provided by Lieutenant General Sanchez or Major General Fast.
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27. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, did you or General Fay go back and re-inter-
view anyone as a result of conflicting statements provided by either General
Sanchez or General Fast?

General JONES. I went back and questioned Lieutenant General Sanchez and
Major General Fast as a result of subsequent statements made by BG Karpinski
(who was interviewed by Major General Fay).

28. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, did you interview either the Deputy Command-
ing General or the Deputy J2 at CJTF–7?

General JONES. No. I relied on the interviews and sworn statements from Major
General Fay’s interviews.

29. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, did you interview anyone at CENTCOM? If so,
whom did you interview? If not, why not?

General JONES. This was outside of the scope of my investigation. I did review
CENTCOM orders and FRAGOs which were published and directed actions by the
CJTF–7 during phase IV operations.

30. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, did you interview anyone on the Joint Staff?
If so, whom did you interview? If not, why not?

General JONES. I did not interview anyone on the Joint Staff. This was out of the
scope of my investigation. I did obtain documents from the Joint Staff which were
needed to clarify orders and directives given to CENTCOM and had applicability to
the Iraqi theater.

31. Senator LEVIN. General Jones, did you interview anyone other than military
officers within the DOD? If so, whom did you interview? If not, why not?

General JONES. I did not. This was outside the scope of my investigation.

SCOPE OF THE INVESTIGATION

32. Senator LEVIN. General Jones and General Fay, did you investigate whether
actions by the White House contributed to a perception among the military Intel-
ligence Community of high-level pressure to produce intelligence?

General JONES and General FAY. Neither officer investigated this. Major General
Fay asked all witnesses about ‘‘pressure.’’ Those that answered that they felt signifi-
cant pressure were asked where that pressure came from. No one mentioned pres-
sure as coming from the White House.

33. Senator LEVIN. General Jones and General Fay, did any senior National Secu-
rity Council (NSC) staff visit Abu Ghraib during the period in which abuses are al-
leged to have occurred? If so, who?

General JONES and General FAY. LTC Jordan did provide information to the
media about pressure he felt as a result of a visit to Abu Ghraib by Ms. Townsend
of the NSC staff. He did not mention that visit to me on the two interviews I had
with him. When I asked for a third interview to cover this and other points I discov-
ered during my investigation he declined to make any further statements on advice
of his attorney. I do not know when Ms. Townsend visited Abu Ghraib.

I do not have any further information to answer Question #33.

34. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, did you investigate any abuses alleged to have
occurred either at the point of capture or at division-level detention facilities prior
to detainees arriving at Abu Ghraib?

General FAY. I did not investigate any abuses at point of capture or division level
detention facilities. Those instances were not within the scope of my assignment.
However, during my investigation of abuses at Abu Ghraib, alleged abuses were re-
ported to me by Special Operations units. I reported those allegations to Lieutenant
General Sanchez and he immediately ordered another separate investigation, now
known as the Formica investigation, into those instances.

35. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, did you investigate the failure of medical person-
nel at Abu Ghraib to report indications of abuse of detainees that they may have
seen or treated?

General FAY. I did investigate instances of medical personnel failing to report
abuses they either saw directly or saw the results of during treatment. Those in-
volved were medics, not medical doctors. There were two medics cited. We also in-
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vestigated an instance where a medical doctor failed to respond to a medical situa-
tion that required medical attention. See Incident #19 in the report of investigation.

36. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, in one of your findings, you state that medical
records were requested but not obtained. Why were you unable to get these medical
records?

General FAY. Although the medical personnel we interviewed told us that medical
records were kept on the detainees, those records apparently were not maintained
as detainees were released or transferred to Iraqi control. Even the records on some
of the detainees that were still in our custody could not be located by the medical
personnel. This is a significant shortcoming that was addressed in our recommenda-
tions.

37. Senator LEVIN. General Fay, what steps have been taken on the recommenda-
tion in your report that an inquiry be conducted into whether medical personnel
were aware of or failed to document and report prisoner abuse?

General FAY. I do not know what specific steps have been taken.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY

JAG INVOLVEMENT

38. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, to what extent did your
investigation find that COL Marc Warren, his staff, and other JAG officers in Iraq
(including CPT Fitch, MAJ Krazmier, and MAJ Franklin Raab named at page 25)
gave incorrect legal advice on the application of the Geneva Conventions to interro-
gation of civilian detainees in occupation, or drafted interrogation standards not in
compliance with the Geneva Conventions?

General FAY and General JONES. The Judge Advocate General (JAG) of the Army
has initiated an inquiry into matters regarding the activities of Army lawyers in
this situation and the sufficiency of legal advice given to commanders. It would be
inappropriate for General Kern, Lieutenant General Jones, or Major General Fay
to comment at this time.

39. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, if they gave correct advice,
was it followed?

General JONES and General FAY. The JAG of the Army has initiated an inquiry
into matters regarding the activities of Army lawyers in this situation and the suffi-
ciency of legal advice given to commanders. It would be inappropriate for General
Kern, Lieutenant General Jones, or Major General Fay to comment at this time.

40. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, during the period of Sep-
tember and October 2003, to what extent did consultation occur with legal officers
outside of this command?

General JONES and General FAY. The JAG of the Army has initiated an inquiry
into matters regarding the activities of Army lawyers in this situation and the suffi-
ciency of legal advice given to commanders. It would be inappropriate for General
Kern, Lieutenant General Jones, or Major General Fay to comment at this time.

41. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, to what extent did the
legal staff have access to the ‘‘Working Group Report’’ headed by the General Coun-
sel of the Department of the Air Force or drafts or extracts from this document?

General JONES and General FAY. The JAG of the Army has initiated an inquiry
into matters regarding the activities of Army lawyers in this situation and the suffi-
ciency of legal advice given to commanders. It would be inappropriate for General
Kern, Lieutenant General Jones, or Major General Fay to comment at this time.

42. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did the level of perform-
ance of such JAG officers meet appropriate professional standards of competence,
and if not, did inadequate performance constitute dereliction of duty or otherwise
merit consideration of Uniformed Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) or disciplinary
action?

General JONES and General FAY. The JAG of the Army has initiated an inquiry
into matters regarding the activities of Army lawyers in this situation and the suffi-
ciency of legal advice given to commanders. It would be inappropriate for General
Kern, Lieutenant General Jones, or Major General Fay to comment at this time.
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43. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did the understanding of
the Geneva Conventions and other aspects of the law of occupation by COL Warren,
his staff, and other JAGs in the command reflect adequate preparation by them and
sufficient support by JAG resources at CENTCOM and DOD?

General JONES and General FAY. The JAG of the Army has initiated an inquiry
into matters regarding the activities of Army lawyers in this situation and the suffi-
ciency of legal advice given to commanders. It would be inappropriate for General
Kern, Lieutenant General Jones, or Major General Fay to comment at this time.

44. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, were Major General Miller
and his staff, notably his JAG adviser, aware of the legal standards applicable in
occupation, as distinguished from those applicable in Afghanistan and Guantanamo,
and if so, did they take these distinctions into account in their advice on interroga-
tion in Iraq?

General JONES and General FAY. The JAG of the Army has initiated an inquiry
into matters regarding the activities of Army lawyers in this situation and the suffi-
ciency of legal advice given to commanders. It would be inappropriate for General
Kern, Lieutenant General Jones, or Major General Fay to comment at this time.

CACI CONTRACT

45. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, your report notes that there were significant
problems with the CACI contract:

• CACI employees sat down with the contracting officer to write the con-
tract requirements—a violation of Federal contracting rules. [Fay p. 49]
• The contract did not go through the normal contracting process, but
through a loophole in the GSA Schedule. [Fay p. 49]
• Captain Wood at Abu Ghraib never received any guidance on how the
CACI personnel were to be used, and the contracting manager was nowhere
to be found. [Fay p. 50]
• Even contractors who had previous military intelligence backgrounds had
little or no experience as interrogators. [Fay p. 51]
• Despite these deficiencies, some of the contract personnel were super-
vising military personnel, and vice versa. [Fay p. 51]

The problems with contractors are no small matter. Other contractor services at
Abu Ghraib cost up to $650 million. These are serious and possibly criminal prob-
lems, and we need to understand how they could have occurred. What organization
within DOD requested the CACI contracts?

General FAY. The delivery order under the CACI contract was requested by
CJTF–7 personnel. The chief proponent of the action was Colonel Boltz. He was ini-
tially the CJTF–7 Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence (C2) until the arrival of
Major General Fast and then Colonel Boltz became the Deputy C2.

46. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, who authorized the CACI contracts?
General FAY. The specific delivery order in question to CACI for interrogators was

authorized by MG Walter Wojdakowski, Deputy Commanding General, CJTF–7.

47. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, who decided that the CACI contract would
go through the GSA schedule instead of through a separate RFP process?

General FAY. The interrogators and screeners at Abu Ghraib were actually pro-
vided under Delivery Orders awarded under a Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA)
with the National Business Center (NBC), an activity of the Interior Department.
The BPA between CACI and NBC set out the ground rules for ordering from the
GSA Schedule Contract GS–35F–5872H. CJTF–7 was the requiring and funding au-
thority. The approval of the contract came from the NBC contracting office at Fort
Huachuca, AZ. CACI already had a contract for military intelligence personnel sup-
port with V Corps. Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, Intelligence, G2, V Corps LTC
Brady knew that contract existed and when requirements were identified in Iraq he
thought about using the V Corps contract because CJTF–7 was made up mostly of
V Corps assets. Brady decided not to use the V Corps contract because the require-
ment would continue after V Corps returned to Germany and was replaced by an-
other unit. One of the CACI Vice Presidents, Charles Mudd, was in Iraq at the time
and suggested that CJTF–7 use the Fort Huachuca contract instead.

48. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, what was the total value of the CACI con-
tract?
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General FAY. The value of the CACI interrogator Delivery Order NBCHA010005,
which includes interrogators, is $19,915,407. The value of the CACI screener Deliv-
ery Order NBCHA010005, which includes screener support, is $3,222,502.80. There
is another delivery order for screener support totaling $21,799,921.00.

49. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, what organization paid for the CACI con-
tract?

General FAY. CJTF–7 was the funding authority.

50. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, did you interview LTC Brady, the contracting
officer?

General FAY. I did interview LTC Brady. However, he was never formally ap-
pointed as the contracting officer. In his words he was the closest thing they had
in Iraq to a contracting officer for the CACI delivery order. His statements to me
and to the V Corps Judge Advocate General are attachments to my report.

51. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, what organization does LTC Brady work for?
General FAY. LTC Brady was on the CJTF–7 staff.

52. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, did you investigate the circumstances of LTC
Brady’s contacts with CACI?

General FAY. I interviewed LTC Brady as part of my investigation.

53. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, where does LTC Brady currently work?
General FAY. LTC Brady is currently assigned to Office of the G–2, HQ U.S. Army

Europe, Heidelberg, Germany, APO AE 09102.

54. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, were there any violations of Federal contract-
ing rules in the award of the CACI contract?

General FAY. The use of the BPA noted above may have been a violation. Addi-
tionally, as noted in my report a CACI employee, Thomas Howard, participated with
LTC Brady in writing the statement of work prior to issuance of the delivery order.
This situation may have violated the provisions of a Federal Acquisition Regulation
(FAR) 9.505–2(b)(1). Consulting with the CACI Vice President about the appropriate
contract vehicle may have also been a violation.

55. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, did Under Secretary Cambone, Major General
Miller, Major General Fast, General Sanchez, Lieutenant General Boykin, or Colo-
nel Warren have any knowledge of the CACI contract prior to knowing of the abuses
at Abu Ghraib?

General FAY. Nothing in my investigation would indicate that Under Secretary
Cambone, Major General Miller, Lieutenant General Boykin, or Colonel Warren had
any knowledge of the CACI delivery order prior to knowing of the abuses at Abu
Ghraib. Major General Fast did know that CACI was providing personnel support,
but was not party to the contract discussions.

56. Senator KENNEDY. General Fay, did any of these individuals propose, request,
authorize, approve, or fund the CACI contract?

General FAY. None of the above named individuals requested, proposed, author-
ized, approved, or funded the CACI delivery order in question.

INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES

57. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, how and under what au-
thority did techniques like stripping detainees, using dogs to induce fear, and plac-
ing detainees in painful stress positions come into use in Afghanistan?

General JONES and General FAY. Issues pertaining to Afghanistan (CJTF–180)
and Guantanamo were not within the scope of our investigation.

58. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did CJTF–180 issue any
formal orders or policies authorizing such methods prior to the March 2003 Special
Forces SOPs?

General JONES and General FAY. Issues pertaining to Afghanistan (CJTF–180)
and Guantanamo were not within the scope of our investigation.
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59. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, were these procedures re-
vised after April 2003 when Secretary Rumsfeld rescinded his approval of harsh in-
terrogation techniques for Guantanamo? If not, why not?

General JONES and General FAY. Issues pertaining to Afghanistan (CJTF–180)
and Guantanamo were not within the scope of our investigation.

60. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did the Pentagon know
the military was still using those methods?

General JONES and General FAY. Issues pertaining to Afghanistan (CJTF–180)
and Guantanamo were not within the scope of our investigation.

61. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, when the Commander of
CJTF–180 forwarded a list of techniques being used in Afghanistan to the Joint
Chiefs in January 2003, why didn’t the Pentagon use that opportunity to object to
methods that clearly violated Army doctrine?

General JONES and General FAY. Issues pertaining to Afghanistan (CJTF–180)
and Guantanamo were not within the scope of our investigation.

62. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, the Fay Report tells us
that techniques such as forced nudity, sleep deprivation, and the use of dogs in in-
terrogations violated international law and contributed to the abuses in Abu Ghraib.
It also tells us that in December 2002, Secretary Rumsfeld authorized these tech-
niques for Guantanamo and that in September 2003, General Sanchez authorized
their use in Iraq. If so, don’t these leaders bear a large share of responsibility for
legitimizing methods designed to terrify and humiliate prisoners?

General JONES and General FAY. Lieutenant General Sanchez did not ever au-
thorize forced nudity. His initial counterresistance policy authorized the use of dogs
during interrogation if they were muzzled and under the control of a dog handler.
If dogs were used in that way it would not have been a violation of any law or regu-
lation. The subsequent policy issued in October removed the authority to use dogs.
Sleep deprivation within reasonable bounds may not be a violation of law depending
on the specifics of how it is administered and length of time. The brutal acts to ter-
rify and humiliate detainees were not legitimized by Lieutenant General Sanchez.

Secretary Rumsfeld did authorize the removal of clothing in his December 2002
memo. His memo was for Guantanamo and never intended to be used in Iraq. After
further legal review, that authority was rescinded 6 weeks later. Dogs were not used
at Guantanamo in interrogations but only for detainee control and security. Such
use does not violate law. The sleep deprivation issue is as stated above. The policies
of the Secretary of Defense did not authorize or ‘‘legitimize’’ the detainee abuse that
occurred at Abu Ghraib.

63. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, didn’t these leaders au-
thorize the commission of unlawful acts?

General JONES and General FAY. No.

64. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, referring to techniques
such as the use of dogs, the Fay Report states that ‘‘at the time the soldiers or con-
tractors committed the acts . . . some of them may have honestly believed the tech-
niques were condoned.’’ Since General Sanchez at one point specifically authorized
the use of dogs in interrogation, and this and other coercive techniques appeared
in lists of approved interrogation methods circulating in Abu Ghraib, didn’t soldiers
have reason to believe they were not only condoned, but encouraged?

General JONES and General FAY. As stated above, Lieutenant General Sanchez
only authorized dogs in his first policy memo and only if they were muzzled and
under the control of a dog handler. I believe your question refers to the IROE chart
authored by Captain Wood. That chart specifically stated that the Geneva Conven-
tions applied. It also listed techniques that did not need approval, none of which
were abusive. It further listed techniques requiring CG (Lieutenant General
Sanchez) approval. Of the more severe techniques on that list however, the only
techniques Lieutenant General Sanchez actually approved were segregation for
more than 30 days. Requiring the approval of a three star general does not indicate
encouragement to use those techniques.

65. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, the Fay Report states: ‘‘In-
terrogations at Abu Ghraib . . . were influenced by several documents that spoke
of exploiting the Arab fear of dogs.’’ What were these documents and who drafted
them?
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General JONES and General FAY. These documents were: JTF–121 Policy No. 1-
Battlefield Interrogation Team and Facility (BIT/F) Policy dated 15 July 2003. 519th
MI Bn draft IROE titled Sadaam Fedeyeen Interrogation Facility approved by LTC
Whalen on 7 August 2003 and sent to the 205th MI Brigade.

66. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did they reflect wide-
spread thinking in the Pentagon or Intelligence Community?

General JONES. Concur.
General FAY. This question goes beyond the scope of my investigation. I did not

question anyone at the Pentagon as part of my investigation.

67. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, earlier this year, the Sen-
ate passed an amendment to the DOD authorization bill, sponsored by Senators
Durbin and McCain, requiring the Pentagon to implement clear guidelines for the
lawful and humane treatment of detainees. On June 15, DOD wrote Senator Warner
that it opposed this provision on the grounds that such regulations are already in
force. Do you believe that current interrogation guidelines are sufficiently clear and
well-understood?

General JONES and General FAY. FM–34–52 is being rewritten, as is the Policy
Guidance for Interrogation Operations, in order to ensure that they are clear. After
publication it will be necessary to follow up to ensure that the new guidance is un-
derstood and is being taught properly to soldiers.

