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Introduction
This submission by the Chinese Human Rights Defenders (CHRD) addresses several issues
raised by the Chinese government‟s response to the request by the Committee Against Torture
(CAT) for information pursuant to CAT‟s follow-up procedure.1 The Chinese government was
supposed to have provided information about measures it took during the year after its review
(which took place in November 2008) to implement several recommendations highlighted by
CAT for follow-up (namely, those contained in paragraphs 11, 15, 17, and 23).2 Not only did the
Chinese government‟s November 2009 response fail to address what measures, if any, it took
during 2009 to implement the highlighted recommendations, but China also misused the followup procedure to challenge, and defend itself against, the observations contained in CAT‟s
Concluding Observations (paragraphs 11-37).3 In fact, the Chinese government did not take any
meaningful steps during 2009 to implement the recommendations for follow-up. Rather, 2009
and the first seven months of 2010 have witnessed the persistence, and in some cases, the
worsening, of many of the problems and trends that CAT identified as subjects of particular
concern.
Because CHRD cannot cover all of the issues raised by the Chinese government‟s response in
this brief submission, we have focused on the following topics: the lack of legal safeguards for
detainees, including the continued use of torture to extract confessions, the ongoing harassment
of and violence against human rights lawyers, defenders, and petitioners, and the persistent
refusal of the Chinese government to conduct a full and impartial investigation into the violent
suppression of the 1989 Democracy Movement. While CHRD welcomes the recent issuance by
the Chinese government of new rules that bar the use of statements obtained through torture in
criminal proceedings, given the lack of an independent judiciary and the Chinese government‟s
poor track record with respect to the implementation of rights protection provisions contained in,
for example, the Criminal Procedure Law and the Lawyers‟ Law, CHRD does not hold out much
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hope for effective implementation of these new rules.4
The Lack of Legal Safeguards for Detainees and Use of Torture to Extract Confessions
The recommendations contained in Paragraph 11 of the Concluding Observations relate to
“immediate steps” China should take “to prevent acts of torture and ill-treatment throughout the
country,” including the right of access to counsel, and the right “to appear before a judge within
a time limit in accordance with international standards.” Ignoring CAT‟s recommendations, the
Chinese government simply recited existing legal provisions and took issue with the observations
contained in Paragraph 11.
In Paragraph 11(a), CAT noted “with concern” the government‟s “[f]ailure to bring detainees
promptly before a judge, thus keeping them in prolonged police detention without charge for up
to 37 days or in some cases for longer periods.” The Chinese government‟s rejection of this
observation does not accord with the facts. First, many criminal suspects are held for months, or
even longer, before being brought before a judge.5 As CHRD noted in our October 2008
submission to CAT, articles 124, 126, 127, and 128 of the Criminal Procedure Law (CPL)
combine to permit the police to detain a suspect for over one year after arrest (daibu) before
sending the case to the procuratorate (i.e., the prosecuting agency), which then reviews the case
to determine whether to issue an indictment.6 Second, with respect to the 37-day pre-arrest
warrantless detention period authorized by the CPL in certain types of cases, the government has
offered no data or statistics to support its assertion that the 37-day period is used only in those
limited circumstances stipulated by the CPL. In fact, the police routinely subject all types of
criminal suspects to 37 days of pre-arrest detention before obtaining arrest approval from the
procuratorate.7 Needless to say, the Chinese government has not implemented “effective
measures” to ensure that all detained suspects “appear before a judge within a time limit in
accordance with international standards,” as CAT recommended in Paragraph 11.8
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In Paragraph 11(c), CAT also noted “with concern” detainees‟ “restricted access to lawyers.” The
Chinese government‟s assertion that a meeting between a detainee and his or her lawyer will be
arranged “after checking the relevant identification documents of the lawyer in accordance with
law”9 is contradicted by numerous cases reported to CHRD as well as articles in the Chinese
media and blogosphere that discuss the ongoing difficulties criminal defense lawyers and their
detained clients face in arranging meetings, despite recent revisions to the Lawyers‟ Law that
aimed to improve access between attorneys and detainees.10 These new provisions, however, are
not being implemented effectively.11 Police still frequently invoke “state secrets” to prevent
lawyers from meeting with their clients, or cite “internal” rules and procedures to delay, prevent,
or otherwise constrain attorney-client meetings. Moreover, although the revised Lawyers‟ Law
clearly prohibits the monitoring or recording of attorney-client meetings (see art. 33), CHRD
continues to document instances of police monitoring in person or through the use of
audio/visual devices.12
In paragraph 11(d), CAT expressed concern about the “[c]ontinued reliance on confessions as a
common form of evidence for prosecution, thus creating conditions that may facilitate the use of