FIELD MANUAL 34–52

68. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, Field Manual 34–52 states
U.S. interrogators should not engage in actions that would be considered unlawful
if perpetrated by the enemy on American personnel. Did the interrogation methods
approved by U.S. commanders for Afghanistan and Iraq meet that test?

General JONES and General FAY. Issues pertaining to Afghanistan were not with-
in the scope of our investigation. Regardless of whether certain methods were ap-
proved, some of the activities perpetrated by U.S. personnel in Iraq were unlawful.

69. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, in your report, you con-
cluded that had Army doctrine, expressed in FM 34–52, been followed faithfully, the
abuses in Abu Ghraib would not have happened. Shouldn’t the Pentagon affirm that
this Field Manual will once again guide all interrogation policy?

General JONES and General FAY. FM–34–52 is being rewritten as is the Policy
Guidance for Interrogation Operations in order to ensure that they are clear. After
publication it will be necessary to follow up to ensure that the new guidance is un-
derstood and is being taught properly to soldiers. The field manual applies only to
military servicemen and women, so steps must be taken to ensure that all U.S. per-
sonnel operate properly.

DECISION ON THE GENEVA CONVENTIONS

70. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, how did the President’s
February 7, 2002 decision on the Geneva Conventions influence interrogation guide-
lines in Afghanistan and Iraq?

General JONES and General FAY. See answers to questions #7 and #9.

71. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, what arguments from that
decision did General Sanchez rely on when he approved the use of dogs and other
coercive techniques as interrogation methods?

General JONES and General FAY. Lieutenant General Sanchez repeatedly stated
that the Geneva Conventions applied to detainees in Iraq. He also reiterated this
guidance in his policy memos. CJTF–7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy
memos were modeled after the 16 April 2003, Secretary of Defense memo directed
to GTMO, but modified for applicability to a theater of war in which Geneva Con-
ventions apply. We have no evidence that Lieutenant General Sanchez had knowl-
edge of the President’s Memorandum dated February 7, 2003, subject: Humane
Treatment of al Qaeda and Taliban Detainees at the time the CJTF–7 Interrogation
Policy was formulated.

72. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, when he advised the
President on his February 7 decision, White House legal counsel Alberto Gonzales
passed on warnings from Secretary Powell and the Joint Chiefs that a failure to

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01308 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1303

apply the Geneva Conventions to all detainees ‘‘could undermine U.S. military cul-
ture which emphasizes maintaining the highest standards of conduct in combat.’’ To
what extent did this in fact happen?

General JONES and General FAY. This issue is outside of the scope of our inves-
tigation. Our investigation was limited to Abu Ghraib. We did not uncover any facts
that would suggest that the President’s memo was in any way considered by those
that committed the abuses. As stated above, all personnel interviewed knew that
the Geneva Conventions applied to detainees in Iraq.

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT MEMO

73. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, the Schlesinger Report
says that the Justice Department Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) memo on torture
influenced the development of interrogation guidelines at the Pentagon. What im-
pact did it have and was it seen as a definitive legal opinion by DOD?

General JONES and General FAY. There is no evidence to suggest the DOJ memo
had any direct impact on operations at Abu Ghraib.

CIA INTERROGATION PRACTICES AND GUIDELINES

74. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, how do CIA interrogation
practices and guidelines differ from the military’s and have they been revised since
the Abu Ghraib scandal came to light?

General JONES and General FAY. This issue is outside of the scope of our inves-
tigation.

75. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did CIA interrogators in-
troduce and influence the military to adopt in Afghanistan and Iraq coercive interro-
gation techniques that it employed against senior Al Qaeda suspects in its custody?

General JONES and General FAY. We did not find any evidence to suggest that
CIA interrogators introduced or influenced the military in adoption of coercive tech-
niques. The CIA did not fully cooperate in our investigation.

76. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, your report concluded that
every agency should follow the same interrogation policy when they work together
in the same theater of action. How can we ensure this happens?

General JONES and General FAY. DOD, through the combatant commander, must
document and enforce adherence by other government agencies while conducting de-
tainee operations at DOD facilities with established DOD practices and procedures.

77. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, should the President di-
rect the CIA to adopt and publish a policy that’s consistent with the Army’s FM 34–
52?

General JONES and General FAY. This issue is outside of the scope of our inves-
tigation.

GHOST DETAINEES

78. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, who is responsible for hid-
ing ‘‘ghost detainees’’ from the Red Cross?

General JONES and General FAY. Based on our investigation, the responsibility
would be shared among the yet unknown CIA personnel, Colonel Boltz, Colonel
Pappas, and LTC Jordan. The leader of the MP unit at Abu Ghraib, LTC
Phillabaum, also bears responsibility since he allowed the ghost detainee situation
occur in a confinement facility he was responsible for keeping to Army standards.
In general, the military commander in charge of a DOD facility housing detainees
is responsible for documentation, security, and safety of detainees.

79. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, if this practice of hiding
ghost detainees from the Red Cross violates the Geneva Conventions, why did Sec-
retary Rumsfeld OK it?

General JONES and General FAY. We found no evidence that Secretary Rumsfeld
authorized it for any detainees at Abu Ghraib. Situations and approvals at other
detainment facilities in Iraq were not within the scope of our investigation.
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INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES VIOLATIONS

80. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, your report says that some
of the interrogation techniques employed in Iraq violated the Geneva Conventions.
Didn’t they also violate the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman,
and Degrading Treatment, as well as U.S. military doctrine and regulations, and if
so, shouldn’t such techniques have been banned in Guantanamo and Afghanistan
even if the President decided the Geneva Conventions didn’t apply there?

General JONES and General FAY. This issue is outside of the scope of our inves-
tigation and should be answered by the DOD General Counsel.

U.S. POLICY REGARDING DETAINEES WORLDWIDE

81. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, on June 25, 2003, the
DOD General Counsel wrote a letter to Senator Leahy stating that it was U.S. pol-
icy that no detainee anywhere in the world would be subjected to treatment that
would be considered cruel and unusual in the U.S. under the 5th, 8th, and/or 14th
Amendments to the Constitution. Was that standard followed in Guantanamo, Af-
ghanistan, or Iraq?

General JONES and General FAY. The question is outside the scope of our inves-
tigation and should be answered by DOD General Counsel.

82. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, were commanders aware
of this policy when they adopted interrogation rules?

General JONES and General FAY. We do not know the answer to this question.
The Commander of CJTF–7 did make clear that detainees were to be treated in ac-
cordance with the Geneva Conventions.

83. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did the Pentagon make
any effort to enforce this policy?

General JONES and General FAY. This issue is outside of the scope of our inves-
tigation and should be directed to the DOD.

OVERSIGHT

84. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did either of you person-
ally question all of the military intelligence and military police personnel who had
been assigned to the ‘‘guard force,’’ security duty, or escort duty at Abu Ghraib or
who in any other way were in close contact with the interrogators, the Military Po-
lice, the medics, or the CIA personnel or with anyone else who had observed or par-
ticipated in the alleged abuses?

General JONES and General FAY. During the period investigated from June 2003
until January 2004 there were well over 2,000 U.S. military personnel at Abu
Ghraib for at least some part of that time. I or a member of my investigation team
interviewed all U.S. personnel whom we believed had information germane to the
scope of this investigation unless those persons invoked their rights against self-in-
crimination. We also used and referred to the interviews conducted by Major Gen-
eral Taguba as well as the Army CID investigators. Additionally, we interviewed
three detainees that were not interviewed by Major General Taguba. In all, over 170
interviews were conducted.

85. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did either of you person-
ally question the personnel who had not been questioned by CID because they had
originally answered in the negative when informally surveyed by CID as to their
knowledge of abuses?

General JONES and General FAY. I interviewed many of those personnel who com-
pleted the survey done by CID who had answered in the negative depending if I
believed they might have information germane to the investigation.

I did not interview personnel surveyed by the CID.

86. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did either of you person-
ally question all members of General Pappas’ staff, including Major Potter, the Dep-
uty JIDC Commander?

General JONES and General FAY. Major Potter was the Deputy Commander of the
205th Military Intelligence Brigade, not of the JIDC. Major General Fay interviewed
Major Potter and Major Williams. Both were staff members of the 205th MI Brigade
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commanded by Colonel Pappas. Major General Fay’s investigation team also inter-
viewed Colonel Pappas’ Judge Advocate, Captain Fitch.

87. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did either of you person-
ally question each of the persons listed on the JIDC organization chart dated Janu-
ary 23, 2004?

General JONES and General FAY. I and my team interviewed those that I felt
might have information germane to the investigation who did not exercise their
right against self-incrimination.

88. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did either of you person-
ally question any of the FBI or CIA personnel who were assigned at any time during
2003 or January 2004 to Abu Ghraib or other detention or interrogation functions
or facilities?

General JONES and General FAY. I did not see a need to question any FBI person-
nel. I was denied access to CIA personnel.

89. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did either of you person-
ally question to the extent some such potential witnesses were not questioned by
either of you, please list each such person and the reason he/she was not questioned
by you, and if questioned by someone else, whether either of you personally re-
viewed the results and whether and why you determined that direct inquiry by one
of you was not called for.

General JONES and General FAY. See answers above. The team attempted to ques-
tion all relevant witnesses.

90. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, did either of you person-
ally question all those who may have observed General Sanchez’s visits to Abu
Ghraib as to exactly where he went and what he saw, and particularly whether he
saw the very large version of the IROE posted on the premises?

General JONES. Lieutenant General Sanchez asserts that he first saw the IROE
poster during his testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee in May
2004.

General FAY. I interviewed at least three people that were present during that
visit, Colonel Pappas, LTC Jordan, and Captain Wood. Others were no doubt
present but no one brought it up as an issue. Whether or not Lieutenant General
Sanchez ever saw the chart in question was not asked.

91. Senator KENNEDY. General Jones and General Fay, is it true that there was
no permanent or separate night shift at Abu Ghraib, but that various personnel
were assigned to night duty as needed and as available?

General JONES and General FAY. As regards to the MPs, there was a specific
night shift assigned to the hard site. As regards MI, there was no permanent or sep-
arate night shift and personnel were used on an as needed and as available basis.
There had been an early attempt to split responsibilities day and night between the
519th MI Battalion interrogators and the 323rd MI Battalion interrogators when
they were the only MI units there. But that split seems to have only lasted a short
time before the JIDC was organized and divided into Tiger Teams.

[Whereupon, at 1:17 p.m., the committee adjourned.]
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THE REPORT OF THE INDEPENDENT PANEL
TO REVIEW DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DE-
TENTION OPERATIONS

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:41 p.m., in room

SH–216, Hart Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, McCain, Inhofe,
Sessions, Collins, Talent, Graham, Cornyn, Levin, Kennedy,
Lieberman, Reed, E. Benjamin Nelson, Dayton, and Pryor.

Committee staff members present: Judith A. Ansley, staff direc-
tor; and Leah C. Brewer, nominations and hearings clerk.

Majority staff members present: Charles W. Alsup, professional
staff member; Regina A. Dubey, research assistant; Paula J.
Philbin, professional staff member; and Lynn F. Rusten, profes-
sional staff member.

Minority staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, Democratic
staff director; Daniel J. Cox, Jr., professional staff member; and
William G.P. Monahan, minority counsel.

Staff assistants present: Alison E. Brill, Andrew W. Florell, Cath-
erine E. Sendak, and Nicholas W. West.

Committee members’ assistants present: Christopher J. Paul, as-
sistant to Senator McCain; John A. Bonsell, assistant to Senator
Inhofe; Clyde A. Taylor IV, assistant to Senator Chambliss; Mere-
dith Moseley, assistant to Senator Graham; Russell J. Thomasson,
assistant to Senator Cornyn; Mieke Y. Eoyang, assistant to Senator
Kennedy; Frederick M. Downey, assistant to Senator Lieberman;
Elizabeth King, assistant to Senator Reed; Davelyn Noelani Kalipi,
assistant to Senator Akaka; William K. Sutey, assistant to Senator
Bill Nelson; Andrew Shapiro, assistant to Senator Clinton; and
Terri Glaze, assistant to Senator Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. The committee will come to order. I apolo-
gize to our distinguished panel of witnesses. The Senate has had
a series of votes. One is still underway, but I think we must get
started here. I anticipate, here he comes right now, the distin-
guished ranking member any moment.
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We meet today to receive the testimony on the final report of the
Independent Panel to Review Department of Defense Detention Op-
erations, commonly referred to as the Schlesinger-Brown report.
We welcome our witnesses: Dr. Schlesinger, chairman of the panel;
and Dr. Brown, a distinguished member of the panel. Two other
members of the panel, former Congresswoman Tillie Fowler, and
retired General Chuck Horner, were unable to be with us today.

We commend you all for a very splendid job. It was an important
one at a critical time. I commend the Secretary of Defense for re-
posing in you the trust that he has and will always have in two
former distinguished colleagues and close personal and professional
friends.

On May 12, the Secretary of Defense chartered the Independent
Panel to Review the Department of Defense Detention Operations,
and I quote from his charter: ‘‘It would be helpful to me to have
your independent professional advice of the issues that you con-
sider most pertinent related to the various allegations. I am espe-
cially interested in your views on the cause of the problems and
what should be done to fix them.’’

I say to you gentlemen and your panel in absentia, the other two
members, you have done just that. You have stayed to the charter,
and indeed I think you have showed a measure of independence
which the Secretary and indeed Congress anticipated. You did it
pragmatically and fairly.

At this point numerous investigations are being conducted under
the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ). Trials are ongoing.
Several have already been tried and sentenced or have received
nonjudicial and administrative punishments. In addition, 7 of the
11 senior level reviews of detainee operations and allegations of de-
tainee abuse throughout the Department of Defense (DOD) have
been completed, and 3 more will be completed in the very near fu-
ture.

Again, I commend the Secretary and the Department for the
manner in which they have confronted these important issues. I
find the Kern report, for example, I speak for myself, but other col-
leagues I think share these views, did an equally fine and com-
mendable job.

It is noteworthy that the Secretary of Defense sought your inde-
pendent professional advice on detainee abuses, what caused them,
and what actions should be taken to prevent their repetition. We
have shown the world that we are a Nation of laws. We will inves-
tigate wrongdoing and those found accountable and responsible will
be dealt with accordingly.

The findings contained in this report before us today are indeed
sobering. It is important to note your conclusion that the abuse the
world saw in the infamous photographs from the Abu Ghraib pris-
on ‘‘were not part of an authorized interrogation procedure nor
were they directed at intelligence targets. They represent a deviant
behavior and a failure of military leadership and discipline.’’

You do note, however, that other abuses occurred during interro-
gation activities that were not photographed both in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. You conclude that no approved procedures, policy, doc-
trine, or training called for, allowed, or encouraged the kind of
abuses we have witnessed.
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But you also advise the following: ‘‘The abuses were not just the
failure of some individuals to follow known standards and they are
more than the failure of a few leaders to enforce proper discipline.
There is both institutional and personal responsibility at higher
levels.’’

When Dr. Schlesinger and other members of the panel released
the report on August 24, Dr. Schlesinger stated, ‘‘We believe there
is institutional and personal responsibility right up the chain of
command as far as Washington is concerned.’’ I hope today that
you will elaborate on that very important personal opinion and I
presume that of the panel you represent, and what do you mean
by responsibility and how high up the chain of command that re-
sponsibility goes.

Your report clearly establishes accountability up to the level of
the Military Intelligence (MI) and Military Police (MP) Brigade
commanders at Abu Ghraib, but the report is less clear on the ac-
countability, to the degree it exists, of higher commanders and
their staff, although significant failures and shortcomings were
identified in your report. I ask that you clarify these conclusions
about accountability. Such judgments are subjective but your col-
lective professional judgment is of great value to the committee, to
the DOD, and to the country as a whole.

During your press conference on this report, you specifically were
asked about Secretary Rumsfeld, whether or not he should resign
because of the problems identified. Dr. Brown stated, and I quote
him, ‘‘If the head of a Department had to resign every time anyone
down below did something wrong, it would be a very empty cabinet
table.’’ Your views on the accountability of the Secretary will be
again reviewed with both of you today.

We seek your counsel on what must be done to preclude a repeti-
tion of such abuses, how justice is best served in restoring good
order and discipline to our Armed Forces, and what constructive
role this committee can continue to provide through its oversight
responsibilities. As we continue to assemble the facts concerning al-
legations of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib and elsewhere, it is im-
portant that we keep these incidents in context. You were clear on
this point in your report. Over the past 3 years, the U.S. has appre-
hended over 50,000 personnel in Iraq and Afghanistan. As of mid-
August 2004, only 66 out of the 50,000 gave rise to allegations of
abuse that had been substantiated with one-third to one-half of
those incidents occurring at the point of capture or during transit,
periods which are often in the very heat of battle and extraordinary
stress. Thousands of soldiers, sailors, and airmen have done their
job humanely and honorably, 99.9 percent, throughout these two
operations and elsewhere. They are as horrified or more horrified
than anybody about the abuses of their fellow soldiers in uniform.

I want to commend the independent panel for also pointing out
the need for urgency in providing well-documented policy, proce-
dures, and training to our troops on approved interrogation tech-
niques in order to counteract the current chilling effect the reaction
to the abuses has had on the collection of valuable intelligence
through interrogations. Intelligence, especially human intelligence,
is critical to our success in the global war on terror. Our deployed
forces throughout the world, wherever they are today, must have
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the ability in obtaining such intelligence and have the confidence
in the techniques, the training, and leadership in obtaining that in-
telligence. The pendulum could well have swung too far, and we
must be certain to right that position.

As I said at our earlier hearing today, this report and others be-
fore us should dispel the notion that the Armed Forces cannot in-
vestigate itself. That is the DOD of the executive branch. All of the
investigations, in the opinion of this Senator, have been thorough,
professional, frank assessments that have contributed to an under-
standing of the complexities and the demands of detainee oper-
ations in a combat environment. All have provided important rec-
ommendations for how to correct the problems identified. We
should all have confidence that the UCMJ and the values held dear
by our Armed Forces will ensure that justice will be served. We
have the assurance of senior leaders of the Armed Forces and the
DOD that corrective measures have been and are being imple-
mented to preclude the possibility of such a lapse of leadership and
discipline in the future. We, in Congress, must work with the De-
partment to ensure these corrective actions are effective and con-
tinue to take place.

We also have responsibility to remember the vast majority of our
brave men and women in uniform were performing remarkable
tasks at great risk around the world on a daily basis, in some cases
making the ultimate sacrifice of loss of life and limb, to win the
war on terror performing their duties in the finest traditions of our
military. We honor their service and that of their families. Our ef-
forts in gathering this information and openly discussing it with
the American people and the world are intended to strengthen the
Armed Forces.

I commend our witnesses again for their participation and their
colleagues for this excellent report.

Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me join you in
welcoming our two very distinguished witnesses today and thank-
ing them for, literally, a lifetime of service. We hope that service
continues for a long time.

Their report builds upon the reports of previous investigations
and assessments, including the investigation of intelligence activi-
ties at Abu Ghraib, which was the subject of the committee’s hear-
ing this morning.

This panel’s report concluded, despite numerous pervious asser-
tions that the abuses at Abu Ghraib were the work of a small
handful of rogue military police, that in the words of the panel be-
fore us, ‘‘there is both institutional and personal responsibility at
higher levels.’’ The report cites a number of developments that
were contributing factors to the detainee abuse.

The first contributing factor was the issuance of a series of policy
memoranda from the President and the Secretary of Defense on
down that established a different process for the treatment of the
Taliban and Al Qaeda detainees than that which had traditionally
been applied in our Nation’s wars. That treatment was based upon
legal opinions from the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) of the De-

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01316 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1311

partment of Justice (DOJ), including one dated August 1, 2002
that, according to this panel, ‘‘held that in order to constitute tor-
ture, an act must be specifically intended to inflict severe physical
pain and suffering that is difficult to endure.’’

Accordingly, Secretary Rumsfeld, responding to a request from
the field, authorized some 16 additional interrogation techniques
for use at Guantanamo beyond the 17 techniques that were author-
ized under the military’s longstanding doctrine. Although the Sec-
retary soon thereafter rescinded most of the additional interroga-
tion techniques and directed that the more aggressive techniques
could be used only with his approval, the more aggressive original
techniques were applied in Afghanistan and migrated to Iraq
where they were used at Abu Ghraib.

Moreover, although it was decided that the Geneva Conventions
would apply to the conflict in Iraq and would govern the treatment
of all detainees there, Lieutenant General Sanchez, the command-
ing general of the Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF–7), issued
a memorandum on September 14, 2003, authorizing a dozen inter-
rogation techniques beyond those authorized by standard DOD doc-
trine, including five which went beyond the techniques approved by
Secretary Rumsfeld for Guantanamo. While General Sanchez’s
memorandum was subsequently rescinded and the new guidance
that he issued was closer to that which was authorized by DOD
doctrine, the result was severe confusion in the field, and in the
words of the panel before us, ‘‘the belief that additional interroga-
tion techniques were condoned.’’

We heard this morning from General Fay whose report states,
‘‘By October 2003, interrogation policy in Iraq had changed three
times in less than 30 days and it became very confusing as to what
techniques could be employed and at what level non-doctrinal ap-
proaches had to be approved.’’

Compounding the problem of confusing and inconsistent guidance
was the lack of leadership and oversight by those in command and
senior staff positions. Those failures took place despite the fact that
there was evidence of abuse that surfaced, including a report in
November 2003 from the International Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC) detailing abuses that were actually seen by ICRC personnel
at Abu Ghraib.

Another contributing factor was the failure of higher authority
both to properly plan for the insurgency that took place after major
combat operations, and that continues to this day, as well as the
failure to promptly adjust to the insurgency after it became a clear
reality.

According to our panel’s report today, the October 2002 Central
Command war plan ‘‘presupposed that relatively benign stability
and security operations would precede a hand-over to Iraq’s au-
thorities.’’ In that regard, I am reminded that General Franks told
Senator Warner and me that he was told by the civilian leadership
of the DOD to leave the planning for the stability and security
phase of Operation Iraqi Freedom to the Pentagon’s civilian leader-
ship. In any event, once it became clear in July 2003 that there
was a major insurgency growing in Iraq, senior leaders should have
adjusted the plan to the violent aftermath on the ground.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01317 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1312

The panel before us notes that responsible leaders could have
been more adaptive in the face of changing conditions and specifi-
cally identifies a number of such leaders in CJTF–7, the Coalition
Forces Land Component Command, U.S. Central Command
(CENTCOM), the Joint Staff, and the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense (OSD).

Although General Sanchez and the senior leaders of CJTF–7
were identified for leadership lapses, the panel also noted that
CJTF–7 was never adequately resourced to meet the size and com-
plexity of its mission and at one point had only 495 of the 1,400
personnel authorized.

Among the severe personnel shortages which they noted, MP de-
tention units did not receive detention-specific training during their
mobilization period. Training at the mobilization sites was inad-
equate. Deployment to Iraq was chaotic. Hand-over from the ongo-
ing units in Iraq was too brief. There were major difficulties in
training to their new mission once in country. They were not prop-
erly equipped for combat. Equipment, like Army-issued radios,
were frequently inoperable and too few in number. Perhaps most
significantly, according to our panel, there were insufficient MP
personnel at Abu Ghraib resulting in a 75-to-1 ratio of detainees
to MPs: 7,000 detainees to 92 MPs. In addition to all that imbal-
ance, Abu Ghraib was under frequent mortar attack, thus adding
a force protection task, and compare all that to the Guantanamo
situation where there was a 1-to-1 ratio of detainees and the Army
doctrinal ratio of 8-to-1.

To complicate things even further, Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) personnel used different interrogation techniques than those
used by military personnel, and the CIA was allowed to keep the
presence of detained personnel off the books so that the ICRC was
not aware of those ghost detainees. Secretary Rumsfeld personally
approved this practice on at least one occasion. A number of us ear-
lier this morning, including the chairman, expressed to the panel
our determination that we are going to get the CIA responses to
these issues that have been raised about the fact that they kept de-
tained personnel ‘‘off the books’’ in violation of the Geneva Conven-
tions requirements.

Finally, the panel before us has reported on a number of signifi-
cant questions which they do not purport to answer. They have
raised them, they are very important ones, and they require an an-
swer at some point.

For instance, did the Joint Staff or the OSD realize that there
was a need to ensure that interrogation techniques specifically de-
vised for Guantanamo were not being used in Afghanistan and cer-
tainly not in Iraq, and if not, why not?

Why did CENTCOM not ensure that there was separate guid-
ance for detainee interrogations for Afghanistan and Iraq?

Why was the planned flow of forces to the theater of operations
pursuant to the time phased force deployment list scrapped in
favor of piecemeal unit deployment orders?

Why did CENTCOM approve CJTF–7 interrogation policies that
apparently were based on an outdated version of the field manual
which authorized interrogators to control all aspects of the interro-
gations?
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Why did it take so long to finalize the joint manning document?
Why did Secretary Rumsfeld agree to the use of military deten-

tion facilities in Iraq to house a ghost detainee at the request of
the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI)?

Why did a senior member of the National Security Council (NSC)
staff visit Abu Ghraib?

We thank this panel again. It has been a terrific service that
they have performed for us. We look forward to their testimony.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin.
Dr. Schlesinger?

STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER, CHAIRMAN,
INDEPENDENT PANEL TO REVIEW DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE DETENTION OPERATIONS

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to introduce James

Blackwell, who was the executive director of the panel. Mr.
Blackwell is a graduate of West Point. He is also the author of On
Brave Old Army Team. As you may know, that was a study of ethi-
cal lapses in the athletic program at West Point in the early 1950s.

Chairman WARNER. We welcome you. Would you care to identify
the others here with you, Dr. Brown?

Dr. BROWN. This is my assistant, Daniel Rankin.
Chairman WARNER. Mr. Rankin. Thank you very much.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin,

members of the committee.
I will skip some of my testimony. I thank you for your com-

plimentary references to our study. You have all obviously had a
chance to read it, and since you have quoted it extensively, there
is no need for me to summarize it. Instead I should like to place
the details of a primarily descriptive report in a wider context and
make some observations about some salient issues that may be
overlooked. In a matter of this sort, it is important we not overlook
the forest for the trees.

The focus of the panel and our primary concern should be the
morale, the health, and the performance of our Armed Forces, I am
sure that that resonates with the members of this particular com-
mittee, that those forces and their behavior uphold the standards
that the American society believes appropriate. If there are any de-
fects, they must be diagnosed and any infected areas must be
lanced and cauterized as we seek to avoid repetition. In this man-
ner, we can cleanse any stain on the reputation of our Armed
Forces so that their overall performance continues to be understood
and highly valued by the larger American society.

In this regard, we must continuously bear in mind that the over-
all performance, as the chairman mentioned, of these Armed Forces
has been commendable. We must not lose sight of this fundamental
reality which reflects both technology and a professional force.
Through the advance of technology, we have been able to target
enemy forces with precision. As a consequence, we sought in Iraq
to preserve the infrastructure so that it could serve Iraq’s future
and also to successfully limit collateral damage. Moreover, we now
have, by and large, a trained professional force. The vast majority
of that force has behaved in Iraq with extraordinary forbearance
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and including countless acts of kindness. In this respect, their per-
formance has been vastly better than our performance in previous
wars, World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. While we did not feel it
necessary to spell this out in the report, in light of some of the pub-
lic commentary, I can only say that it deserves emphasis and rep-
etition. Our troops have performed well.

Bear in mind that we have had some 50,000 detainees and that
over 300,000 of our troops have now served in Iraq. To be sure, any
abuses are too many. But to date we have identified some 300
cases of possible abuse, of which fewer than 100 have been con-
firmed. One-third of those abuses have been at the point of capture.
War is a matter of violence and in combat, passions run high.

The administration may have initially erred in characterizing the
actions at Abu Ghraib as the result of a handful of MPs. Still in
the overall performance, the 66 cases of confirmed abuse is a small
number, comparing quite well, as I say, with previous wars. War
remains a brutal business. Some critics reveal that they under-
stand neither war nor history. We must not confuse the speed and
extent of communication today with the extent of abuse as com-
pared to the past.

The panel found no policy that encouraged or justified abuse and
more than a few actions to avoid abuse. To be sure, given the ini-
tial act of terrorism on September 11 and the spurt in U.S. casual-
ties in the summer of 2003, it was concluded that interrogation
should be thorough and aggressive. In the war on terrorism, we
would be naı́ve to limit ourselves to the traditional ‘‘name, rank,
and serial number.’’ In the conditions of today, aggressive interro-
gation would seem essential.

Mr. Chairman, your remarks earlier about the chilling effect that
might have developed as a result of the Abu Ghraib incidents is a
point very well taken. The marines, for example, up in Fallujah no
longer move on the basis of intelligence unless that intelligence can
be confirmed, and as a result, they are missing opportunities to
deal with some of the insurgents.

The injunction from the top, from the President, was to ensure
humane treatment of detainees, even those who were judged out-
side the scope of the Geneva protection. Admittedly what con-
stitutes humane treatment lies in the eye of the beholder. Some,
including some in the Services, argued that aggressive interroga-
tion went too far. Indeed, the revision of Secretary Rumsfeld’s ini-
tial memorandum that Senator Levin referred to was a result of
protests that had come from Navy personnel. That remains a mat-
ter of judgment. It also remains a far cry from a policy that encour-
ages abuse.

These issues and the public reaction have been exacerbated by
the photographs taken on the night shift at Abu Ghraib. Those
photos constitute, to say the least, an idiosyncratic and obviously
unauthorized activity by that night shift. The photographs are
quite misleading. In contrast to the inferences that some initially
drew, those photographs have nothing to do with interrogation pol-
icy. None of the detainees abused in the photographs were targets
of intelligence or of interrogation to gain intelligence. The latest de-
velopment indicates that one of those photographs may have had
to do with the pursuit of intelligence.
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Nonetheless, abuses did occur at Abu Ghraib and elsewhere dur-
ing interrogation. In such cases the MPs had been encouraged by
MI personnel to use aggressive tactics. Those excesses must be
identified and corrected to discourage any recurrence in the future.
Such excesses may have resulted from confusion as to what was
permissible. Some of that confusion may be understandable but not
justified since we did have interrogation operations in three dif-
ferent places with varying rules. That created ambiguity. Nonethe-
less, in the future such ambiguity is unacceptable. A general policy
should be designed and enshrined in doctrine so that military per-
sonnel are properly trained to observe appropriate rules.

Though abuses were indeed more widespread than observed on
the night shift at Abu Ghraib, nonetheless it is correct to character-
ize the situation on that night shift as having its unique aspects.
Some have seized upon the photographs to suggest that torture
was condoned. This is simply wrong. The actions of the night shift
on Tier 1 were an aberration. The members were off on their own.
As one participant admitted, ‘‘we did it for the fun of it.’’ I have
characterized those activities by the night shift on Tier 1 as an
‘‘Animal House.’’

In this connection, President Kennedy said during the Cuban
Missile Crisis that a picture is worth a thousand words. It clearly
is if, and only if, one knows what the picture means. But if pictures
are misinterpreted, they can readily become a distorting mecha-
nism. That can easily create an inaccurate impression, hiding, in-
deed distorting the overall performance, as I have suggested with
regard to our Armed Forces in Iraq.

Mr. Chairman, as your remarks and Senator Levin’s remarks in-
dicated, the panel’s report delineated both errors of commission
and errors of omission. But we found no indication of a policy en-
couraging abuse. To be sure, these abuses and the failed oversight
that allowed them are an embarrassment. They do not reflect the
standards that this society believes appropriate. We must take
those steps necessary to see that those standards are, indeed,
upheld in the future. Yet, we must not allow some of the trees to
obscure the view of the entire forest. These actions, by historical
standards quite limited in number, are not representative of the
overall behavior of our forces, which has been generally admirable.

When sitting for his portrait, Oliver Cromwell ordered his por-
traitist, who wanted to pretty Cromwell up, that the portrait
should include warts and all. Of necessity, our panel was charged
to concentrate on the warts. Yet, Members of Congress must re-
main aware of the full portrait. I have tried to stress that a full
portrait is more than those warts, which in our panel we were
obliged to analyze.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I shall be happy to answer
any questions that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Schlesinger follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DR. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: I am grateful to the committee for pro-
viding the opportunity to discuss the Panel’s report on abuses at Abu Ghraib Prison
and elsewhere. Secretary Rumsfeld established the panel to provide an independent
and objective assessment of what had gone wrong in our detention operations, to
review the other Department of Defense (DOD) investigations that were underway
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for gaps, and to provide any recommendations and additional observations that were
required. He added in his charge to us: ‘‘Let the chips fall where they may.’’ We
have striven to fulfill that mandate. In that effort, we have received the full co-
operation of the DOD, which is already moving ahead in numerous areas with ad-
justments and reforms to prevent a recurrence.

We believe that we have provided a full and accurate, down to the time of publica-
tion, description regarding the extent of these abuses and how they came about—
and what might be done in the future to reduce the risk of reoccurrence. Since the
full report, including the Executive Summary, has been available for more than 3
weeks, I shall not attempt to summarize it here. Instead, I should like to place the
details of a primarily descriptive report in a wider context—and make some observa-
tions about salient issues that may readily be overlooked. In a matter of this sort,
it is important that we not overlook the forest for the trees.

1. Our focus and our prime concern should be the morale, health, and perform-
ance of our Armed Forces—and that their behavior upholds the standards that the
American society believes appropriate. If there are any defects, they must be diag-
nosed and any infected areas must be lanced and cauterized—as we seek to avoid
repetition. In this manner, we can cleanse any stain on the reputation of our Armed
Forces—so that their overall performance continues to be understood and highly val-
ued by the larger society.

2. In this regard, we must continuously bear in mind that the overall performance
of those Armed Forces has been commendable. We must not lose sight of that fun-
damental reality, which reflects both technology and a professional force. Through
the advance of technology, we have been able to target enemy forces with precision.
As a consequence, we sought in Iraq to preserve the infrastructure, so that it could
serve Iraq’s future, and to successfully limit collateral damage. Moreover, we now
have, by and large, a trained professional force. The vast majority of that force has
behaved in Iraq with extraordinary forbearance, including countless acts of kind-
ness. In this respect, their performance has been vastly better than in previous
wars: World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. While we did not feel it necessary to spell
this out in the report, in light of some of the public commentary, I can only say that
it deserves emphasis and repetition. Our troops have performed well. Bear in mind
that we have had some 50,000 detainees—and that over 300,000 of our troops have
served in Iraq. To be sure, any abuses are too many. But, to date, we have identified
some 300 cases of possible abuse of which fewer than 100 have been confirmed. One-
third of those abuses have been at the point of capture. War is a matter of violence,
and, in combat, passions run high.