torture and ill-treatment of suspects.” Indeed, a May 2010 China Daily editorial noted: “Torture
is still playing a role in extracting a confession from suspects in custody.”13 Torture was at issue
in two recent troubling convictions: the 15-year sentence meted out to Tibetan environmentalist
Karma Samdrup in June and the 8-year sentence handed down to U.S. geologist Xue Feng on
vague “state secrets” charges in July.14 State-run media and the blogosphere erupted this spring
over the wrongful murder conviction 11 years ago of Zhao Zuohai when the purported “victim,”
a fellow villager, suddenly reappeared in their village in late April. After his release from prison
in early May, Zhao said he had been repeatedly beaten, subjected to sleep deprivation and death
threats while in police custody, and that his “confession” to a murder that never occurred “was as
„instructed‟ by the police.”15
Unnatural deaths in detention centers (kanshousuo) has perhaps been the most visible issue in
China during the follow-up period and into 2010. Following a widely-publicized February 2009
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case in which officials in Yunnan Province unconvincingly attributed the death of a detainee to
an injury sustained during a game of “hide-and-seek,” Chinese media and netizens have
continued to expose and comment on other cases of mysterious deaths in detention centers.16 The
China Daily editorial mentioned above observed that “[a]larming cases of unexplained deaths
continue to occur in” detention centers and that they point to “the police‟s alleged inhuman
behavior against criminal suspects.”17 Moreover, CHRD has documented several cases of
suspicious deaths in Re-education through Labor camps during the follow-up period and into
2010.18
Harassment of and Violence Against Human Rights Lawyers, Defenders, and Petitioners
During the follow-up period, the Chinese government failed to implement CAT‟s
recommendations regarding the protection of human rights lawyers, defenders, and petitioners
against intimidation and abuse. The situation for human rights lawyers deteriorated markedly
during 2009 and into 2010. Between February and May 2009, Beijing lawyers Li Baiguang,
Cheng Hai, Zhang Kai, and Li Chunfu, as well as Guangxi lawyer Yang Zaixin, were assaulted in
separate incidents by government officials or unidentified individuals believed to be affiliated
with local authorities.19 In July 2009, disbarred Liaoning lawyer Wang Yonghang, who defended
Falun Gong practitioners, was severely beaten in police custody.20 CHRD is not aware of any
investigations or of any individuals being held accountable in connection with these assaults.
Human rights lawyer Gao Zhisheng disappeared in February 2009, suddenly re-appeared in
March 2010 only to disappear again in April. Gao had endured torture during an earlier
abduction by police in 2007, and again during his disappearance in 2009, and it is believed he
faces a high risk of being tortured again.21 Gao‟s current whereabouts are unknown. During 2009
and 2010, local justice bureaus have revoked, cancelled, or refused to renew the lawyers‟ licenses
of certain human rights lawyers, including Jiang Tianyong, Tang Jitian, Liu Wei, and others.22
Shanghai human rights lawyer Zheng Enchong remains under illegal house arrest.
Official and unofficial personnel continue to torture, harass and arbitrarily detain human rights
defenders and petitioners. For example, in August 2009, police in Chengdu, Sichuan province
beat prominent activist and artist Ai Weiwei so severely that Ai suffered a cerebral hemorrhage.
Ai had traveled to Chengdu to testify as a defense witness on behalf of human rights defender
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Tan Zuoren, who was facing trial on “inciting subversion” charges.23 In early October 2009,
Shandong petitioner Li Shulian died while illegally detained in a black jail. Although officials
declared Li‟s death a "suicide by hanging," her family and fellow petitioners believe that Li died
as a result of beatings and mistreatment.24 In July 2010, high-ranking police officials in Wuhan,
Hubei province effectively admitted that petitioners are targets of police abuse when they
apologized to Chen Yulian, the wife of a local official, for the beating she suffered at the hands of
six plainclothes police officers who mistook her for a petitioner.25
1989 Democracy Movement
In its Concluding Observations, CAT recommended that the Chinese government “conduct a full
and impartial investigation into the suppression of the Democracy Movement in Beijing in June
1989” and “offer apologies and reparation as appropriate and prosecute those found responsible
for excessive use of force, torture, and other ill-treatment.”26 The Chinese government‟s response
to CAT‟s recommendation reflects its steadfast refusal to address June 4: “The Chinese
Government has closed the case concerning the political turmoil in the spring and summer of
1989.” Public discussion and commemoration of the massacre remains taboo. In June 2009, at
least five activists were sent to Re-education through Labor camps for organizing activities to
commemorate the twentieth anniversary of the massacre. Officials harassed and/or temporarily
detained dozens of other individuals to prevent them from organizing or taking part in
commemorative activities.27 In June 2010, a number of activists were again harassed and
detained.28
*
*
*
In sum, the Chinese government simply ignored CAT‟s recommendations for follow-up.
Torture and mistreatment at the hands of official and unofficial personnel remain widespread,
and the situation with respect to a number of CAT‟s areas of concern has worsened, rather than
improved, since CAT‟s review of China in late 2008.
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