3. The administration may have initially erred in characterizing the actions at
Abu Ghraib Prison as the result of a handful of MPs. Still in the overall perform-
ance, the 66 cases of confirmed abuse is a small number—comparing quite well, as
I say, with previous wars. War remains a brutal business. Some critics reveal that
they understand neither war nor history. We must not confuse the speed and extent
of communication today with the extent of abuse, as compared to the past.

4. The panel found no policy that encouraged or justified abuse—and more than
a few actions to avoid abuse. To be sure, given the initial act of terrorism on Sep-
tember 11 and the spurt in U.S. casualties in the summer of 2003, it was concluded
that interrogation should be thorough and aggressive. In the war on terrorism, we
would be naı́ve to limit ourselves to the traditional ‘‘name, rank, and serial num-
ber.’’ In the conditions of today, aggressive interrogation would seem essential. The
injunction from the top was to insure ‘‘humane treatment’’ of detainees, even those
who were judged outside the scope of Geneva protection. Admittedly, what con-
stitutes ‘‘humane treatment’’ lies in the eye of the beholder. Some, including some
in the Services, argued that aggressive interrogation went too far. That remains a
matter of judgment. It also remains a far cry from a policy that encourages abuse.

5. These issues and the public reaction have been exacerbated by the photographs
taken on the night shift at Abu Ghraib. Those photos constitute, to say the least,
an idiosyncratic, and obviously unauthorized, activity by the night shift on Tier 1.
The photographs are quite misleading. In contrast to the inferences that some ini-
tially drew, those photographs had nothing to do with interrogation policy. NONE
of the detainees abused in the photographs were targets of intelligence or of interro-
gation to gain intelligence. Nonetheless, abuses did occur at Abu Ghraib Prison and
elsewhere, during interrogation. In such cases, the MPs had been encouraged by MI
personnel to use aggressive tactics. Those excesses must be identified and cor-
rected—to discourage any recurrence in the future. Such excesses may have resulted
from confusion as to what was permissible. Some of that confusion may be under-
standable, since we had interrogation operations in three different places with vary-
ing rules. That created ambiguity. Nonetheless, in the future such ambiguity is un-
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acceptable. A general policy should be designed, and enshrined in doctrine, so that
military personnel are properly trained to observe appropriate rules.

6. Though abuses were indeed more widespread than observed on the night shift
at Abu Ghraib; nonetheless, it is correct to characterize the situation on that night
shift as having its unique aspects. Some have seized upon the photographs to sug-
gest that torture was condoned. That is simply wrong. The actions of the night shift
on Tier 1 were an aberration. The members were off on their own. As one partici-
pant admitted: ‘‘We did it for the fun of it.’’ I have characterized those activities by
the night shift on Tier 1 as ‘‘Animal House.’’

7. In this connection, President Kennedy said, during the Cuban Missile Crisis,
that a picture is worth a thousand words. It clearly is—if, and only if, you know
what the picture means. But if pictures are misinterpreted, they can readily become
a distorted mechanism. That can easily create an inaccurate impression; hiding, in-
deed distorting, the overall performance, as I have suggested with respect to our
Armed Forces in Iraq.

Mr. Chairman, the Panel’s report delineated both errors of commission and errors
of omission. But we found no indication of a policy encouraging abuse. To be sure,
these abuses and the failed oversight that allowed them are an embarrassment.
They do not reflect the standards that this society believes appropriate. We must
take those step necessary to see that those standards are, indeed, upheld in the fu-
ture. Yet, we must not allow some of the trees to obscure the view of the entire for-
est. These actions, by historical standards quite limited in number, are not rep-
resentative of the overall behavior of our forces, which has been generally admira-
ble.

When sitting for his portrait, Oliver Cromwell ordered his portraitist, who wanted
to pretty Cromwell up, that the portrait should include ‘‘warts and all.’’ Of necessity,
our panel was charged to concentrate on the warts. Yet, Members of Congress must
remain aware of the full portrait. In these somewhat personal remarks, I have tried
to stress that a full portrait is more than those warts, which in our panel we were
obliged to analyze.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I shall be happy to answer any questions
that you or other members of the committee may have.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Dr. Schlesinger.
Secretary Brown.

STATEMENT OF DR. HAROLD BROWN, MEMBER, INDEPEND-
ENT PANEL TO REVIEW DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DETEN-
TION OPERATIONS

Dr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, Senator
Levin, members of the committee, I am glad of the opportunity to
appear before you today to give you my personal conclusions and
to report on the work of the independent panel, conclusions on the
issues involved. Some related investigations, some in the DOD, one
outside, are still in progress, and further facts may well emerge. So
a degree of tentativeness remains, but the panel’s own work and
our access to almost all the other investigations have revealed
enough so that conclusions, if not final ones, can be drawn. I hope
that unlike the case of Oliver Cromwell who was dug up after the
restoration and hanged, you will not have to go through the same
process with us. [Laughter.]

The abuses in Tier 1 at Abu Ghraib Prison displayed a pathology
not, so far as we were able to find, duplicated elsewhere. But as
has been pointed out by several of you, there have been several
hundred other cases of abuse of detainees that have been alleged
at Abu Ghraib Prison and elsewhere in Iraq and Afghanistan and
Guantanamo, a significant fraction confirmed, and a third appear
to have been connected with interrogations. These, of course, are
completely unacceptable on humanitarian grounds, but in addition,
those events have been extremely damaging to U.S. standing, poli-
cies, and objectives in the Greater Middle East and to the struggle
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against transnational terrorism, as well as to the image and self-
image of the Armed Forces and of America itself.

The underlying context for abuses was framed by two judgments
made before combat operations began in Iraq and indeed Afghani-
stan. First, the DOD leadership, along with much of the rest of the
administration, expected that following the collapse of the Saddam
Hussein regime through coalition military operations, a stable suc-
cessor regime would soon emerge in Iraq. Now, there was planning
for some contingencies, but as Senator Levin noted, those plans did
not include planning for what actually happened: a breakdown of
order, widespread looting and infrastructure destruction, strong re-
sistance to the occupation. In turn, and this had a direct impact on
the abuse situation that produced a large, mixed population of de-
tainees, Baathist holdouts, high level officials, surrendered mili-
tary, domestic and foreign religious extremists, ordinary criminals,
individuals captured in the act of attacking coalition forces or sus-
pected of doing so, and undoubtedly some innocents, maybe many
innocents. That was what happened rather than what was ex-
pected, which was a relatively large number of relatively passive
prisoners of war. Furthermore, the detention operations took place
within a situation that is a more serious product of the misjudged
forecast of what would happen after the overthrow of the Saddam
regime. Iraq, including urban areas, remained and remains a zone
of continued and substantial combat, as well as economic depriva-
tion and political instability.

The second judgment was embodied in the policy adopted toward
various classes of detainee, set for al Qaeda and Taliban after Sep-
tember 11, following debate within the U.S. Government and deci-
sion by the President. The President determined that the provi-
sions of the Geneva Conventions did not apply to our conflict with
al Qaeda, that Taliban detainees were unlawful combatants not
qualifying as prisoners of war. I think that was a reasonable judg-
ment. Furthermore, the President reaffirmed a previous order by
the Secretary of Defense that all detainees be treated humanely
and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military neces-
sity, in a manner consistent with the Geneva Conventions prin-
ciples.

Now, that process led, in turn, to a series of determinations
about allowed interrogation methods beyond those long customary
under Army Field Manual (FM) 34–52. As Senator Levin pointed
out, the Secretary of Defense authorized and then rescinded a list
of such methods for Guantanamo. After study by a working group
that was headed by the Air Force General Counsel, he promulgated
a narrowed-approved list, again limited to interrogations of unlaw-
ful combatants held at Guantanamo. These events occurred before
operations took place in Iraq.

We did not find any evidence of a policy on the part of senior ci-
vilians or military authorities that countenanced, let alone encour-
aged or directed, abuse. Approval of interrogation techniques be-
yond those in the Air Force Manual was limited to Guantanamo.
It required that any of them be used only with the specific approval
of the Secretary of Defense in each case. He approved any of them
in only two cases, and those additional methods of interrogation,
which were not torture, by the way, but they were more permissive
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than Army FM 34–52, were intended for and limited to resistant
al Qaeda members at Guantanamo knowledgeable about what had
been their plans for September 11 and for the future, and they
were productive.

All that said, nevertheless, various versions of expanded lists mi-
grated, unauthorized, to Afghanistan and to Iraq where the Geneva
Conventions continued to apply, according to the President’s deci-
sion, except for foreign terrorists—that is, foreign to Iraq. That mi-
gration of rules and of personnel led to confusion about what inter-
rogation practices were authorized and to several changes in direc-
tions to interrogators. I believe that was a contributing factor in
the abuse of detainees. Whether the initial, more expansive, ap-
proach adopted during the working group that the Secretary of De-
fense convened or whether the findings of the OLC in the DOJ,
some of which I consider over the top, further contributed to an at-
mosphere of permissiveness in the field is more difficult to assess.
It is a matter of psychological influence rather than of direction.

A result of the first misjudgment, especially at Abu Ghraib, was
a situation in which both MP capabilities for custody and protec-
tion and MI capabilities for interrogation to obtain tactical, strate-
gic, and counter-terrorist intelligence, suffered extreme lack of re-
sources. Another result, as I mentioned, was that the mix and
number of detainees went far beyond what had been planned for.
The respective responsibilities, authorities, and modes of coopera-
tion for military police and military intelligence units were poorly
defined, and separately, the policy failure at all levels to assure a
clear and stable set of rules for treatment and interrogation further
opened the door to abuse. The problems were compounded by inad-
equate training, confused command arrangements, and at Abu
Ghraib personal deficiencies at command levels up to and including
the brigade level.

Now, it is always easy in hindsight—too easy—to assign blame.
Nevertheless, varying degrees of responsibility for failure to pro-
vide adequate resources to support the custodial and intelligence
requirements throughout the theater and for the confusion about
permissible interrogation techniques extend all the way up the
chain of command, to include the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
OSD.

Now, the report is considerably more detailed about why, how,
and when abuses occurred and lessons learned. We gave about a
dozen, I guess 14 or so, recommendations to improve the way we
deal with such matters. Action on some of them is already under-
way. The DOD does do well at facing up to and correcting its mis-
takes.

The report notes, as has Secretary Schlesinger, that although
any abuse of detainees is too much, these cases were only a small
percentage of the tens of thousands of prisoners and detainees. In
many cases, I should point out, they were brought to light by
American military personnel who spoke up. As we look forward,
the kind of conflict we are engaged in poses difficult problems of
many kinds, detention and interrogation among them. The U.S.
needs to deal with them more effectively. I hope that our report
helps in that effort.
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Thank you for your indulgence, Mr. Chairman. I will be prepared
to answer questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Brown follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DR. HAROLD BROWN

Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin and members of the Committee: I am pleased to ap-
pear before you today to report on the work of the Independent Panel and to present
my personal conclusions on the issues involved. Let me begin by noting that some
related investigations are still in progress and that further facts may well emerge.
That means that a degree of tentativeness remains. But the panel’s own work and
our access to almost all of the other investigations have revealed enough so that
conclusions, if not final ones, can be drawn.

The abuses in Block 1A at Abu Ghraib Prison displayed a pathology not, so far
as we were able to find, duplicated elsewhere. But there have been several hundred
other cases of abuse of detainees alleged at Abu Ghraib and elsewhere in Iraq, in
Afghanistan and at Guantanamo; a significant fraction have been or will be con-
firmed as such. About a third of the cases appear to have been connected with inter-
rogations. In addition to their unacceptability on humanitarian grounds, these
events have been extremely damaging to U.S. standing, policies and objectives in
the Greater Middle East and to the struggle against transnational terrorism, as well
as to the image and self-image of the Armed Forces and of America itself.

The underlying context for abuses was framed by two judgments made before
combat operations began. First was the expectation by the Defense Department
(DOD) leadership, along with most of the rest of the administration, that following
the collapse of the Saddam Hussein regime through coalition military operations, a
stable successor regime would soon emerge in Iraq. Though there was planning for
some contingencies, those planned for did not include what actually happened; a
breakdown of order, widespread looting and infrastructure destruction and strong
resistance to the occupation. This, in turn, produced a large mixed population of de-
tainees—Baathist holdouts; high level officials; surrendered military; domestic and
foreign religious extremists; ordinary criminals; individuals captured in the act of
attacking coalition forces or suspected of doing so; and undoubtedly some inno-
cents—rather than a large number of relatively passive prisoners of war. Moreover,
detention operations took place within a situation that is a more serious product of
the misjudged forecast of what would happen following the overthrow of the Saddam
regime: Iraq, including urban areas, remained (and remains) a zone of continued
and substantial combat, as well as economic deprivation and political instability.

The second judgment was the policy adopted toward various classes of detainee,
set for al Qaeda and Taliban after September 11, following debate within the U.S.
Government and decision by the President. The President determined that the pro-
visions of Geneva did not apply to our conflict with al Qaeda, that Taliban detainees
were ‘‘unlawful combatants,’’ not qualifying as prisoners of war, but reaffirmed a
previous order by the Secretary of Defense that detainees be treated humanely and,
to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner con-
sistent with the Geneva principles. This, in turn, led to a series of determinations
about allowed interrogation methods beyond those long customary under Army Field
Manual (FM) 34–52. The Secretary of Defense authorized, then rescinded, a list of
such methods for Guantanamo and, after study by a working group, promulgated
a narrowed approved list ‘‘limited to interrogations of unlawful combatants held at
Guantanamo.’’ These events occurred before operations took place in Iraq. We found
no evidence of a policy on the part of senior civilian or military authorities that
countenanced, let alone encouraged or directed, abuse. Approval of interrogation
techniques beyond those in Army FM 34–52 was limited to Guantanamo and re-
quired that any of them be used only with the specific approval of the Secretary
of Defense in each case. He approved any of them in only two cases. Those addi-
tional methods of interrogation were intended for and limited to resistant al Qaeda
members at Guantanamo knowledgeable about what had been their plans for Sep-
tember 11 and for the future.

Nevertheless, various versions of expanded lists migrated unauthorized to Afghan-
istan, and to Iraq where the Geneva Conventions continued to apply. That migra-
tion of rules, and of personnel, led to confusion about what interrogation practices
were authorized and to several changes in directions to interrogators. I believe that
was a contributing factor in the abuse of detainees. Whether the initial, more expan-
sive, guidelines or the findings of the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) in the Depart-
ment of Justice (DOJ) further contributed to an atmosphere of permissiveness in the
field is more difficult to assess.
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A result of the first misjudgment was, especially at Abu Ghraib Prison, a situation
in which both Military Police (MP) capabilities for custody and protection, and Mili-
tary Intelligence (MI) capabilities for interrogation to obtain tactical, strategic and
counterterrorist intelligence, suffered extreme lack of resources. Another result was
that the number and mix of detainees went far beyond what had been planned for.
The respective responsibilities, authorities and modes of cooperation for MP and MI
units were poorly defined. Separately, the policy failure at all levels to assure a
clear and stable set of rules for treatment and interrogation further opened the door
to abuse. The problems were compounded by inadequate training, confused com-
mand arrangements and, at Abu Ghraib, personal deficiencies at command levels
up to and including the brigade level. Hindsight always finds it too easy to assign
blame. Nevertheless, varying degrees of responsibility for failure to provide ade-
quate resources to support the custodial and intelligence requirements throughout
the theater, and for the confusion about permissible interrogation techniques, ex-
tend all the way up the chain of command, to include the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Our report goes into considerably more detail about why abuses occurred, how
they occurred and lessons learned. It includes a dozen or so recommendations to im-
prove the way we deal with such matters. Action on some of these is already under
way. It also notes that, though any abuse of detainees is too much, these cases were
only a small percentage of the tens of thousands of prisoners and detainees in the
theater of combat, and that in many cases they were brought to light by American
military personnel who spoke up. This new sort of conflict poses difficult problems
of many kinds, detention and interrogation among them. The U.S. needs to deal
with them more effectively. I hope that our report helps in that effort.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much. I called you Secretary
Brown. My recollection is when I went to the Pentagon in 1969,
you were still there as Secretary of the Air Force, were you not?

Dr. BROWN. Yes. I hung on for about 6 weeks. [Laughter.]
Chairman WARNER. I remember that very well, and I had the

privilege of serving under Dr. Schlesinger when he joined the De-
partment. I had a marvelous opportunity to know both of you and
learn from you through these many years of association.

Dr. Schlesinger, I listened very carefully as Secretary Brown
talked about his concern as to the impact of this series of incidents
and the ongoing investigations on our Nation’s credibility abroad as
it relates to security matters and foreign policy. I think the record
should reflect your views on that because you have had a wide
knowledge of that sphere of responsibility in your many undertak-
ings.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. There are peoples and nations that do not like
the United States very much. Understandably that has increased
since the end of the Cold War, since during the Cold War, most of
them were more terrified by the Soviet Union. Now we are alone
and we have become a more natural target for others. It does not
seem to me that these events have altered significantly the view
of the United States as portrayed by Al Jazeera, for example. It
does not matter very much what we do. We will be given a very
unsatisfactory report on Al Jazeera.

In the case of our splendid performance during the war in preci-
sion targeting and holding down the number of victims of collateral
damage, none of this was conveyed on Al Jazeera. All they did was
to show the destruction that did occur. So there is a lack of nuance
in that case.

We also have some opponents in Europe. I do not believe that
much of the European press is going to change its attitudes toward
the United States. What this event does is to provide different and
perhaps additional fuel to the fire of those who are anti-American.
As I indicated in my comments, our responsibility and I think the
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responsibility of this committee is to make sure that the health and
performance of the United States Armed Forces survive this par-
ticular incident.

Chairman WARNER. I think to the extent that we may have had
some temporary degradation, it will be remedied by the manner in
which the administration has done these very thorough and prag-
matic series of investigations, and hopefully as Congress addresses
it and there is a suitable accountability established at the end. So
I thank you.

Do you want to say something further?
Dr. BROWN. I think that Secretary Schlesinger is right, that the

people who do not like us would not have liked us in any event.
This has given them a stick to beat us with, which is not a good
thing to give them. As you point out, some of our remedial efforts
may provide us with something of a shield against that stick.

Chairman WARNER. Surely. I think we can recover from it.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. May I add, Mr. Chairman, that these episodes

of abuse are very few in number, even though they are more exten-
sive than the handful of people at Abu Ghraib Prison. However,
people tend to focus on symbolic events, and as Joseph Stalin said
at Potsdam: ‘‘one death is a tragedy, a million deaths are a statis-
tic.’’ Part of our problem here is that we have something that is
very confined but has been portrayed as representative.

Chairman WARNER. You found that there were violations of the
Geneva Conventions regarding failures to account for some detain-
ees called the ghost category. This committee is going to undertake,
presumably in conjunction with the Intelligence Committee, an ex-
amination of that issue. Were you able to get sufficient information
when requested from the CIA on this matter?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. We did not receive sufficient information, and
therefore we recommend in our report that the relationship be-
tween the CIA and the DOD be better defined in the future.

Chairman WARNER. Now, looking at your report, you are very
specific on page 47. The CJTF Deputy Commander, that is General
Wojdakowski, failed to initiate action to request additional military
police and so forth. Then you addressed the CJTF C–2. That was
General Fast. Then you addressed a colonel. You did not include
General Karpinski in that recitation. My question to you is, what
do you think the appropriate action should be other than initiating
under the UCMJ the appropriate investigation?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Assessing blame, providing judgments as to
punishment was specifically excluded from our mission.

Chairman WARNER. Correct.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. The Secretary said leave that to the UCMJ.
Chairman WARNER. To him personally, I would presume, as the

UCMJ works through its course of actions.
Dr. BROWN. General Karpinski gets her own paragraph.
Chairman WARNER. I saw her own paragraph a little later. I just

wondered why she was not in that particular paragraph.
As you look at the series of investigations, it is incumbent upon

this committee in our oversight capacity to determine if the full
range of investigations probed all of the needed areas. Have you
found any gaps in the investigations thus far that you could bring
to our attention?
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Dr. SCHLESINGER. No, sir. I think that those investigations have
been thorough with respect to the DOD which was also our charge.
As you indicated, it did not cover anything of other government
agencies.

Dr. BROWN. Some of the investigations are not finished yet.
Chairman WARNER. That is correct.
Dr. BROWN. So it is premature to exercise a negative judgment—

that gaps exist—which, in any event, I think is not justified.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Admiral Church’s investigation I think will be

the culmination.
Chairman WARNER. Yes, we look forward to receiving that. I pre-

sume that the DOJ will perform such investigation as needed with
regard to non-military allegations.

Senator Levin.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you. Again, my thanks to both you and to

the colleagues that helped produce this report.
Chairman WARNER. Just a minute, Senator Levin. A vote is in

progress. The time has expired. So I expect that we will have to
take a brief recess here. We will come back as quickly as possible.
[Recess.]

I think we will continue. We will await Mr. Levin’s return, but
in the meantime, is there a colleague on the other side that would
proceed? Mr. Lieberman, why do you not proceed in Mr. Levin’s
place at this time?

Senator LIEBERMAN. Did you ask questions before?
Chairman WARNER. Yes, I have asked my questions.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Okay.
I thank our two witnesses for their service. I regret that I broke

early to go to vote, so I did not hear Senator Warner’s questions.
So I apologize if there is any overlap.

I am interested in the numbers that both Senator Warner and
Mr. Schlesinger talked about and just want to clarify a little. If you
take the cases in which there are allegations of abuse and then go
to the confirmed cases of abuse, it comes to a fraction of 1 percent
of the detainees. I want to get the universe clear for the record, the
detainees in Iraq, Afghanistan, and—or is that it? The 50,000 num-
ber.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. 50,000 is the total.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Is it Iraq and Afghanistan?
Dr. BROWN. And Guantanamo.
Senator LIEBERMAN. And Guantanamo.
Dr. BROWN. Over time.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Over time, understood.
Let me also understand, if I can, this other interesting question

which is the percentage of the cases of abuses, either alleged or
confirmed, maybe it is easier to do confirmed and more relevant,
that were in cases related to intelligence, trying to get intelligence
out of the detainees. Is there a number on that?

Dr. BROWN. About a third.
Senator LIEBERMAN. About a third of the confirmed abuse cases.

Does that mean that the other cases of abuse were with civilian de-
tainees or might they be military detainees who nonetheless were
not targets of interrogation for intelligence purposes?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. They might be, sir.
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Senator LIEBERMAN. I did not hear you.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. They might be, sir.
Senator LIEBERMAN. Okay, and let us focus specifically. So that

the others would be either military who were not targets of an in-
telligence interrogation or just plain criminals who were in there.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir. Most of those photographs that you
saw involve criminals.

Senator LIEBERMAN. That is what I wanted to ask. Can you give
any more detail about that in terms of numbers of those we see in
the photographs, that we have all seen and have now become very
public in Abu Ghraib Prison? Were most of those not subjects of in-
terrogation?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Right, absolutely.
Dr. BROWN. All but perhaps one.
Senator LIEBERMAN. All but perhaps one. I am sorry. One of you

testified to that. What is the judgment you reached or conclusion
you reached about what the motivation was for the abuse we see?
If it was not to get intelligence-relevant information out of the de-
tainees, why were the dogs put on them, why were they held on
leashes, why were they asked to strip?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. In some cases just pure sadism. I think that
it was sadism primarily, but also I think Senator Levin referred to
the fact that the MPs had been encouraged by the MIs, and one
of the things that they were encouraged to do was to strip the pris-
oners.

Dr. BROWN. Some of it is misplaced attempts at maintaining dis-
cipline, of the same kind that occurs in civilian prisons.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right.
Let me go to a different subject, General Kern this morning

made a statement, and I wanted to ask you to respond to it be-
cause there are obviously questions here about how this happened,
even though it is a very small number, a fraction of 1 percent of
the detainees, and interestingly to me a fraction of those who were
the targets of intelligence interrogation. But the phrase was used
both publicly and earlier again today that people higher up the
chain of command could be considered responsible but not culpable.
These are not your words. They are his. I was not able to be here
to ask him about what he meant. But does that express what you
have said or does it go further than you want to say about how you
would describe, I do not want to use the word ‘‘responsibility,’’ the
relevance of people higher up the chain of command to the abuses
that you saw? Secretary Brown.

Dr. BROWN. Yes, it varies with the level. As you go up the level
of command, an individual may not have taken any action that de-
serves punishment, but nevertheless be responsible because it hap-
pened under his command. Take the highest level, take for example
the level of the Secretary of Defense. I do not think that you can
punish somebody, demand resignation on the basis of some action,
an individual action by somebody far down the chain. I think at
that level the decision has to be made on the basis of broad per-
formance, and indeed at the very highest level, it is made at elec-
tion time.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes, indeed.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01330 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1325

This is really a question of if you saw some, to use a frame of
reference from another place, sins of omission as opposed to com-
mission, and you both have been heads of this Department. How
do you make a judgment about how to hold people accountable?
Clearly, in this and so many other cases, there has been more ac-
countability here than in other cases so far, but at a lower level.
How do you decide when the interest in holding people accountable
is outweighed by other public interests? I guess that is the general
question that I raise.

Dr. BROWN. I do not think that is ever the case. I do not think
the interest of holding people accountable is outweighed by the
public interest. I think at many levels it is a question of criminal
prosecution, and that is in train. That is in process. At higher lev-
els, it is a question of failure to perform duty and you deal with
that differently. At a still higher level, you can raise the question
of what kind of atmosphere was produced. But it seems to me that
is a different kind of accountability, and that is where you can per-
haps separate it from culpability.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. If one is not aware, that is, even though one
might have had the opportunity to be aware, that is not culpable
in my judgment. It is when one has a concrete decision to make.
For example, when General Sanchez put together his first list of
acceptable techniques and sent it to CENTCOM, CENTCOM said
this is impermissibly aggressive and sent it back for correction. In
that case I think that CENTCOM was acting correctly.

Senator LIEBERMAN. My time is up. Thank you very much.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Can I throw in a couple of comments?
Chairman WARNER. Yes, go ahead, Dr. Schlesinger.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Of the 66 cases, or the so-called 66 cases, 24

of them are serious. The others are less serious. That 66 has now
been dropped to 65 cases of abuse. Why? Because one of the alleged
cases of abuse was of an Iraqi prisoner throwing a cup of water at
a guard and the guard, who was holding a cup of water, threw his
cup of water at the prisoner. That was first regarded as an abuse
and then it was decided that it did not rise to the level of abuse.

Senator LIEBERMAN. We do that around here all the time.
[Laughter.]

Thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
Senator McCain.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. No one monitors Senators’ operations of that

sort, Senator. [Laughter.]
Senator MCCAIN. I want to thank the witnesses for the excellent

work. Secretary Schlesinger, this morning I introduced your piece
that was in the Wall Street Journal as part of the record, and I
think it is important to maintain a proper balance as we go
through this investigation, which was clearly the intent and effect
of your piece.

But I would like to get back a little bit to the line of conversation
that you were having with my friend, Senator Lieberman. There is
accountability but there is also responsibility. Now, I read through
the report here. As you just referred to, General Sanchez, on advice
of his staff, issued guidelines which were later rescinded, one of
which was the presence of military working dogs. You go on to say,
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‘‘compounding these problems was the inadequacy of leadership,
oversight, and support needed in the face of such difficulties.’’ That
is on page 10.

Then you go on to say on page 13, ‘‘the aberrant behavior on the
night shift in cell block 1 at Abu Ghraib would have been avoided
with proper training, leadership, and oversight.’’

You go on to say on the bottom of page 14, ‘‘CENTCOM dis-
approved, but things were left out of the CJTF–7 policies and were
corrected by.’’ This clearly led to confusion on what practices were
acceptable. We cannot be sure how much of the number and sever-
ity of abuses would have been curtailed had there been early and
consistent guidance from higher levels. Nevertheless, such guid-
ance was needed and likely would have had a limiting effect.

Finally on page 15, you say, ‘‘We believe Lieutenant General
Sanchez should have taken stronger action in November when he
realized the extent of the leadership problem at Abu Ghraib. Major
General Wojdakowski and the staff should have seen that urgent
demands were placed on higher headquarters. Lieutenant General
Sanchez and Major General Wojdakowski failed to ensure proper
staff oversight of detention and interrogation problems.’’

Now, I understand they were fighting a war and I understand
their responsibilities, as one of the generals this morning stated.
But this series of events has had a huge effect in the Arab world
and around the world. So my question to you is, is there not some
accountability? Is there not some responsibility here for a series of
events which had profound impact, as I say, throughout the world
and not to mention egregious violations in many respects of basic
human rights, of which this Nation has always been the leader on?
Let us talk about responsibility.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that it is quite clear that when General
Sanchez signs that document and then ships it to CENTCOM for
approval, that he is responsible for his signature. Now, it may be
that General Sanchez, who was seriously understaffed, just signed
a document that was put together by his staff, but he is still re-
sponsible for that document. That goes for the revised edition as
well.

I think that, for example, Colonel Warren, who when he was
away on leave. We comment that there seemed to have been ex-
traordinary frequency of vacations during this period on that staff.
When Colonel Warren was away, the ICRC critique came in. He
was away. When he came back, he looked at the critique by the
ICRC. He said that he did not regard it as credible or believable,
and he did not convey that to General Sanchez. That was an action
for which he has a responsibility, and in his interview with us, he
said, ‘‘that is what I will carry to my dying day as my failing.’’

Senator MCCAIN. I guess my point here is that there is some be-
lief that the only thing that went wrong was a group of enlisted
people that were guilty of aberrant behavior late at night.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think we have gone beyond that.
Senator MCCAIN.Okay. Now, if there are people responsible—and

I would want to be very careful—are they not held responsible? Is
there some action? Is there something besides a report, as impor-
tant as it is? I am not trying to——
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Dr. SCHLESINGER. They should be and these are being processed
under the UCMJ.

Dr. BROWN. Some of them have legal culpability.
Senator MCCAIN. Yes. I am not talking about UCMJ here, Dr.

Schlesinger.
Dr. BROWN. Some of them have legal culpability. At other levels,

believe me, I am convinced careers will be negatively affected. That
is a consequence of responsibility that is seen as having been inad-
equately addressed.

Senator MCCAIN. I just want to clear that up because it seems
to me that I do not think that any individual in positions of higher
command would be liable particularly for UCMJ. But I do not think
that is the standard by which we judge leadership, not whether
they violate the UCMJ or not.

I thank you both for a very helpful document and one which I
think is a very important one, and I appreciate it.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Senator McCain, you framed a series of

questions here as it related to General Sanchez, and I wanted to
give Dr. Schlesinger once more an opportunity, if you so desire, to
more fully respond to very carefully selected portions of your report
which reflect less than the highest standards of professional judg-
ment.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Two initial observations. First, as Dr. Brown
indicated or hinted, General Sanchez likely would have gotten his
fourth star and now is unlikely to get his fourth star. That is a
kind of comment on failed responsibility. That is quite clear.

Second, there are extenuating circumstances.
Chairman WARNER. In his case, very definitely.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. In his case, because he had only one-third of

the complement that a corps commander had. He was a major gen-
eral in charge of a division. He suddenly becomes a corps com-
mander and he is left essentially with a division staff. So I think
that, yes, there was a failure of responsibility in that but being
shorthanded in part explains that.

Chairman WARNER. Then I think Secretary Brown used the
phrase, you have to look at the full, broad range of everything this
one individual was asked to do. We had him before this committee
and I think he very commendably acknowledged that there were
things, that if he had time, maybe adequate staff, he would have
done differently.

But I just want to give you the full opportunity.
Now, there it is not a UCMJ situation. It is left to the Secretary

of Defense. Am I correct in that instance?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes.
Chairman WARNER. I think that could well be in other instances

here. He, as we well know, recognized the responsibility of com-
mand, so to speak, on the civilian side and accepting responsibility
for those below you, your subordinates, who take actions which are
not in the best interest of sound professional judgment. Am I cor-
rect in that?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. May I throw in something here, Senator?
Chairman WARNER. We are not trying to fish.
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Senator MCCAIN. Could I make one additional comment that I
think has to be taken into consideration?

Chairman WARNER. Yes.
Senator MCCAIN. I happen to believe from some personal encoun-

ters that there were enormous pressures that were brought to bear
on the command in Iraq to get better intelligence information be-
cause of the increase in deaths, and that pressure is something I
do not think we will ever be able to define or track down, but I am
convinced that it was there. I would like you to comment on that
as well.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Absolutely, there was psychological pressure.
I do not think any senior official suggested that in order to do this,
take these kinds of actions, but there was no doubt psychological
pressure as that spurt in U.S. mortalities rose in the summer of
2003.

Chairman WARNER. Mortalities and personal injuries. There was
an enormous number of injuries.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. If I may interject something. We may have to
reexamine existing doctrine. Existing Army doctrine says that com-
mander is responsible for his entire area of responsibility (AOR).
We give General Sanchez the responsibility of fighting a war. Sud-
denly he is elevated. In addition, he is supposed to take care of de-
tention operations. It seems to me that we might reexamine that
and have a unit that is different that handles detention and that
is responsible for detention and not impose it on a fighting com-
mander simply on the belief that he should be responsible for ev-
erything in his AOR.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Levin, I thank you for your patience.
We missed you on the first round.

Senator LEVIN. There is no problem.
On the accountability issue, there is a great deal of confusion

about what the legitimate methods of interrogation were. You
pointed this out in detail in your report. You have a statement that
your report makes that when General Sanchez approved interroga-
tion techniques that included a dozen techniques beyond those au-
thorized by Army FM 34–52 and five beyond those approved for
Guantanamo, he used the reasoning, in your words, from the Presi-
dent’s memorandum of February 7, 2002.

Now, in what way did he use that reasoning?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. As I recall it, Senator, and I can be corrected

on this, his judgment and perhaps the advice that he received was
that as the commander in the field, he had that inherent authority
to expand beyond the list that FM 34–52, expand beyond the list
that the Secretary of Defense had used.

Dr. BROWN. An analogy may have been drawn with the finding
of the OLC that the President, acting as commander in chief, can-
not be challenged anywhere, a view that I think might not find a
strong resonance in this body.

Senator LEVIN. Not only in this body, but I would hope in much
of the civilized world.

Is that the reasoning you referred to in the President’s memoran-
dum, that the commander in chief has great flexibility, can do no
wrong? Is that what you are referring to?
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Dr. SCHLESINGER. As a combatant commander, he had the inher-
ent authority to make those decisions on his own and he was aware
of higher level authorization.

Senator LEVIN. I want to pin it down, though. But that reasoning
you are saying you attribute to the reasoning in the President’s
memorandum of February 7.

Dr. BROWN. It is an analogy. Whether that in fact was his reason
is not clear.

Senator LEVIN. All right. So you did not get an explicit statement
from him that he is using the same reasoning in his.

Dr. BROWN. No.
Senator LEVIN. You are analogizing the reasoning.
Dr. BROWN. That is correct.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that that was the explanation that we

received from Colonel Warren who asserted that the combatant
commander had this inherent authority in his judgment.

Senator SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I believe that is the Colonel
Warren that testified here before us so ably. Was it not?

Chairman WARNER. He was present at a previous panel.
Senator SESSIONS. A very impressive officer and under a lot of

pressure. He explained the situation here in a confused hearing. He
just brought clarity to the whole picture that we had never seen
before.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. He was very impressive in our interview. As
I say, on the issue of the ICRC, he said, ‘‘I shall carry that with
me till the end of my life.’’

Chairman WARNER. Having accepted responsibility for failing to
do his duty.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes.
Senator LEVIN. I do not know what accepting responsibility

means if it does not mean accountability. Hey, I have heard people
accept, at this table, responsibility for everything. I have heard
George Tenet accept responsibility for all the intelligence failures,
but nothing follows from it. The question is, what follows? Where
is the accountability? That is what I want to get to next.

Dr. BROWN. There is more than one kind of penalty, Senator
Levin.

Senator LEVIN. That is true. But we are talking, really, about ac-
countability. One way or another it is accountability. It is not just
a general ‘‘I accept responsibility’’ because that does not do any-
thing. Those are just words. That is rhetoric.

Now, your panel also found that there was not only a failure to
plan for a major insurgency, but to quickly and adequately adapt
to the insurgency that followed. Now, what is the source of the fail-
ure to plan for the major insurgency? What is the source of that
failure, in your words? Where did that come from?

Dr. BROWN. My own judgment is that there was, in the DOD, in-
cluding the OSD, and in some but not all other parts of the Gov-
ernment, a belief that we would be welcomed as liberators and that
there would be an easy transition.

When you believe that, you do not plan for some kinds of things.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. May I add to that? The plans did include an

expectation of ‘‘some resistance,’’ but nobody anticipated the extent
of a major insurgency.
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They did plan for some other things. They planned for sectarian
fighting, followed by large numbers of refugees, attacks on the oil-
producing facilities. Those were not what happened.

Senator LEVIN. So that failure goes back to the basic plan that
there would not be any major problem after the major operation
was finished. That then becomes the source of great problems, the
failure to plan that.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Not that there would not be a major problem.
That there would not be a major insurgency.

Senator LEVIN. Major insurgency. Thank you.
There is also here, in your words, a failure to quickly and ade-

quately adapt to the insurgency that followed. What is the source
of that failure? Who is accountable for that failure?

Dr. BROWN. That accountability, it seems to me, extends up to
the higher headquarters because they did not provide the addi-
tional resources that the new situation demanded. Now, to what
extent the people down below did not ask hard enough and to what
extent the ones up above were not responsive enough, that I think
has to be sorted out. We could not do that.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Let me throw in something here, Senator.
Some of the military took the view that security is not our respon-
sibility. That was plainly seen in the early days. The reality is that
security is the heart of the problem in the post-attack period, and
as a consequence, the early-on adaptation should have recognized,
in my judgment, that only trained Iraqis could provide security,
that the United States would not have the intelligence, it was not
aware of the culture. We should have started from day one to cre-
ate the necessary Iraqi security forces. That was a long lag.

Senator LEVIN. Just to tie this up, and this will be my last ques-
tion. You just made reference to it, I believe it was Dr. Brown,
about reluctance to ask for additional forces because your report
does make reference to the possibility, at least, that there was a
reluctance on the part of the Joint Task Force to submit a request
for forces for MP units. There is no evidence, you say, that any of
the responsible officers considered any option other than the re-
sponse given to Brigadier General Karpinski to ‘‘wear her stars’’
and reallocate personnel among her already-overstretched units. In
other words, she apparently did ask for additional people and was
told—am I correctly reading your report?

Dr. BROWN. She asked the wrong person.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. She was not in that chain of command.
Senator LEVIN. Who told her to ‘‘wear her stars?’’
Dr. SCHLESINGER. When she talked to the people at CJTF–7.
Senator LEVIN. She did ask someone at CJTF–7 for additional

people and they said, ‘‘wear your stars,’’ reallocate personnel. That
is their answer?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is correct, but the request should have
gone to General McKiernan who was in charge of General
Karpinski.

Senator LEVIN. The response, though, is interesting. It was not,
‘‘you went to the wrong place, go over there.’’ It was, ‘‘wear your
stars, reallocate your people.’’ There is something improper about
asking for more personnel. That is the whole implication here. So
you are understaffed and, oh, hey, I understand that. Go over there

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01336 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1331

to ask. That is not what she hears. It is rather make do with what
you got. That is a big problem which your report has suggested, it
seems to me.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. If they were understaffed at Abu Ghraib, if
there were other military police within country that could have
been reallocated, I think that that was the intent of the advice to
General Karpinski.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
Colleagues, our colleague here from Oklahoma has to depart.
Senator INHOFE. Just for a unanimous consent request. I thank

you very much. I am not going to jump in front of you here. I took
quite a bit of time this morning.

I think it needs to be in the record someplace that prison life is
not easy. It is a tough thing, and here in the United States we
have very serious problems. When I look at the results of your
study and combine that, as I did this morning, with other studies
that have taken place, such as 44 incidents of non-interrogation
abuses in a prison population of 7,000, that is remarkable. We are
talking about a half of 1 percent.

What I want to submit for the record is a very interesting article
that compares prison abuse in America to be somewhere around 14
percent of the prison population are abused, either raped or beaten
or injured in other ways. It goes on to graphically talk about some
of the prisons, Mr. Chairman, in Virginia’s Red Onion prison and
the Wallens Ridge prison, talking about using stun guns and shot-
guns loaded with rubber pellets to control prisoners. In Massachu-
setts, it graphically talks about some of the things that happened.

So I think it is appropriate to have, as a part of the record at
this point, that the incidence of abuses in our prisons in the United
States appears to be far greater than what we are experiencing
over there at Abu Ghraib Prison. I ask unanimous consent that
this be made a part of the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Dr. BROWN. It is notable, Senator, that at least two of the non-
commissioned officers involved in the photograph abuses were re-
servists who in civilian life were prison guards.
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Senator INHOFE. Now, that is interesting because when you talk
about the photographs, they say what is the difference. Why is
there no public outcry? These human rights groups say it is be-
cause there are no photographs. If there were, there would be be-
cause the incidence is far greater than it was in Abu Ghraib.

I thank you folks for the fine work that you have done.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Pardon the interruption.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Let me add on that we do understand that

prison life is hard in the United States, and that is not when you
are under mortar fire as Abu Ghraib was. As those mortar shells
came in from time to time, it did not improve the disposition of the
MPs in the facility. So it is harder out there in the field in a com-
bat zone.

The reason that we had them at Abu Ghraib was that the rise
of the insurgency meant that it was hard to transport elsewhere.
Abu Ghraib in itself had been, in a sense, loaded on to what had
been intended to be a civilian prison. Next door in Tier 2, you had
Iraqi criminals under Iraqi guards. The atmosphere was, as a re-
sult, even worse in some sense than an American prison.

Chairman WARNER. We must proceed now. Thank you very
much.

Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you very much, and I join those in

commending Secretary Schlesinger and Secretary Brown for their
extraordinary service to our country. I thank them.

I would just mention quickly I would like to put in the record
that New York Times article. ‘‘General says less coercion of cap-
tives yields better data. American interrogators who have worked
in Iraq have obtained as much as 50 percent more highly valued
intelligence since the series of coercive practices like hooding, strip-
ping, and sleep deprivation were barred, said Major General Miller,
who has basically had it both ways.’’ So if we are really interested
in trying to get the information, I think we have pretty good exam-
ples of how that best can be done.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator KENNEDY. Now, before the war, the Pentagon simply ig-
nored some of the post-war planning carried out by the State De-
partment. I was here in the Armed Services Committee. We had
Doug Feith who gave a single presentation. I thought it was ex-
tremely weak myself. Others thought it was very adequate. But the
civilian leadership at the DOD was convinced the war would be
fast, cheap, and easy, and they ridiculed those like General
Shinseki, the then Chief of Staff of the Army; and Larry Lindsey,
former Chairman of the White House National Economic Council,
who said that a successful war would require hundreds of thou-
sands of soldiers and hundreds of billions of dollars. They put their
own ideology above practical military planning. We continue to see
the catastrophic results.

The abuses at Abu Ghraib are just one part of a much larger fail-
ure and our soldiers have been paying the price since day one.
They were not adequately trained for their mission and they did
not have adequate equipment for it either, talking about the Abu
Ghraib and these reports that we have been considering today.
After the President prematurely declared the mission accom-
plished, the civilian leadership at DOD took him seriously and left
our Armed Forces in Iraq, I think, underprepared, understaffed,
underled for the mission they were really just beginning.

Our soldiers have responded to the challenges with immense
courage and dedication. That does not excuse the incompetence of
civilian leadership.

According to the Jones-Fay report, the leadership plans envi-
sioned that General Sanchez would be provided the stability and
support to the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) in a relatively
non-hostile environment. That has been referred to here. The de-
fense leadership did not anticipate or prepare for the robust hos-
tilities that actually occurred. That is on page 2 of the Jones-Fay
report. General Sanchez was missing two-thirds of the personnel he
needed for his command in Iraq. That is on page 8 of the report.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01344 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1339

Of the 1,400 personnel required, the B Corps staff transitioned to
495, roughly a third of the manning requirements. ‘‘The military
police, military intelligence unit at Abu Ghraib under-resourced.’’
That is on page 2. ‘‘Failure to distinguish between Iraq and the
other theaters of operation led to confusion about what interroga-
tion techniques were authorized in Iraq,’’ page 5. ‘‘The intelligence
structure was undermanned, under-equipped, and inappropriately
organized for counterinsurgency,’’ page 11.

We also know from General Taguba’s report that few, if any, of
the MP soldiers assigned to Abu Ghraib had been trained on how
to run a prison or on the requirements of the Geneva Conventions.

Again and again, the glaring mismanagement of the Iraq war
has been, I believe, a colossal failure of leadership. No one has
been held accountable.

Compare this to the way the Pentagon has handled other leader-
ship failures. A few weeks ago, the Navy fired the captain of the
U.S.S. John F. Kennedy for running over a small boat in the Per-
sian Gulf. The Navy said they had lost confidence in his ability to
operate the carrier safely. He was the 11th commanding officer of
the Navy to be fired this year. The Navy fired 14 commanding offi-
cers in 2003.

In February 2004, the commanding officer of the U.S.S. Samuel
Roberts was fired for a loss of confidence after he spent a night off
the ship during a port visit in Ecuador.

On October 3, 2003, a commanding officer of an EA–6B Prowler
aircraft squadron lost his job after one of his jets skidded off a run-
way. The Navy cited a loss of confidence when they made the deci-
sion to fire him.

In December 2003 and January 2004, respectively, the command-
ing officers of the submarine Jimmy Carter and U.S.S. Gary were
fired both for loss of confidence.

For the military officers in the Navy, the message is clear. If you
fail, you are fired.

Is it not time the DOD ran a tighter ship at all levels of com-
mand, including the civilian leadership? Dr. Schlesinger, Dr.
Brown, do you not believe that civilian leadership in the Pentagon
should be held to the same standard of accountability that military
officers in the Navy, for example, have been held to? Who is ac-
countable? Who should be fired? Should it be General Sanchez,
General Abizaid, General Myers, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Wolfowitz, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, the President? The buck
has to stop somewhere. Every naval officer knows where it stops.
Why does the civilian leadership that has made the grievous errors
left the soldiers and sailors holding the bag? Why are they not held
accountable too?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. It is more complicated.
Senator KENNEDY. More complicated than what?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. It is a more complicated issue with regard to

these command levels. In the case of the Navy, if a naval com-
mander runs his ship aground or fails to cover his ship, the Navy
has this long tradition that you have pointed out. But that does not
mean that at higher levels, in which one is facing a determined op-
position, that the same ‘‘fire immediately’’ is appropriate. If we had
had those rules in World War II, we would have fired General Ei-
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senhower right after Kasserine Pass. General MacArthur would
never have landed at Inchon simply because he would have been
fired.

Senator KENNEDY. We are not in World War II.
Senator SESSIONS [presiding]. Let him answer, Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. My time is up.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. The point is that it is different standards.
Senator KENNEDY. Different standards. We are not in World War

II. These are the reports that are coming out. This is not just what
I am saying. This is what is in the reports. This is what is in those
reports. These are the findings, and there has not been, as far as
I know, a single member of the civilian authority that has been
held accountable.

Dr. BROWN. Let me answer from a perspective that may be rath-
er different from Jim’s on the question of how to deal at the highest
level, the presidential level.

At each level, the question is loss of confidence, and in the Navy,
the loss of confidence goes with grounding your ship. At a higher
level, the loss of confidence has to be determined on a basis that
is somewhat broader, the full performance. I think that applies at
the highest military levels and it applies at the level of the Sec-
retary of Defense and his staff. The Secretary of Defense has to de-
cide whether he has lost confidence in his under secretaries or his
assistant secretaries on the basis of their performance, and the
electorate has to decide on the basis of its confidence at election
time.

Senator SESSIONS. Your time has expired, Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Yes, if you will just yield.
Senator SESSIONS. You are well beyond your time, Senator Ken-

nedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Are you going to cut—I will be the first one

that has been——
Senator SESSIONS. I be glad to go to the second round, but Sen-

ator Graham has been here and the time is well long since expired.
Senator Graham.
Senator GRAHAM. Thank you.
We will probably get a better answer to this after November. I

am convinced of that. But generally speaking, a disproportionate
response will haunt us for years, and it goes both ways. I totally
believe that one of the most damaging things that can happen to
our military and all of us believe to the core of our being that the
many do great, the few will not be excused. But the many have a
sense of fairness and if at the end of the day, gentlemen, the only
people that are court-martialed are sergeants, you are going to
have a very dispirited group of men and women in uniform because
they understand some of the things that Senator Kennedy said.

Now, to my colleague from Massachusetts, if we take this event,
which is a blight on our military’s honor and an aberration of who
we are, and we try to make it a November issue, we are creating
an equal disservice.

My belief, in terms of Secretary Rumsfeld, and you confirm this
if you think it is accurate, is that when he tried to implement the
policy that people and the Taliban and Al Qaeda would not be sub-
ject to the Geneva Conventions, but would be treated humanely, he
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received legal recommendations that came out of the White House,
the DOJ, and the Pentagon. There were 35 interrogation tech-
niques initially presented. Is that correct?

Dr. BROWN. That is correct.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes.
Senator GRAHAM. Now, I am going to call on this committee to

release the Judge Advocate memos that are classified, I think, in-
appropriately. Those memos suggest that those interrogation tech-
niques that were being proposed by civilian authorities were way
out of bounds, that they violated the UCMJ, they violated inter-
national law, and they would get our people in trouble.

I think an appropriate response is for those people who tried to
cut the corners too close in the Justice Department and the White
House set in motion some legal reasoning that literally got our peo-
ple in trouble. Now, I am going to ask the chairman to release that
information.

But when it came time for Secretary Rumsfeld to deal with this
dilemma, is this an accurate statement, when he heard that there
was push-back from military lawyers, he stopped the process and
convened a collaborative group, is that correct?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes.
Dr. BROWN. Correct.
Senator GRAHAM. That group looked at this anew and the policy

was changed. Is that correct?
Dr. BROWN. Correct.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes. I think he behaved very responsibly in

that regard.
Senator GRAHAM. So do I, but I think our policies about troops,

enough people were not well-conceived. That is not for you to de-
cide. That is for us to decide.

But during the course of your investigation, did you ever sense
that a commander was afraid to ask for more troops because it may
be a career adverse event?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. One can speculate on that. We did not have
any evidence or sense during the course of that.

Dr. BROWN. We did not see it, but that does not mean that it was
not there.

Senator GRAHAM. One final question about the dogs. Let me tell
you about the photos. The first explanation about the photos was
a suggestion by some members of this committee that the people
involved in the photos were the worst terrorists in the world and
they deserve what they got. Then Colonel Warren comes along and
says some of the people in the photos were just normal criminals,
which made me to suggest this was aberrant behavior unconnected
with interrogation.

Now we have gone to where there is only one person in the photo
subject to interrogation. That is a 180 degree turn.

I keep getting back to the use of the dogs. You have a colonel,
who is a well-respected person in his field, telling investigators
that the dogs came about as a result of a suggestion or a rec-
ommendation from General Miller, the use of the dogs in interroga-
tion. We know that the use of the dogs got written down some-
where. How did that happen? What happened with the dogs?

Senator SESSIONS. Is this Colonel Pappas you are talking about?
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Senator GRAHAM. Yes. Somebody is lying at the highest level.
There is no way to reconcile this. You cannot say it is confusion on
his part because it came on a document out of his control. Do you
have any idea how that scenario with these dogs got to be part of
the interrogation techniques of the United States Army?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Just two comments. General Miller indicated
that dogs could be used but they must be muzzled, as I understand
it.

Senator GRAHAM. Were they used as part of an interrogation
technique?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I am not saying that because I have no re-
membrance of that.

Senator GRAHAM. It is my understanding—and I do not want to
confuse you, that he suggested the dogs be used for perimeter secu-
rity. Colonel Pappas is saying no, the reason we used the dogs is
because it came from Guantanamo Bay. But apart from General
Miller and Colonel Pappas, you have, on one of these forms about
interrogation, military dogs. Do we know how that happened? To
me that is very important.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The dog trainers believed that they were there
to provide perimeter security. When they got there, they were se-
duced, persuaded into using the dogs in interrogation.

Senator GRAHAM. Who did the seducing and persuading?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. That was either the MI people or the MP peo-

ple. Now, that does not preclude having the suggestion come from
higher up. We did not have that kind of evidence.

Senator GRAHAM. How did it get into a written interrogation pol-
icy?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I beg your pardon?
Senator GRAHAM. How did it get on the sheet from General

Sanchez’s office?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. I indicated earlier that General Sanchez, as

described by his legal advisor, felt that he had this inherent au-
thority. Now, I do not know how it got on there. That is something
that you may well explore.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you. You both have served your Nation
well. Thank you for what you have done.

Senator SESSIONS. I would note that in General Sanchez’s de-
fense, I do not think the report mentions that. As I recall, he did
add some techniques that probably are not justifiable under the
strict rulings of the law, but he did say they could not be used
without his personal approval. Is that correct?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is correct.
Dr. BROWN. Yes.
Senator SESSIONS. Nobody ever requested to use any of those en-

hanced techniques, and he never approved any of those enhanced
techniques.

Senator GRAHAM. But, Senator, they were used and I do not
know how that started.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, you know how, Senator Graham.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. He did approve isolation.
Senator SESSIONS. I am trying to help a little bit on General

Sanchez. He did not say, ‘‘Go use these techniques.’’ He said these
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are possible techniques. If you decide that you want to use them,
I want to personally approve it.

Senator Reed.
Chairman WARNER [presiding]. Senator Reed is next, yes.
Senator REED. Thank you very much.
Mr. Secretary, thank you for your report. I think one thing you

did, among many admirable things, is to make it quite clear that
Operation Iraqi Freedom was governed by the Geneva Conventions.
Afghanistan was not. Guantanamo was not. But I think you also
raised the complexity. I think the best way, from my view, to ap-
proach this is not the procedures but the types of people that are
categorized: enemy prisoners of war under the third Geneva Con-
ventions, protected persons under the fourth Geneva Conventions,
and a third category perhaps of unlawful combatants.

Now, Dr. Brown, in your testimony you suggested that this defi-
nition of unlawful combatant, as applied to Iraq, was restricted to
foreign terrorists.

Dr. BROWN. That is my understanding.
Senator REED. Is that your understanding? Foreign terrorists?
Dr. BROWN. Yes. Resisters do not qualify under that category.
Senator REED. Now, in October 2003, Secretary Rumsfeld, at the

request of Mr. Tenet, ordered military chain of command to deny
at least the registration rights under the Geneva Conventions to an
individual who I believe is an Iraqi citizen, part of Al Ansalam. Do
you think that is consistent with the application of the Geneva
Conventions to Iraq?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The answer to that is no. It is not consistent.
Dr. BROWN. If that happened, that is not consistent.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that that is something that should be

examined under the heading of intelligence, if I may just throw in
that.

Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Now, this decision was staffed down the line from General

Myers, General Sanchez, and General Abizaid. It was a decision of
the Secretary of Defense. It was an order given by him. Do you
think that in any way colored their judgments about what they
could do; i.e., we can declare anybody an enemy combatant if we
think they are dangerous enough? Or it simply reflected the fact
that this issue of the rules of the game were confused not just in
Iraq and with General Sanchez, but all the way up to the Secretary
of Defense’s Office?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. There are, I think, special rules that apply to
the CIA, and in our discussion we recommended that there needs
to be a better definition of the relationships between the CIA and
the DOD.

Senator REED. Dr. Brown?
Dr. BROWN. I am not sure how this event affected the thinking

of those military commanders, but we did not see any sign that
they acted in a way that corresponded, that is, that they created
ghost prisoners.

Senator REED. Let me ask a follow-up question, if I may. My un-
derstanding of the opinion of the White House counsel, Mr.
Gonzales, is that the only individual that could designate people as
enemy combatants or to relieve the restrictions of the Geneva Con-
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ventions was the President of the United States. Is that correct?
Was that delegated to the Secretary of Defense?

Dr. BROWN. I do not know.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. I do not know the answer to that.
Senator REED. Is that a question that is worth pursuing?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, indeed. I think that you have to pursue

that, as I say, in the intelligence area.
Senator REED. Thank you.
Let me change the subject. You are critical of General Fast for

her performance of her duties. We heard today from General Kern
and from his colleagues that they have a great deal of admiration
for her performance in many aspects, and I share that having met
her briefly.

But what is revealing to me is that General Fast’s responsibil-
ities were divided, not formally but effectively, between General
Sanchez and Mr. Bremer. Did you ask Ambassador Bremer or any-
one in the CPA what instructions or decisions that they gave to her
or anyone else with respect to Abu Ghraib intelligence operations?
Dr. Schlesinger, Dr. Brown?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. No.
Dr. BROWN. We did not speak with Jerry Bremer.
Senator REED. So you have a critical intelligence officer who is

at the heart of so much of this who is responding not only to Gen-
eral Sanchez but to the direct representative of the Secretary of
Defense, Ambassador Bremer, and he has not been questioned,
that is correct?

Dr. BROWN. That is correct.
Senator REED. Who did the CIA station chief work for effectively

in Iraq?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Let me modify that statement about Ambas-

sador Bremer. He was nominally under the Secretary of Defense,
but in fact he responded directly to the White House.

Senator REED. He responded directly to the White House.
Again, my time has expired. Effectively who did the CIA station

chief work for in Iraq?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. The CIA station chief should be working for

Ambassador Bremer.
Senator REED. Should be working for Ambassador Bremer? Gen-

eral Fast is working for Ambassador Bremer. Much of the difficul-
ties we have seen, the reports of abuse, stem from a failure to co-
ordinate military rules and regulations with the CIA. All roads
seem to lead to CPA and through CPA directly to the White House
in this regard. Is that the subject of an appropriate inquiry?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Well, ‘‘all these lead’’ strikes me as a little
strong, but it certainly points in that direction, yes.

Senator REED. Dr. Brown?
Dr. BROWN. Yes.
Senator REED. Thank you very much.
Chairman WARNER. The question is an important one, and I

want to make sure the implications from the question and your
very brief response are quite clear. Are you suggesting that there
was anything specifically relating to this prisoner issue that was
dealt with by Ambassador Bremer that was inconsistent with law

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01350 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1345

or regulation or could have contributed to the problems that we are
dealing with?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. No. We are dealing with a somewhat different
issue.

Chairman WARNER. I know but we are going astray here.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Ambassador Bremer was the one who set up

Abu Ghraib as a civilian prison. Later on that was adapted to bring
in military prisoners, and the MPs were in charge of Tier 1. But
that was an adjustment that was made because of the insurgency
that precluded movement to other facilities that would have been
preferable. Those roads were dangerous to go over, but yes, he was
deeply involved in Abu Ghraib.

Chairman WARNER. But you laid the foundation, Secretary
Schlesinger, that Ambassador Bremer was responsive to the White
House in large measure, as opposed to the Secretary of Defense.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. As a practical matter, yes.
Chairman WARNER. I want to make certain that you were not

implying that the White House had something to do with this pris-
on situation.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Oh, absolutely not.
Chairman WARNER. I want to make that clear. I listened very

carefully.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Oh, yes, absolutely. I was responding to Sen-

ator Reed. He raised the question about the relationship between
the military and the civilian authorities, and they were not good
in Iraq. They were not as good, for example, as the relationship be-
tween General Abrams and Lawrence Bunker in the later on in
Vietnam after the early days. That, as the Senator pointed out, was
a defect in our operations.

Chairman WARNER. Vietnam. I remember that. But nothing to do
with this prison situation.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. No, sir.
Chairman WARNER. I want to get that clear.
Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, if I may, since I posed the ques-

tion. I do not want to unfairly take advantage of the response. My
question, simply stated, is that Ambassador Bremer had significant
responsibilities for both coordinating the CIA operations and also
coordinating many of the activities of the intelligence chain of com-
mand in the military under General Fast. He has not been asked
by any panel any significant questions about what guidance he
gave to either the CIA or to General Fast. I think this is all correct.
I assumed, until I was corrected by Secretary Schlesinger, that he
was directly under the direction of the Secretary of Defense.

So my question was simply that. I just think that is a huge, huge
gap in any kind of accountability of what went on with respect to
Abu Ghraib and many other things in Iraq.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. For the record, Senator Levin and I tried to

get Ambassador Bremer here before we went on the summer recess
period, but we were unsuccessful in achieving that.

Now we will go next to our colleague. Have we completed on this
side? We will then now proceed with Senator Ben Nelson.

Senator SESSIONS. I think I am next.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01351 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1346

Chairman WARNER. Sorry. I had to depart the room for a period
of time. I thought you had gotten your time.

Senator SESSIONS. No, I did not.
Gentlemen, you both served as Secretary of Defense. You, Sec-

retary Schlesinger, as Secretary of Energy under President Carter
and Secretary of Defense later under President Reagan.

But I thought that it was significant that the report all agreed
that no approved procedures called for or allowed the kind of abuse
that in fact occurred and no evidence of a policy of abuse promul-
gated by senior officials or military authorities.

I also noticed that the first soldier that was court-martialed in
an Associated Press report, I am quoting from them, ‘‘He said the
mistreatment was not authorized by higher-ups in the chain of
command. ‘Our command would have slammed us,’ he said. ‘They
believe in doing the right thing. If they knew what was going on,
there would have been hell to pay.’ ’’

So I think one of the things that is causing us confusion and
some of this I think may be almost deliberate confusion here. But
you have the situation in which we had the photographs of these
abuses, which were absolutely against any policy, any regulation.
Nothing could have justified those abuses, I think we would all
agree.

Then there is a second question and that is, were any of the writ-
ten guidelines and policies that came down from General Sanchez,
the Secretary of Defense, CENTCOM, or wherever, improper, and
did any of them lead to abuses?

I guess you would agree that none of the policies, and your report
stated that plainly I think, would have justified the photographed
abuses by that night shift group?

Dr. BROWN. That is correct.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Turn that around, Senator.
Dr. BROWN. They prohibited them.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. No one who had suggested these kinds of

abuses if hypothetically somebody had suggested these kinds of
abuses, the last thing that would have been ordered would be that
there be photographic evidence of it.

Senator SESSIONS. I think no doubt of that.
So you get to the point of what about these 44 abuses. You take

10, I do not know how many, 10 or so individuals involved in the
photograph situation. Then you have some more abuses. Most of
those, I guess you would say, were the result also of a lack of dis-
cipline and a failure to follow any of the policies that might have
been in existence. Is that fair to say?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes.
Dr. BROWN. They were all against policy, yes.
Senator SESSIONS. There might be some. I do not know. Were

there any of the abuses in this gray area that we keep hearing
about that somehow one of these orders that said you might use
a dog muzzled or whatever, that may have led to an abuse? Are
there any that come down on the question of gray areas and inter-
pretation?

Dr. BROWN. I think the problem, Senator Sessions, is that when
the rules keep changing, some people may say, well, the rules keep
changing, maybe some other things are allowed.
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Dr. SCHLESINGER. Also, there was a migration of personnel from
Afghanistan into Iraq and the rules in Afghanistan were, to say the
least, more lenient on these issues than they should have been in
Iraq.

Senator SESSIONS. I think clearly the President was correct in
declaring al Qaeda an unlawful combatant and not legally sub-
jected to the Geneva Conventions, although he ordered they be
treated humanely. I think many of the people in Iraq do not qualify
clearly for the same protections, but the President gave it to them
and they decided to give it to them and treat them as if they did
qualify. But un-uniformed terrorist attackers on American soldiers
and civilians in Iraq are not soldiers that qualify as lawful combat-
ants under the rules of warfare.

But regardless, my only point was to suggest that, yes, it is great
that we look at the rules, the definitions, make sure that our sol-
diers know that with more clarity. But really, most of the problems
that occurred were people that would have been in violation of any
definitions in any of the rules. Is that correct?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, unquestionably.
Dr. BROWN. Yes.
Senator SESSIONS. I do understand. As a former Federal prosecu-

tor, I had to investigate police abuse cases, and it is a thankless
task. A lot of times it occurred; you say one-third of the abuse cases
occurred on the scene when somebody is chasing an outlaw, in a
shoot-out with an outlaw, in a high-speed chase, sometimes those
police officers are pumped up and they go too far, and it is wrong.
It should not happen. Most officers do not go too far, but some do,
and that is when a lot of the problems occur. I think that is distinct
from the confusion over what is a legitimate interrogation tech-
nique and what is not.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Right.
Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is all.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
Now, Senator Ben Nelson.
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you,

gentlemen, for your service and certainly this has not been the
easiest assignment that you have had over the years but clearly
one of the most important ones.

General Kern, this morning, was talking about General Sanchez,
and he said, without taking anything away from General Sanchez’s
overall performance, that there were some shortcomings in that
performance. But he also referred to him as a hero. So I do not
want to take anything away either.

But if there is a responsibility, rather than just culpability, in
the case of General Sanchez and we evaluate the overall perform-
ance, is there a different standard for General Sanchez with those
shortcomings than running a ship aground? Do you just not get an-
other star? Can you shed some light from your own experience
about what happens if there are shortcomings in someone’s per-
formance, whether they are as egregious as this may appear to be
or they may be egregious in another manner?

Dr. BROWN. Every case is different and every standard is dif-
ferent depending upon the institution. As I said, when a captain
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runs his ship aground or collides with another ship, even if he was
not personally on the bridge, they lose confidence in him.

Senator BEN NELSON. What is the standard for the Army, or do
we know?

Dr. BROWN. You do not run your ship aground in the Army.
Senator BEN NELSON. That is right.
Dr. BROWN. It is more complicated. It is not so easy to formulate

a simple rule in the Army. General Sanchez is responsible. He did
a great job in some ways. He under-performed in other ways, and
that has had a consequence on his promotion. Indeed, in the Navy,
the captain is not sent to jail when he runs his ship aground. He
is pretty unlikely to be promoted.

Senator BEN NELSON. I wonder, is that the standard here for the
Army? It is probably unfair to General Sanchez to be dragging it
out like this and speculating, but the question has been raised
about the shortcomings. So I am curious about what kind of pen-
alty, what kind of standard is being considered here.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is for the Army to decide.
Senator BEN NELSON. But from your experience of having been

in that civilian control in the past, what would you think might be
a consequence?

Dr. BROWN. Failure of promotion is a pretty severe consequence.
Senator BEN NELSON. Stuck at three stars.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is right. In General Sanchez’s case, may

I repeat that there are extenuating circumstances in that he had
only one-third of his staff, one-third of the authorized staff. He was
trying to fight a war. He was adjusting from a role as division com-
mander to corps commander. He did sense there was something
wrong at Abu Ghraib. He went there four times to visit the facility.
So there were things going on, but he was a busy man.

Senator BEN NELSON. Do we know whether he asked for addi-
tional headquarters staff?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Oh, absolutely.
Senator BEN NELSON. Now, if there is a standard for the mili-

tary, now let us go to the civilian. We go from the chain of com-
mand now to the DOD, from chain of command to DOD. What kind
of standards would we expect people there to be held to? You have
said you would not fire the Secretary of Defense for this situation,
but is there anybody below that level, as you have looked at this
and studied it, that you think Donald Trump ought to say ‘‘you are
fired’’?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. We were prepared to consider that. Now, in
testimony before this committee, General Sanchez and General
Abizaid stated that the Secretary of Defense states the policy. We
in the Army execute that policy. We do not go back for additional
guidance. What they were saying is we do not seek oversight from
the OSD once the policy is established.

We looked into a number of people in the OSD, and there were
some who might, at the outset, have expected to find greater evi-
dence there of responsibility. There was none in our judgment at
lower levels in the OSD.

If you look up at the military chain of command, the area in
which we found a problem was in terms of organizing the appro-
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priate forces for Iraq and seeing to it that there were enough MPs
there.

The information on the photos came up through to CENTCOM.
There was a lieutenant colonel there who looked at the photos and
kind of shrugged and did not send them any further up. Now, it
seems to me that that is a real failure to recognize the policy sig-
nificance and the political significance for the United States of
America of those photos being unleashed on the world. So that was
a failure of an individual in CENTCOM.

Further up the chain of command, one can argue that there
should have been a better sense that there was a problem with re-
gard to MPs, interrogators, interpreters and the like, and there
was none. That we characterize as a sin of omission.

Dr. BROWN. I would add one point. I think at the level of the
staff of the Secretary of Defense, I would agree with Jim Schles-
inger that there is a distinction between policy and execution, and
that the military chain of command was responsible for the execu-
tion. The staff of the Secretary of Defense, I think, could have been
more aware and attentive to what was going on and exercised some
sort of oversight that they failed to do in connection with some of
these.

Senator BEN NELSON. How serious is that and is that punish-
able?

Dr. BROWN. It is up to the Secretary of Defense to decide, and
I think he cannot decide it on the basis solely of this particular
issue, prisoner abuse. He has to decide it for each individual on the
totality of that individual’s performance. Again, it is not like run-
ning your ship aground.

Senator BEN NELSON. They may not get promoted but they do
not have to worry about getting another star.

Dr. BROWN. Well, lots of things can happen.
Senator BEN NELSON. I understand.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. In that case, the promotion or the decisions

about whether to keep a man or a woman depends upon their di-
rect responsibilities more than what is in this case an indirect re-
sponsibility. As Harold indicated, they might well have been more
curious about what was going on, but they too had other respon-
sibilities.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Talent.
Senator TALENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I really want to

thank the witnesses for, I think, a really extraordinarily helpful in-
vestigation and testimony.

Let me give a summary and tell me if it is basically correct just
to make sure my understanding of your report is accurate.

The pictures we all saw that started all this ironically enough
are not related to the interrogation abuse that we are now really
discussing. That really was a kind of sicko scrapbook that those
people put together on their own, if I understand your report cor-
rectly. There was no policy or sanctioning by senior officers or civil-
ians of abuse of any kind. I would have been very surprised to find
otherwise. The abuse resulted from an unexpectedly unstable over-
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all environment, under-resourcing, and an unexpectedly large and
varied mix of prisoners in Iraq. Then added to that, was confusion
over the specific rules of interrogation because, in some places, the
Geneva Conventions did not apply, in some places it did, and it
was not made clear enough to the forces on the ground what ex-
actly they were supposed to do. Is that a fair summary? As I take
away from this and I am asked back home, what does all this
amount to, that is a fair summary?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir.
Dr. BROWN. Yes. I think you should add that the results were se-

rious. It happened in a fairly widespread way. I think we at least
got over the idea there were only a few bad apples pretty early, but
it happened as you describe.

Senator TALENT. Yes. I would have been surprised if the kind of
stuff I saw in those pictures was at all widespread because that
was just sick.

Dr. BROWN. We were not able to find evidence of that sort of pa-
thology anywhere else.

Senator TALENT. Yes. People going too far in an effort to get in-
formation in an insecure environment where their friends are being
shot at and they are desperate to find out what is going on, while
inexcusable in one sense, in another sense is at least understand-
able, in a way, those pictures never were to me. So this is certainly
a common sense conclusion.

The only other thing I would say, Mr. Chairman, I think we have
gone over the issues, is something the two Secretaries said in re-
sponse to Mr. Nelson that I think is worth repeating. In hindsight,
we are focusing on this aspect of the war and appropriately so, and
it is certainly important. When you are actually operating the
thing, as you all have done in different contexts, it is very impor-
tant to maintain a sense of proportion. Had they gone too far in
the other direction, focused too much on all of this, and taken re-
sources away from other things, we could now be holding a hearing
about why you did not resource adequately enough in other areas
and you spent too much time on this. So clearly more should have
been done. I just think we ought to keep in mind that we are acting
with the benefit of a hindsight that they did not have.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator LEVIN. You are the chairman.
Senator TALENT [presiding]. I guess I am the chairman. All right.

[Laughter.]
We have been through one round. We will recognize the Senator

from Michigan.
Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Talent.
On the ghost detainees issue, at this morning’s hearing I asked

our witnesses if they had looked into the relationship, if any, of
Secretary Rumsfeld’s approval of Director Tenet’s request to keep
a CIA detainee at a military detention facility in Iraq without in-
forming the ICRC of his presence, to the presence of ghost detain-
ees at Abu Ghraib. We were informed that their investigation had
not looked into that issue.

Did your panel or did any other DOD investigation you know of
look into that issue as to the approval of a maintenance of a CIA
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detainee without notice, anonymously, and in violation of the Gene-
va Conventions?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. In Camp Cropper, General Dayton heard
about assertions that there might be abuse on the part of CIA peo-
ple and declared, as a matter of commander, that from then on CIA
people would not be permitted to question detainees in the absence
of DOD personnel being present.

Senator LEVIN. First of all, what is your reaction to the approval
by the Secretary of Defense of the CIA keeping a detainee in viola-
tion of the Geneva Conventions rules?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. As I have said several times, the committee
should look at that from an intelligence standpoint. I think that
there are authorities that apply to the Secretary of Defense and the
notion that he was sort of a free agent here, I think should be
looked at with some care.

Dr. BROWN. In relation to another matter that is under active
consideration, the committee ought to think about what would hap-
pen if you had a Director of National Intelligence who was in
charge of such detention operations because they were national in-
telligence and could use quite different rules from Army FM 34–
52.

Senator LEVIN. I think it is very good advice.
Now, is the panel aware of how CIA interrogation practices and

guidelines differ from the military’s?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. By reputation, the practices were somewhat

more severe, but the panel did not have clear information in that
regard. I simply report the reputation.

Dr. BROWN. Yes. We know of it but we do not know it.
Senator LEVIN. The ICRC has reviewed your report apparently

and has posted a response on its web site taking exception to a
number of your panel’s findings. I would like to get your comment
on one of their responses.

In your report you state, ‘‘If we were to follow the ICRC’s inter-
pretations, interrogation operations would not be allowed.’’ The
ICRC response to that statement was on their web site: ‘‘The ICRC
has never stated, suggested, or intimated that interrogation of any
detainee is prohibited regardless of the detainee’s status or lack of
status under the Geneva Conventions.’’

So what is then the basis of your assertion that the ICRC’s view
is that interrogation operations are not allowed?

Dr. BROWN. It depends on what you mean by interrogation. If
finding out someone’s name and serial number——

Senator LEVIN. They were talking beyond that.
Dr. BROWN. Are they?
Senator LEVIN. Oh, yes, absolutely.
Dr. BROWN. Not in what you have said.
Senator LEVIN. No, but in your report you said name, rank, and

serial number. They take exception to your report.
Dr. BROWN. My understanding is that the ICRC serves a very

useful purpose and its early warning signals were ignored here,
and that was part of the problem. But it is my understanding that
they support the protocol, which we do not, to the Geneva Conven-
tions. The protocol identifies what we call terrorists as prisoners of
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war. The ICRC is really pretty clear on how you can treat prisoners
of war. You can ask them their name, rank, and serial number.

Senator LEVIN. You can ask them other questions, but they do
not have to give anything more than name, rank, and serial num-
ber. Is that not accurate? That is not a quibble.

Dr. BROWN. No, I think that is true. But they have also charac-
terized pushing them beyond that as torture.

Senator LEVIN. Asking questions?
Dr. BROWN. No. Doing more than asking questions.
Senator LEVIN. No, no. I am not talking about anything other

than asking questions.
Dr. BROWN. No, no. But interrogation consists of more than ask-

ing questions.
Senator LEVIN. But has the ICRC ever said that you cannot ask

questions beyond name, rank, and serial number?
Dr. BROWN. No.
Senator LEVIN. They have never said that. I think that is what

they are objecting to.
Dr. BROWN. I see. There is a distinction between interrogation

and asking questions.
Senator LEVIN. There is a distinction between interrogation and

improper interrogation too.
Dr. BROWN. That is another distinction, but it is not the same

distinction.
Senator LEVIN. From what they say, apparently as I understand

it, they do not have any objection to asking proper questions. No
one has to answer them. But as I understand it from what they
say, they have not said you cannot interrogate somebody. What
they have said is that no one has to give you more than name,
rank, and serial number, and anything improper obviously is im-
proper.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. No, Senator. The staff had a meeting with the
ICRC and the ICRC made several points. The first of those points
was, according to the notes of the meeting, the ICRC believes that
the integration of interrogation and detention has become psycho-
logical torture.

Senator LEVIN. Automatically. So in other words, you think it is
the ICRC position? I am not disagreeing with you.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is what was recorded in the notes.
Senator LEVIN. In that case, then the ICRC has an explanation

as to whether they believe that interrogation, which does not in-
volve any abusive stuff, just asking questions, is improper. That is
something which we ought to ask the ICRC, and we will do that.

My last question.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. If the integration of interrogation and deten-

tion represents psychological torture, that is a continuation of a be-
lief that we should not engage in interrogation.

Senator LEVIN. I would agree. If that is their position that you
cannot ask anything, when someone is detained, other than name,
rank, and serial number, and that to ask a question without any
improper, abusive conduct, just asking, no isolation, no dogs, no
anything, just asking the questions is improper, then there is a
real difference here.
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My last question is this. You indicate in your report that in No-
vember 2003, a senior member of the National Security staff vis-
ited Abu Ghraib, leading some personnel at the facility to conclude,
perhaps incorrectly, that even the White House was interested in
the intelligence gleaned from their interrogation reports. You also
then indicate that, and this, I guess, is the Fay report that indi-
cated that the pressure that was felt by members of the Intel-
ligence Community, the intense pressure that they felt from higher
headquarters, and here I am quoting the Fay report, ‘‘to include
CENTCOM, the Pentagon, and the Defense Intelligence Agency for
timelier, actionable intelligence,’’ in their words, ‘‘adversely affected
their decisionmaking,’’ that intense pressure. Can you comment on
that? Do you agree with that?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that that is likely to be true, that there
was an eagerness for intelligence, for actionable intelligence, and
that eagerness constituted psychological pressure.

Senator LEVIN. Do you agree with that, Dr. Brown?
Dr. BROWN. Yes, but that is different from being instructed to do

something. It is hard to apportion blame under such circumstances.
Senator LEVIN. Do you know the purpose of that visit of the NSC

staff to Abu Ghraib in November 2003?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. The staff member was there to look at intel-

ligence resources that might be required. That was the purpose of
the visit or the stated purpose of that visit.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.
One short question, gentlemen, and then we will terminate a

very good hearing.
Senator GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry.
Chairman WARNER. Yes.
Senator GRAHAM. Can I just have a few questions once you get

through?
Chairman WARNER. We will do that. We note there is a vote on.
My question would be as follows. Drawing on your own experi-

ence, what measures would you take, were you to be Secretary of
Defense today, to ensure the effective functioning of a rapid report-
ing system back to you of news which could have major inter-
national and other serious implications on the ongoing operations
of a military operation and/or foreign policy such that you can com-
municate with the President about any problems within your re-
spective commands? I know Secretary Rumsfeld has this under
consideration. He has noted the imperative need for change in this
regard in view of the instantaneous transmission of news world-
wide now. What kind of procedures would you put in place, and
how must those procedures be adapted to protect the UCMJ and
the responsibilities thereunder?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The Air Force has had such a procedure and
we recommend that the DOD, the other Services, embrace the Air
Force’s procedure in this regard. I should, of course, caution that
there is no way of assuring that that will ever happen.

Chairman WARNER. You are suggesting that is a model for each
to look at.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, that is a model.
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Dr. BROWN. It is and it involves the establishment of a very
small group that pays attention to this kind of thing and sends the
word up.

Chairman WARNER. We have a vote, and one of our gentlemen
has to get on an airplane. But you go ahead as best you can.

Senator GRAHAM. Very quickly. I do appreciate your patience.
You said something before, that General Sanchez asked for more

headquarters personnel, that he asked for more people. Is that cor-
rect?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is correct in the sense that he was enti-
tled to 1,400 and he had something on the order of 400, and there-
fore the message was bring me up to my necessary complement.

Senator GRAHAM. Did he get the number he requested?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. No, he did not.
Senator GRAHAM. Who told him no?
Dr. SCHLESINGER. Oh, I am not sure that he was told no. It is

just that there was a build-up from the low 33 percent level but
it never got to the full complement. I think there was an effort to
respond, a natural effort to respond, but he never got to the full
complement.

Dr. BROWN. That request went to CENTCOM.
Senator GRAHAM. CENTCOM, okay.
Finally, the root cause I am trying to get to, and you have been

so patient, about how we got on this slippery slope about interroga-
tion techniques to me is very interesting, and I do not think it is
within the Pentagon. Is my understanding correct that the Penta-
gon was receiving information from the DOJ and the White House
counsel about a suggested game plan for interrogating al Qaeda
and Taliban members that came from outside the Department? Is
that correct?

Dr. BROWN. I do not know that that is the case. I think that they
were aware of the very broad authority suggested in the OLC
memorandum.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I do not know that there was any direct rec-
ommendation to the Department, but it certainly is fair to say both
that the Department would understandably pay some deference to
an OLC memorandum and that some of the influence was there.

Senator GRAHAM. Do you believe, given all that you know about
this, that part of the problem, we experienced later on, is that some
legal forces were set in motion that clearly cut corners, that clearly
violated the spirit of international law, not only the letter, clearly
violated the spirit of the Geneva Conventions, clearly were going
in the direction against humane treatment, that that was a phe-
nomenon that existed early on?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Certainly some of the statements that ap-
peared in the second OLC memorandum are in that direction.

Senator GRAHAM. I am referring to the second, yes.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that it is clear.
Senator GRAHAM. Secretary Brown?
Dr. BROWN. Yes.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. The eagerness with which that has been, if not

disowned, pushed aside suggests that.

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01360 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1355

Dr. BROWN. The way I would put it is that there were clearly
some lawyers who were saying, ‘‘here is what you might be able to
get away with rather than saying here is what is right.’’

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you very much.
Dr. SCHLESINGER. But it is also clearly an exercise in constitu-

tional expression of constitutional limits, a long tradition, I think,
of the OLC do not impose limits on the President of the United
States. I think that goes back many years.

Chairman WARNER. Gentlemen, the vote is about to come. We
want to thank you very much for another chapter of public service,
by no means the last. You have brought an important perspective
to this otherwise very difficult issue. I commend the Secretary of
Defense for convening this panel and I commend each of you for
discharging your responsibility in a very pragmatic, forthright, and
honest way.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. BROWN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman WARNER. Thank you. The hearing is adjourned.
[The Final Report of the Independent Panel to Review DOD De-

tention Operations follows:]
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[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS

GHOST DETAINEES

1. Senator COLLINS. Dr. Schlesinger, do we know precisely how many detainees
were kept off the books?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. No, our panel did not have that information. Indications were
that there was a small, though significant, number. In just one case was the author-
ization at senior levels of the department sought.

2. Senator COLLINS. Dr. Schlesinger, what was the motivation for this? Was it due
to concerns that mistreatment of these prisoners would be revealed or was it be-
cause military leadership wanted to keep the identities of these individuals secret?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The motivation in the DOD was to accommodate the DCI, and
whatever authorization he may have had from higher levels. I suspect that the pur-
pose was to keep unknown the questioning of particular individuals—rather than
that they were being ‘‘mistreated,’’ which in any event was certainly not authorized.
As a general proposition, military leadership was uneasy about keeping identities
of these individuals secret, and was, in some cases, resisted.

COOPERATION WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY AND DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

3. Senator COLLINS. Dr. Schlesinger, were you satisfied with the level of coopera-
tion you received from the CIA and the DOD?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Our panel was created by Secretary Rumsfeld for the DOD. We
received total cooperation from the DOD. We are not authorized to investigate the
CIA. We did receive some courtesies from the agency, but I would not characterize
it as cooperation.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY

GENEVA CONVENTIONS

4. Senator KENNEDY. Dr. Schlesinger, your report suggests you are recommending
the U.S. needs to redefine its understanding of international human rights law in
relation to the global war on terrorism. Do you believe that international human
rights laws do not provide for terrorists or enemy combatants?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The Geneva Conventions adopted in 1949, envisaged a continu-
ation of wars between nation states. It did not envisage insurgencies (and was never
applied by colonial powers)—or ‘‘wars of national liberation.’’ More importantly, it
clearly does not apply to terrorism. The attempt in the 1970s to redress these omis-
sions through Protocol I was regarded by the United States as inappropriate, if not
pernicious, in treating terrorists as prisoners of war.

I believe that international law in the form of the Geneva Conventions does, in-
deed, provide for enemy or illegal combatants in that those entitled to protection as
prisoners of war must meet specific standards. Therefore, by logic, if they do not
meet those specific requirements, they are not entitled to prisoner of war status. If
they are engaged in combat, therefore, they logically belong in a different category—
of enemy or illegal combatant. On the other hand, it is quite clear that international
law deals quite ineffectively with widespread terrorism, and should be adjusted to
deal with terrorism.

5. Senator KENNEDY. Dr. Schlesinger, do you feel that international human rights
law is inadequate, even though it includes basic requirements related to conditions
and treatment of prisoners or internees, specifically provides for the prosecution of
combatants and of ‘‘enemy combatants’’ alike for criminal conduct and/or war crimes
carried out during a conflict?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. International law provides adequately for the prosecution of
criminal conduct and/or war crimes carried out in a conflict. It does not provide ade-
quately for criminal conduct carried on as terrorism.

6. Senator KENNEDY. Dr. Schlesinger, do you believe that the Third and Fourth
Geneva Conventions allow indefinite detention without any independent legal re-
view?

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:27 Nov 08, 2005 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 01479 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 96600.TXT SARMSER2 PsN: SARMSER2



1474

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The Geneva Conventions do not allow indefinite detention in
the absence of review by a ‘‘competent tribunal.’’ The latter should be distinguished
from ‘‘independent legal review.’’

[Whereupon, at 5:19 p.m., the committee adjourned.]

Æ
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